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The Duplicity of the Westfield BOE
In Bundling The Turf Bond

WF Bond Supporter Offers Testimony
To Dispel Myths on Turf Field

Why Aren’t School Roofs Maintained
Within The Operating Budget?

I find it difficult to understand a letter
in support of the Turf field like the one
written by Ms. MacLean. It totally ig-
nores the duplicity of the BOE in bun-
dling the allegedly necessary with the
possibly desirable. She seems to say
that we should agree with the town and
the board because they have shown
concern for the people they are hurting.
She points to the studies, etc. of the
parking problem and ignores the bla-
tant favoritism shown to Stoneleigh
Park. Concerning the lighting, she cites
the obviously unbiased opinions of the
manufacturer and as for over-use, she
cites the “recommendations of the Fa-
cilities Committee” to turn the lights
off at 9 p.m.. What higher authority
could she seek?

The next letter in favor of the bond
was by Ms.Maloney. She also ignores
the conduct of the board in bundling the
issues and begins her plea with, “ First,
necessary vs. luxury.”She then launches
into a promotion of a turf field that
sounds like a sales pitch. All nice things

that show desirability, but not a word
about necessity. She doesn’t mention
that Kehler Stadium will soon need
renovation. Will that be another bond
issue? She does mention the Houlihan
Field, thus begging the question, is a
third turf field a necessity?

Please remember the BOE deferred
the repair of these roofs for years when
money was set aside in their budgets.
They spent the money on other things.
Mismanagement is an arguable point.
The board now wishes to spend money
outside of the budget for items they
should have been fixing within their
budget. Now that it’s outside the bud-
get, it is a necessity.

I have no problem spending money
to provide as good an education as is
possible for the children of Westfield. I
object strenuously to pleas for approval
of spending on dubious bases and more
dubious reasoning.

A. John Blake
Westfield

I appreciate the moms and dads who
volunteer their time to serve our commu-
nity. However, why do they turn into
politicians the moment they are sworn
in? On Sept. 24, a few of us, and that is
what they are hoping for, will go to the
polls and vote on a referendum to buy a
$17-million bond. I bet the project will
cost more to fix all the school roofs and
build a lighted-turf field at Westfield
High School. Here is a question for you,
how does a politician get a “pet project”
passed by the residents? Answer, they
bundle the project. That pet project is the
lighted turf field. But wait, why do we
have to have a bond to maintain school
roofs? Every year Westfield sets a budget
(unlike the federal government). Isn’t
there an item for brick and mortar of all
the schools? We should place money in a
reserve fund to fix troofs. Where is the
money? Why do we have to fix all the
roofs at one time? Can’t we fix the worst
roof now, patch the others then fix an-
other roof or two next year? Hey that’s a
great idea, and then we have no need for
a bond! Back to politicians ear marking/
bundling. Why did this group have to add
the turf and field lights to the roof issue?
There have been several heated meet-
ings. These politicians are not listening to
the voters wanting the two issues sepa-
rated. Please stop acting like you are
better then us.

To my friends and my foes, since this
group of politicians does not want to
listen to the people, let’s vote this refer-
endum down and make them go back to
the drawing board. Then maybe they will
realize we can fix the roofs one at a time
and put the lights as a separate vote. The
next informational meeting on the bond
is at Roosevelt School on Wednesday,
September 19, at 9:30 a.m. Please show
up and voice your concerns. Years ago
this town wanted to build a parking ga-
rage or two and if I recall there was a
group call WE CARE. Their mission at

the time was to inform and educate
Westfield residents on the pros and cons
for building the garages instead of having
our town leaders force-feed something
we the people did not want. Where is that
group? To bad they can’t stand up and
speak out about this referendum.

Vote No for this bond, otherwise don’t
complain to me when our taxes go up.

John Mancini
Westfield

I’d like to further dispel myths regard-
ing the upcoming bond.

It’s been suggested that the various
leagues pay to fund the turf; however, as
a board member of one of those organiza-
tions, I can assure you that the leagues
don’t have the financial resources to fund
a project of this magnitude. While some
may be able to contribute, it is a myth that
these leagues operate with excessive funds
as I assure you mine certainly does not.

The tax impact on an average house is
$45 per household the first year. The
impact increases for one year and then
decreases as past bonds mature. As a
fellow taxpayer, I don’t feel this is unrea-
sonable for the benefit we will experi-
ence. Twenty-one percent of the town’s
population is children in the school sys-
tem, while many others have preschoolers
coming up. Over time, the majority of
homes will benefit from this project.

Also, the question has been asked: Is
there better use of these funds? If voted
down, there are no funds, so people who
think a turf field isn’t the “best use” of
this money may not understand the pro-
cess. Bonds are not floated for items in
the budget; they are requested to fund
capital items that the budget cannot in-
clude. As such, there is no “extra money”

to be dispersed toward anything else. The
items some have suggested as replace-
ments are already included in the budget
and therefore cannot be included in a
bond. Thus, if voted down, there is no
money to spread around for “better” uses.

There has also been criticism of the
process, most notably, why the roofs and
turf are in one question? Mr. McCready
made a good point that people tend to
vote when they are passionate about some-
thing, not when something routine is
being voted on. While this could be true
and whenever funds are being discussed
a high voter turnout is preferable, the
BOE has explained that both projects
have been on the table for several years
now and that they consider both projects
to have equal “necessity” value. As to a
September vote, the state only allows
bond votes a few times a year and projects
of this magnitude simply cannot occur
during a school year. Therefore, waiting
for November seriously backs up the
timetable for receiving bids and getting
the projects completed during a summer
break.

Finally, it has been suggested in both
roof and field maintenance comments
that our current “problem” is due to ne-
glect on the part of the BOE. As a con-
cerned citizen who has been attending
our town-wide Parent-Teacher Council
meetings for 15 years, I know that this
situation has come about due to extremely
limited resources once the state instituted
a 2 percent cap. Our BOE is not allowed
to save up for projects like this, and has
steadfastly directed our diminishing state
funds toward higher priorities, such as
keeping teachers for instruction so that
class sizes remain small.

To “blame” the current BOE members
for any past decisions would be errant as
the majority of the current members have
not been on the board very long. This
BOE is trying to do something about
these perceived “areas of neglect”—vot-
ing “no” will tie their hands and contrib-
ute to furthering the complained about
inaction of the past. I don’t believe we
can have it both ways — either you feel
things have been let go and therefore you
should be voting a resounding YES that
someone is finally rectifying that, or you
know that nothing has been neglected in
the past and our BOE is operating in the
best interest of the taxpayers and children
within the limitations for spending put
upon them by the state. I belong to this
latter group and am somewhat offended
by those who imply the BOE is operating
in some nefarious way. Having attended
years of meetings and taking the time to
read, listen, ask questions and pay atten-
tion, I believe strongly that we must
support this BOE and vote YES. It is their
responsibility to do what is best for the
majority and since I believe they are, I am
voting Yes.

Ruth Maloney
Westfield
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SAVE 35-50%
Plus Up to $200
Instant Savings*

CRYSTAL
SUGG. 
RETAIL SALE

TWIN EA. PC. $490 $269
FULL EA. PC. $670 $369
QUEEN SET $1390 $749
KING SET $2310 $1249

JADE
SUGG. 
RETAIL SALE

TWIN EA. PC.$670 $349
FULL EA. PC. $850 $449
QUEEN SET $1800 $999
KING SET $2880 $1599

THE FINEST HANDMADE MATTRESSES

IN THE WORLD®

LIMITED TIME ONLY!
Sleep plays a vital role in promoting physical 

health and emotional wellness. Shifman provides 

a mattress that offers extraordinary support and 

durability for correct sleep posture, pressure relief

and improved circulation. So you’ll not only

sleep better on a Shifman, but the investment

will save you money. Now isn’t that wise? 

* Applies to Shifman Ultra Premium Sets. Instant sav-
ings on Pillowtop sets: 

$50 twin, $75 full, $100 queen, $200 king.
**Instant savings on non-Pillowtop Sets: $25 twin, $50 full, $75 queen, $100 king.
Consumer must take delivery of bedding by April 1, 2013. 
**After Instant Savings Prices based on purchase of complete set - no Instant rebate on
purchase of mattress or boxspring only. 

EXCEPTIONAL COMFORT  NATURAL MATERIALS  TWO-SIDED MATTRESSES  HANDCRAFTED QUALITY

ROYAL COMFORT*
**AFTER

SUGG. INSTANT
RETAIL SALE SAVINGS

TWIN SET $4030 $2299 $2249
FULL SET $4830 $2699 $2624
QUEEN SET$5710 $3249 $3149
KING SET $7670 $4399 $4199

SATURN*
**AFTER

SUGG. INSTANT
RETAIL SALE SAVINGS

TWIN EA. PC. $1560 $899 $889
FULL EA. PC. $1900 $1049 $1024
QUEEN SET $4130 $2299 $2224
KING SET $5900 $3299 $3199

BANCROFT
SUGG. 
RETAIL SALE

TWIN EA. PC. $320 $159
FULL EA. PC. $480 $259

Pillow
Top

PLUS
$100 Gift

Certificate 

This Week*

VISIT NOW FOR STOREWIDE SAVINGS 
valleyfurnitureshop.com    20 Stirling Road  Watchung, New Jersey 07069   (908) 756-7623 

Monday - Saturday 10-5:30 • Sunday 1-5
STICKLEY   HARDEN   HENKEL HARRIS   KINDEL   SOUTHWOOD   DR DIMES  AND MORE

Valley Furniture Shop

Why Does Westfield BOE Want to
Build Turf Field Above A Brook?

Editor’s Note: The following was
sent to Westfield Board of Education
President Richard Mattessich.

I am a resident of Westfield (my
property abuts the high school’s ath-
letic field) and I write in opposition to
the proposed vote for a bond funding
for the above-referenced project. The
project that the BOE is recommending
for a vote for bond funding will fully
encompass the four-to-five-acre site
adjacent to the Westfield High School
(WHS). The site is located above a
brook that flows into the Rahway River.
Artificial fields have a low water reten-
tion rate, which maximizes the recre-
ational potential of such fields, but is a
storm water nightmare.

I have a number of questions con-
cerning this proposal that should be
considered and addressed before any
such proposal is passed along to voters.
Most importantly, I have not heard any
mention by the BOE about the need for
a detailed analysis and plan for this
project. Ordinarily, projects of this
magnitude ought to be supported by
such a document, particularly given
that this project if approved will heavily
impact the environment. For instance, I
have not heard any information con-
cerning what the BOE is prepared to do
to protect the underground water qual-
ity and quantity. At the neighborhood
town meeting on Tuesday, July 10, one
of the participants said that there will be
an underground holding tank. What will
be the capacity of the holding tank?
Why are you not considering using
storm water ponds? What will happen
to the storm water when the tank is full,
and would a full holding tank increase
the flow of run-off water to adjoining
properties as well as into the under-
ground brook? What is the life expect-
ancy of the tank?

Moreover, how is the lack of infiltrat-
ing storm water into the ground, which
is an effective means for mitigating
many of the negative impacts, associ-
ated with storm water runoff, going to
be addressed? Shredded tire granules
are known to contain toxic metals. What
specific type of fill will be used in the
field? What material will the plastic
grass be composed of? Unless the run-

off is adequately controlled, it will flow
into the brook or inundate the surround-
ing ground.

Furthermore, the felling of four large
trees and the paving over of the lawn on
the Rahway Street side of the high
school, along with the proposed plastic
carpet on top of the natural grass at the
WHS field just four blocks from the
Kehler artificial turf, will contribute to
an urban heat island in an along Rahway
Street. Myriad studies have confirmed
that artificial turf surfaces have signifi-
cantly higher ambient temperatures than
natural turf areas (as high as 165 de-
grees Fahrenheit); and as a result of
elevated ground temperatures, surface
runoff coming in contact with artificial
surfaces could be subjected to higher
levels of thermal loading than runoff
coming in contact with natural turf.
How will the BOE’s proposal mitigate
these concerns?

In addition, I have not heard any
mention about the need for artificial
turf fields to be replaced after they meet
their life expectancy. My understand-
ing is that such fields are warranted for
about eight years, and can last as long
as 10 years. Can you please address
how the BOE is going to be able to fund
the replacement of two artificial turf
fields every eight to 10 years?

Lastly, I view the BOE’s bundling of
the vote for the artificial turf field along
with the vote on the proposed roof
replacement as a deliberate and im-
proper attempt by the BOE to obtain
approval of the turf field proposal (irre-
spective of its merits) since many vot-
ers will obviously feel compelled to
approve the projects if the vote on them
is tied together given the need for the
replacement of the roofs. I am not sure
why the vote on both projects has to be
bundled together. Can the BOE please
explain the purpose of that if it is not
solely a strategy to get the turf field
proposal approved? Why can’t the
projects be voted on separately?

I respectfully request that the BOE
address these issues and please respond,
in writing, both to the public and to
myself.

James Branagan
Westfield

General Election Q-1
The following question will appear on

the N.J. General Election ballot Nov. 6:
CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND-

MENT ALLOWING CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO BE TAKEN FROM JUS-
TICES’ AND JUDGES’ SALARIES
FOR THEIR EMPLOYEE BENEFITS:

Do you approve an amendment to the
New Jersey Constitution, as agreed to by
the Legislature, to allow contributions
set by law to be taken from the salaries of
Supreme Court Justices and Superior
Court Judges for their employee ben-
efits?

INTERPRETIVE STATEMENT
This amendment clarifies the

Legislature’s authority to pass laws re-
quiring contributions be taken from the
salaries of Supreme Court Justices and
Superior Court Judges for their employee
benefits. These benefits include their pen-
sion and health care coverage.

The amendment responds to a ques-
tion raised in a 2011 lawsuit filed by a
judge after the Legislature passed and the
Governor signed into law P.L.2011, c.78.
That law increased the contributions taken
from current and future justices’ and
judges’ salaries for their benefits, start-
ing in October 2011. The lawsuit, which
was appealed to the New Jersey Supreme
Court, argued against taking the higher
contributions from currently appointed
justices and judges, citing language in the
Constitution that their salaries cannot be
reduced during their appointed terms.

The amendment clarifies that such con-
tributions, set by law, may be taken from
justices’ and judges’ salaries during their
terms. It would also allow for the higher
contributions set by P.L.2011, c.78 to be
deducted from current and future jus-
tices’ and judges’ salaries.

General Election Q-2
The following question will appear on

the N.J. General Election ballot Nov. 6:
BUILDING OUR FUTURE BOND

ACT
Do you approve the “Building Our

Future Bond Act?” This bond act autho-
rizes the State to issue bonds in the aggre-
gate principal amount of $750 million to
provide matching grants to New Jersey’s
colleges and universities. Money from
the grants will be used to build, equip and
expand higher education facilities for the
purpose of increasing academic capacity.

INTERPRETIVE STATEMENT
Approval of this act will allow the

State to issue bonds in the total principal
amount of $750 million. Proceeds from
the bonds will be used to provide grants
to New Jersey’s public and private col-
leges and universities to construct and
equip higher education buildings to in-
crease academic capacity. Bond proceeds
will be allocated as follows:

• $300 million for public research uni-
versities;

• $247.5 million for State colleges and
other State universities;

• $150 million for county colleges; and
• $52.5 million for private institutions

with an endowment of $1 billion or less.
Public and private colleges and uni-

versities, which receive grants will be
required to provide funds to support 25
percent of a project.


