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Garwood Councilman Comments on
Borough Longevity Pay Debate

Utilities Auth. Chairman Should Back
Up Claim in Letter on Trash Deal

Resident Thanks Officials, WPD For
‘No Parking Zone’ at Duncan Hill

Almost 25 years ago, I, together
with other local residents, requested
the Westfield Town Council to estab-
lish a “no parking” zone on Central
Avenue immediately adjacent to a
driveway at the Duncan Hill com-
plex. By providing considerably
greater visibility and thereby decreas-
ing the probability of a broadside
collision, this “no parking” zone has
provided increased safety for motor-
ists and pedestrians alike. What was
then already a very dynamic area in
terms of vehicular traffic has become
extremely more active in the subse-
quent years.

A few months ago, the zone be-
came the favorite parking area for
one or more recalcitrant drivers of
large, lawn maintenance vehicles.
While this might not appear to be a
matter of much concern, to those
whose safety was placed in jeopardy
it was a major issue. Also, I fully
appreciate that the various constraints
and exigencies of the moment must

dictate the prioritization of actions of
all those who work in the service of
the Town of Westfield. Nevertheless,
communication of the relevant facts
to Mayor Skibitsky resulted in suc-
cessfully resolving the situation to
the benefit of the safety of all motor-
ists and pedestrians in the area.

I would like to express my great
appreciation to Mayor Skibitsky,
Town Administrator Gildea, Coun-
cilwoman Neylan, all the members
of both the Public Safety, Transporta-
tion and Parking Committee and the
Town Council, and especially to Chief
Parizeau and the entire Westfield
Police Department for dealing effec-
tively with this situation and for their
continuing hard work, as well as to
all the other town departments whose
efforts have contributed to maintain-
ing Westfield for so many years as a
very desirable community in which
to live.

Paul Deroo
Westfield

I’m writing to correct an item from
the January 12th edition of The
Westfield Leader in which the author
states that five of Garwood’s seven
DPW workers do not receive longev-
ity pay. Rather, it is the opposite.
After doing away with longevity pay
in the DPW’s 1993 contract with the
Borough (of Garwood), almost 20
years later, five of the seven DPW
workers still receive longevity pay.
The relevance of this fact to the cur-
rent debate over longevity pay in
Garwood is that should we choose to
eliminate longevity pay only for
workers hired after January 1, 2012,
based on the DPW’s experience, it
may be two or more decades that
Garwood’s taxpayers will be stuck
with making unaffordable longevity
payments.

Please remember, employee com-
pensation increases are not exempted
from the 2 percent cap on tax in-
creases. Therefore, any pay increases
above 2 percent (our current longevity
policy for non-union members gives
up to 8 percent pay raises) will require
cuts in pay to our junior staff, layoffs,
furloughs and numerous other service
cuts. In fact, Garwood has already
reduced through attrition its police
department from 16 to 15 total offic-
ers, including our chief and captain.

To continue to grant unaffordable
pay raises to our employees while at
the same time cutting law enforce-
ment is a huge disservice to the resi-
dents of our borough. Thank you for
your coverage of this issue.

Councilman James Mathieu
Garwood

I challenge John Kulish, chairman
of the Union County Utilities Au-
thority, to back up his foolish asser-
tion (January 12, 2012 letter to the
editor) that “over $100 million will
be saved over the lifetime of this
(restructured Covanta) deal” in light
of the additional debt, the lost elec-
tricity revenue that would have re-
verted to the county were the lease
not extended, and the guaranteed ton-
nage requirements that will almost
certainly be asserted when the UCUA
is faced with the obligation to pay a
mitigation fee to Covanta in the event
of an overall tonnage delivery short-
fall by the contract municipalities.

In the case of Kenilworth, which
brings about 2,600 tons of garbage
annually to the incinerator, accord-
ing to Mayor Fiamingo they were

required to sign a deal that obligated
them for 3,000 tons. They had no
choice. That $12 per ton savings trum-
peted in a letter UCUA sent out to the
municipalities last month could be
wiped out when the next letter comes
enforcing the guaranteed tonnage
requirement. This deal was brokered
to lock in Covanta’s profits and pro-
vide significant revenue to the law
firm (DeCotiis, FitzPatrick and Cole,
LLP which was paid $580,600
through October 6, 2011) and NW
Financial ($86,661) that brokered it.

Taxpayers, over the life of the deal,
can expect to lose between $50 and
$100 million and those losses could
start being realized with the next mail
delivery.

John Bury
Kenilworth

Who Wrote the Letter Last Week for
UCUA Chair Kulish on Trash Deal?

WATCH OUT FOR
THE BLACK ICE!

Answers to last week’s arcane words.
1. Ollamh – A teacher or sage of an-

cient Ireland
2. Braccate – Having feathers which

conceal the feet and legs
3. Torvity – Sternness; grimness
4. Knell – A mournful sound; usually

of a bell toll

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

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.

LATIBULIZE
1. To strap with a saddle
2. To hibernate or burrow
3. To stretch or distort
4. To flatten or squash

DISCERPTIBILITY
1. Understanding; perceptiveness
2. Capability or liability to be torn

apart or disunited
3. Given to debate or dispute
4. Capable of being removed from one

environment and thriving in another;
adaptability

TOPHACEOUS
1. Excessively sweaty
2. Haughty; boastful
3. Gritty; sandy
4. Pertaining to the movement of cells

in regard to nutritive matter
AMPHOTERIC

1. Vast; unending
2. Twining about; twisting
3. The uniting of both male and female

germ cells from two individuals in repro-
duction

4. Having both acid and basic proper-
ties

Scotch Plains-Fanwood
PTA Invites Public to

Coffee Roundtable
To all parents and residents of the

Scotch Plains-Fanwood school dis-
trict, the SPF PTA Council cordially
invites the community members to
the annual Coffee Roundtable with
the members of our board of educa-
tion.

The evening is an opportunity to
come together to discuss important
issues to the school district in an
informal setting. January is School
Board Recognition Month, so please
come out and meet our SP-F Board of
Education members and show your
appreciation for their dedication to
our kids.

The event is being held on Mon-
day, January 23, 2012, at Park Middle
School in the media center at 7:30
p.m. Light refreshments will be pro-
vided by the PTA Council. RSVPs
are not required, but appreciated. To
RSVP or to receive additional infor-
mation, please contact Lisa Dunlap
at SPFPTAVP@yahoo.com. We look
forward to seeing you there.

Lisa Dunlap,
SP-F PTA Vice President

I have read The Westfield Leader’s
previous editorial (1/05/2012) re-
garding the allegations that the
Covanta/Rahway incinerator deal
was not in the best interests of the
municipalities and the waste disposal
companies involved. I also just read
in your 1/12/2012 edition, the re-
sponse letter from John Kulish, who
is the chairman of the Union county
Utilities Authority. In that letter he
wants to justify how we all win in this
new contract.

If you read my recent letters re-
garding the millions of dollars that
are disappearing under his chairman-
ship, one would realize that indeed
someone is definitely benefiting big
time; just not the municipalities, who
had to sign under the present finan-
cial duress imposed by the state’s 2
percent budget cap. The UCUA
scheme, as The Westfield Leader
rightfully notes, is totally unfair to
those municipalities that are using
private cartage. This unfairness arises
when one town has to pay $39 more
a ton than another town and is simply
unconstitutional. But under the sys-
tem of Union County government
and the political bosses in control,
legalities really don’t need to be fol-
lowed when no one of leadership
will stand up. The county freehold-
ers, a county area senator, assembly-
man, prosecutor, even a judge or two
are all part of their questionable self-
enrichment type of system — so noth-
ing will be done about it, but I di-
gress.

Last year, when this scheme arose,
I became very involved as a con-
cerned resident in this deal knowing
Union County is very deceptive in
anything it does. In studying the re-
finance scheme of two bonds in-
volved, I found out that there is actu-
ally close to $9 million in annual
savings the first few years going down

to $6 million annually. If you read
Kulish’s and his ilk’s recent press
releases they only account for $4
million annual savings every time. In
three meetings last year, I continu-
ally confronted Kulish and the free-
holders with this query as to where all
the other money is going. Chairman
Kulish just looked vacant. You see,
he is not appointed to be chairman
due to any experience or intelligence.
He was only appointed as a political
hack that would not question the fuzzy
financial dealings being done behind
the scenes. One must wonder who
wrote his letter to The Westfield
Leader, but again I digress.

In fact his special counsel, DeCotiis
Fitzpatrick, (of course, a major po-
litical mover and shaker they hired
for millions of $) tried to pass num-
bers to justify the discrepancy but
was easily refuted. Kulish said noth-
ing.

I will not disagree that there is
some savings to the towns; they had
to offer that to get their deceptive
plan through. As I noted previously
it’s $1 for us, $4 for whomever “them”
is. And I won’t even go into those
huge balloon payments at the end of
the contract that is creating all these
contrived upfront savings Kulish
claims. One interesting tidbit I un-
covered is that with the new contract,
Covanta, the private operator of the
incinerator is receiving an extra $2
million a year, but actually has fewer
responsibilities for retrieving outside
tonnage to keep the incinerator prof-
itable. Is it hush money? This makes
no sense, unless you own Covanta I
guess.

I call on Kulish, if he is a supposed
chairman, to prove out just where
those hidden millions are going? It
sure isn’t to the municipalities that
now have to maintain minimum trash
tonnage or be fined with extra costs.
The only smell coming from the trash
incinerator is that of Kulish and his
political hacks enabling a corrupted
system of self-service and self-deal-
ing in Union County against the
resident’s interests. We’re not fooled.
It is foul.

Bruce Paterson
Garwood

Is Efficiency and Convenience for
Government Worth The Loss?

Your State Legislators
---LD-21---

Sen. Thomas Kean, Jr. (R)
425 North Avenue E.
Westfield, NJ 07090
(908)-232-3673

Asm. Jon Bramnick (R)
251 North Ave. West
Westfield, NJ 07090
(908)-232-2073

Asm. Nancy  Munoz (R)
57 Union Place, Suite 310
Summit, NJ 07901
(908)-918-0414

---LD-22---
Sen. Nicholas Scutari (D)

1514 E. Saint Georges Ave.
Linden, NJ 07036
(908)-587-0404

Asw. Linda  Stender (D)
1801 East Second St.
Scotch Plains, NJ 07076
(908)-668-1900

Asm. Jerry  Green (D)
17 Watchung Ave.
Plainfield, NJ 07060
(908)-561-5757

Tax Appeals; When Will
The System Be Fixed?
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Over the past couple of years both Scotch Plains
and Westfield town councils have decreased the
number of meetings that are held each year. It’s a
convenience and efficiency factor for both the coun-
cil members and the municipal employees. For the
most part, there is apathy from the public. Unless a
hot button issue comes up, or it is election season,
attendance at municipal meetings by members of the
public is low.

Only a few years ago, Westfield committee meet-
ings were open to the public, subject to the Open
Public Meetings Act — receiving spirited citizen
input. The budget committee met regularly and was
well attended. Then, the Westfield Town Council
consolidated the committees and closed the doors to
the public. Although council committee member-
ship was always less than a quorum and not subject
to Opening Public Meetings Act, the public and the
press were always invited to attend and were never
turned away. In fact, in past years these meetings
were frequently “Sunshined” so other officials could
attend also without concern over constituting a quo-
rum. The result today is that these deliberations now
occur behind closed doors and not all officials are
able to attend.

Do the committees meet? Are there meeting min-
utes? Are there thorough reports at council meet-
ings?

A few years ago, Westfield councilpersons served
two-year terms. They changed it to four-year terms
and now there are fewer elections. Efficient perhaps
and yes their salary is $1 per year.

This year, the Westfield council combined some of
the dates for agenda setting meetings with the same
date of the regular meetings (12 of the 30 dates this
year). Up until now, all the agenda setting meetings
were a week before, giving time for public review of

intended actions. This year on 12 occurrences, it’s
7:30 p.m. for the agenda and 8 p.m. for the public
meeting - slam bam and it’s done. Efficient perhaps.

Whether it’s Scotch Plains, Westfield, Fanwood,
Garwood and Cranford councils and committees or
the boards of education, we notice that there are
many press releases, but less public information and
less real news. Discussions must be taking place
beforehand, as votes seem to be cut and dry with
little being said or questioned.

The public shouldn’t be left with the only recourse
of filing OPRA (Open Public Records Act) requests
to find out what is going on. Government should
want the public to know and be involved.

At Garwood and Fanwood council meetings, there
is a formal process where committee heads and
board liaisons report to their councils during public
meetings to offer information, updates and events.
This seems to be a good system.

Scotch Plains, on the other hand, has no commit-
tees. The council as a whole handles everything. In
the past couple of years, there seems to be more
dialogue on the dais (albeit along party lines). Public
access to this is a good thing.

Mountainside Council meetings have always been
efficient - “Noblesse Oblige.”

Local access TV televises the meetings. But as
Bruce Springsteen sings: “57 Channels (And Nothin’
On).”

Don’t get us wrong. The municipal mayors and
council members work hard and are sincere. They
and the municipal staffs are always on hand to
answer questions and to provide documents. But
what are the issues, the questions, the choices and
the priorities?

Somehow with the enhanced efficiency, we think
the public is losing something.

Most homeowners in the area are concerned about
their property taxes. In Westfield, there are about
10,000 homes paying about $13,500 per year in
property taxes. That equals about $135 million per
year in property taxes just from Westfield where $90
million goes to the school system and the rest is split
by the town and the county. Only Summit is higher
per home than Westfield in the county, though other
towns in the area face similar property tax chal-
lenges.

As a result, many property owners are appealing,
or are considering appealing, their property taxes.
Some lawyers, appraisers and real estate agents
view tax appeals as a big and growing business. The
marketing of these services is on the rise. The tax
offices are getting tied up handling the appeal
workload, and towns are concerned about the grow-
ing uncertainty of collection amounts and budget-
ing.

Consider an extreme case where the 10,000

Westfield homes times $1,000 tax appeal reduction
per home equals $10 million. Assume the cost of an
appeal process from lawyers and appraisers is $1,000
per home (another $10 million). Ultimately, Westfield
still needs the $135 million, so the government
would be forced to increase the tax rate to recover the
$10 million from the appeals. The public then is left
short the other $10 million paid for services to
mount the appeals. The way it stands, the towns are
the tax collectors and must pay the schools and the
county regardless. Along with this, the towns are
least able to afford it as they get the smallest slice.
Isn’t this a paradox and self-destructive?

It’s true, if one wins an appeal and others don’t
challenge theirs, the cost of their “win” gets passed
on to the others. Isn’t this a bad system where it’s
“every man for themselves,” and be dammed with
the others?

When will the system be fixed before there is
chaos?


