July 20, 2006

7:30 P.M.

Stewartsville, NJ

The Township Committee of the Township of Greenwich held a regular meeting on the above date with the following members present: Mayor William Kanyuck, Deputy Mayor Brian Visconti, Committeeman Blaszka, Committeeman Joseph Gurneak, Committeewoman Elaine Emiliani, Township Attorney Michael DiMarco, and Township Clerk Kimberly Viscomi.  

The Flag Salute was repeated

The SUNSHINE LAW was read as follows: 
"Adequate notice of this meeting was given in accordance with the Open Public Meetings Act by:  1.  Mailing a schedule of this meeting of the Township Committee to the Express-Times, Newark Star Ledger newspapers 2.  Posting a copy thereof on the Township Bulletin Board, and 3.  Filing a copy thereof with the Township Clerk".

Assemblywoman Marcia Karrow

Assemblywoman Karrow addressed the Committee with an update as to what she has been actively working on since taking office in January.  She informed that she has objected to the Governor’s proposal to make rural municipalities pay for State Police coverage and she has been working with State representatives to address this issue.  She objects to the State’s directive to make municipalities pay for deer carcass removal and she is working with the League of Municipalities to address the need for the State to pay for this expense.  She is working with the Education Commissioner about cuts in school aid for school districts in her district and she is also working with the DCA with regards to grants and aid for some of our municipalities in her district.  She is actively working and has drafted legislation to try and improve the Highlands Act.  She informed that the act violates property rights, has no provisions for funding the Preservation Area and will force sprawl into the Planning Area.  She informed that she has been appointed to the State House Commission, which is responsible for the sale and leasing of state owned properties.

Public comment to Assemblywoman Karrow

Anthony Maris – stated he is concerned about the State funding for the High School.

Rob Brunk – Concerned about local property taxes, residents can not afford to pay them.  The Township needs a new firehouse.

Chris Graham – Questioned how much in the State budget went towards colleges/universities funding.

Award to William Scarbrough

The Township Committee awarded to William Scarbrough a plaque thanking him for his service to the Township regarding the installation of the butterfly garden in the township park.

Presentation by Robert Zelley from PCFA
The Township received a check in the amount of $5,000 from the PCFA for recycling and storm water maintenance.

· CONSENT AGENDA

"All matters listed below under the Consent Agenda are considered to be routine by the Township Committee and will be enacted by one motion in the form listed below.  There will not be discussion on these items.  If discussion is desired, that item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and will be considered separately".

1.
Approval of Township Minutes:  April 26, May 4, May 18, 2006 - TABLE
2.
 Receive, and File Monthly Reports:



Tax Collector


Planning Board 



Municipal Court

Treasurer


Police Report


Building Department Report

3.
Receive, Charge to Various Accounts, and Pay Monthly Bills

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to approve items #2, #3 on the Consent Agenda

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

· PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Committeeman Gurneak made a motion, seconded by Committeewoman Emiliani to open the public comment period.

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeewoman Emiliani to close the public comment period.

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

RESOLUTIONS

2006-42 Certification of Annual Audit

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Gurneak to approve Resolution 2006-42

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

2006-43 Chapter 159

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Blaszka to approve Resolution 2006-43

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

2006-44 Emergency Appropriation

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeewoman Emiliani to approve Resolution 2006-44

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Quotes were received from the following for demolition of property on Prospect Street:

North Atlantic Services in the amount of $7,650.

Savary Excavating & Lanscaping in the amount of $9.500.

T.Van Syckle Construction in the amount of $16,792

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to award the quote to North Atlantic Services in the amount of $7,650 for the demolition work to be done at the property location of Prospect Street.

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

2006-45 Third Quarter Tax Date Extension

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to approve Resolution 2006-45

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Kanyuck

· Capital Projects

Chief Financial Officer Gregory Della Pia provided a spreadsheet with the proposed projects listed for review.  This document provided a financial accounting of the funding requirements for each project and listed the financial tax impact if all project would be approved.  The total cost of all project is $236,753.00, with a bond down payment of $25,000.  The cost would be $22 per year on a home assessed at $100,000.  No decision was made regarding the proposed capital projects.

· Township Administrator Ordinance

ORDINANCE 2006-17

AN ORDINANCE TO CREATE THE POSITION OF TOWNSHIP ADMINISTRATOR FOR THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Gurneak to approve for first reading Ordinance 2006-17

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

· Fire Company New Members


Mike Neuman and Ronald Seip

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to approve Mike Neuman and Ronald Seip as new fire company members

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

· Blue Light Permits


Andy Petras and Mike Neuman

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to approve Andy Petras and Mike Neuman for blue light permits

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeeman Blaszka

· Budget and Fiscal Planning


Budget vs. Actual – refer to report from CFO

· Firehouse Update

Committeeman Blaszka informed that Tom Flannigan of Volunteer Financial Services, only provided assistance with the financing of other projects.  Chief Financial Officer Gregory Della Pia informed that the State will not issue a determination until they receive a written document with the proposed project and the funding options request of donating the land to the Fire Company, the Fire Company obtaining financing and the town assisting with the payments of this financing.  The CFO will contact Mr. Flannigan and find out how other towns obtained permission from the State to utilize this funding option, and will draft a letter to the State requesting permission to forego this option.

· School Board Update – Table 

· Sewer Subcommittee Update

Committeeman Blaszka directed the Committee members to refer to the monthly sewer report.

· Salary Ordinance

ORDINANCE 2006- 16

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AN ORDINANCE FIXING THE SALARIES OF THE SEVERAL TOWNSHIP OFFICES OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH, COUNTY OF WARREN AND STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Committeeman Gurneak made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to approve for first reading Ordinance 2006-16

Voting in favor:
Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

Blaszka

MOTION CARRIED

Planning Board 

PUBLIC HEARING/ADOPTION

ORDINANCE  2006-10

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ARTICLE XVI THE CODE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH TO AMEND THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH, WARREN COUNTY NEW JERSEY REVISING DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR THE RESEARCH OFFICE (RO) AND RESEARCH OFFICE MANUFACTURING (ROM) ZONING DISTRICTS CONSISTENT WITH THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 2006 LAND USE PLAN ELEMENT OF THE GREEWICH TOWNSHIP MASTER PLAN AND THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GREENWICH TOWNSHIP 2006  PERIODIC REEXAMINATION REPORT OF THE MASTER PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS FOR GREENWICH TOWNSHIP, WARREN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to open the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-10

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Rob Brunk of 121 Kennedy Mill Road – Asked for an explanation of this ordinance.  Planner David Banisch informed that the Planning Board looked at the two zoning districts and decided that some of the uses should be changed. In the case of the research office manufacturing district it has been contracted in size and the range of permitted uses has been limited to basically reflect and be compatable with the Medarex facility in their research office manufacturing zone.  

As there was no further public comment

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to close the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-10

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to adopt Ordinance 2006-10

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

PUBLIC HEARING/ADOPTION

ORDINANCE 2006-11

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ARTICLE XVI THE CODE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH TO ESTABLISH THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISRICT AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS THEREFORE CONSISTENT WITH THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 2006 LAND USE PLAN AND CONSERVATION PLAN ELEMENTS OF THE MASTER PLAN AND THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GREENWICH TOWNSHIP 2006  PERIODIC REEXAMINATION REPORT OF THE MASTER PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS FOR GREENWICH TOWNSHIP, WARREN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeewoman Emiliani to open the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-11

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Township Planner David Banisch summarized Ordinance 2006-11.  He informed that the Master Plan has established a resource conservation district orientation for the majority of the lands in town.  This ordinance establishes a resource conservation district.  It’s primary planning objective is to retain large contiguous tracts of productive farmland to maintain openness to maximize groundwater recharge and replenishments of the underlying acquifer, which is a vast ground water reserve that is probably capable of being useful for supplying water to residents of the region in the future.  The consequence of that, the ordinance reduces permitted residential densities in these rural areas of the town, it reduces it to a buy right density of one dwelling per twenty acres, except when clustered there is bonus in there that actually doubles that density to one dwelling per ten acres.  It limits impervious coverage to 5%, there is a reduction in permitted and impervious coverage and that is to maintain the openness and maximum ground water recharge.  

Attorney Lawrence Cohen of the law firm of Courtier, Colbert & Cohen:

--I appear here tonight on behalf of our clients Mr. Balani and Mr. Batra who have preliminarily sought application in this township to build a house of worship on property which has been previously identified right off Route 78, approximately 240 acres, I believe.  

--They are under contract to purchase this property and they did enter into a contract at the time under existing ordinance that permits houses of worship as a conditional use.  

--They believe that they could meet all of the conditions of your conditional use and thought that they had found a home to express their religious freedom.  

--They first approached this town in I believe in January or February of this year through my partner Mr. Michael Salvaggi representing them to try and get the town at least the Planning Board a presentation of a conceptual plan before the Planning Board. 

--At that time they were advised that the township is going through a reexamination of its master plan, which they knew and which the town has been doing for quite some time previous to that.  

--The existing zone the R-7 zone that this property is located in as I indicated did permit houses of worship. Subsequent to the presentation of the concept for the first time based upon an examination of the records of the master plan proceedings, the hearings, the reports that had been issued there was no consideration of doing away with the right to have houses of worship in this particular zone.  There is no discussion of it.  

--Suddenly, a provision was found in the master plan report that said houses of worship should be prohibited in this zone.  My clients look at this action and this ordinance as sought to implement that particular finding.  

--My clients quite frankly, we as their attorneys look at this amendment and look at this ordinance as being solely against them based upon a number of factors, which have existed.  

--This country was founded approximately 230 years ago and one of the basic principles of the finding of this country was freedom of religion it is part of the US Constitution, it is part of the Constitution of the State of New Jersey, my clients would like to exercise their right to freedom of religion in Greenwich Township in Warren County.  

--This ordinance will prevent them from doing that.  Now I know the arguments are going to be made well we allow churches in other areas, that is not where they want to locate, that is not where they bought property, entered into a contract to buy property, to build a house of worship to carry out their common beliefs I don’t believe there is anybody in this room that is familiar with this process that is going to believe that the elimination of the right to construct a house of worship in this resource conservation district was not aimed at my clients.  It clearly is.  

--The things that Mr. Banisch had indicated are sought to be achieved would not be violated by our clients use of the construction of a house of worship on a approximately what they previously proposed of 90-95 acres with some houses that were conforming at the time.  

--They will be happy to conform with the requirements of this zone of a 5% impervious surface coverage which you have implemented in this particular ordinance that is more than enough protection now lets look at there has been a lot of misconceptions about the type of religion if you call it a religion or the type of beliefs that my clients profess and the people that are with them and what they want to do.  

--They gave me some information that I want to share with the members of the committee and with public because there have been as I indicated a number of misconceptions the church is or the belief of the science of the soul they have now approximately 11,000 members in the United Stated and approximately 2 million members world wide.  They have permanent establishments in Petaluma, California, Fayetteville, NC, Honolulu, HI, Long Island City, NY.  

--They would like to have a permanent establishment in Greenwich Township.  They do not advertise, they do not proselytize they are and I will give you the synopsis of philosophy and I will submit something for the record so that you have it.  

--The Science of the Soul concerns itself with the common ground of spirituality, which is at the core of every great religion, which has been taught by spiritual teachers throughout the centuries the great founders, and saints of all religions take us back to the essence.  

--They teach that there is one God for all mankind, although he is known by a multitude of names. Whatever we refer to the name of that God or supreme being we are speaking of the same, supreme, omniscient and omnipotent being.  

--This means that all humanity are sons and daughters of the same eternal Father and that relations among human beings should being be based on mutual love, since all divisions and oppositions among humanity are man-made.  

--Science of the Soul cannot be termed a religion in the historical sense of the word, as it does not practice any rites or rituals or require belief in any dogmas or credo.  It welcomes all regardless of religious creed, race gender or nationality.  

--Despite the relatively large numbers of people practicing this way of life worldwide, it remains a personal and private bond between each individual and god.  

--The teachings have no bearing on the external aspects of life, other than the requirement that practitioners be at least 24 years old and undertake to lead a clean, honest, moral life according to standards common to all ethical and religious teachings and fulfilling all their individual and social responsibilities, to abstain from all alcohol and mind-altering drugs, to maintain a lacto-vegetarian diet, and to give time daily to their individual spiritual practice.  

--I am sure that there is not too many people that are going to disagree with that type of credo.  The point is, that we do not believe we would be here tonight if the proposal was for a Catholic or Protestant church or other type of mainstream religion, it is not, but that’s what this Country was founded upon.  

--The adoption of this ordinance, by the removal of the permission to construct a house of worship, which will have tremendous significance upon my clients who have invested a lot of time, and a lot of money in this project, that are looking for a home.  

--In fact it is indicative of intolerance towards other religions and other cultures.  We hope that Greenwich Township is not intolerant towards those things, and we hope that you are going to look at this and say you know we heard this thing, we understand what you want to do and maybe we shouldn’t adopt this ordinance tonight, maybe you should have the public hearing I don’t know how many other people are hear to speak for or against the ordinance or ask questions, maybe we shouldn’t adopt this ordinance tonight, maybe it should be tabled. 

--We certainly welcome the right to discuss it with you, to show you that we are not here to bring something that is going to embarrass or do anything else to Greenwich Township we are here to promote the ideals, my clients are here to promote the ideals that I have set forth. 

--I will hand this in to give you a little bit of information concerning their beliefs and the right to assemble, and the right to worship in the manner that they see fit.  This ordinance prevents them from doing that and it is aimed, we believe at that prevention.  

--Now, as I said this is a constitutional right, it is not only a constitutional right under the federal constitution it is a constitutional right under the State of New Jersey constitution.  --As a constitutional right, and if we claim that you are infringing upon their constitutional rights and privileges, that is a violation of their civil rights.  

--It is my clients reverent intention and hope however that they don’t have to do this, but if this ordinance is passed and they proceed and they can not obtain permission to construct their house of worship and to live in Greenwich Township in the manner that they see fit, is to bring an action challenging and alleging that their civil rights have been violated by the Officers and by the people of Greenwich Township. 

--As State actors you are violating their civil rights.  Now what does that mean, well that means that we are going to go into long and costly litigation, we hope not. 

--That means that if we are successful not only do you require to pay your counsel fees and costs, but you are required to pay my clients counsel fees and costs.  Before you vote on this ordinance, 

--I think that all of you should consider very carefully of what type fiscal impact that is going to be on the taxpayers of Greenwich Township.  It is going to be, I hope not, but if you persist in this it is going to be long and costly litigation it is going to have a significant financial impact on the residents of Greenwich Township.  

--I know because I am a municipal attorney myself that all municipalities now are struggling with budgets, are struggling to make ends meet, the last thing we want is an unexpected expenditure for litigation.  

--We have an interest in trying to work it out and trying to as I indicated my clients make Greenwich Township their home.  We sincerely hope that you do the same very carefully about this action; we hope that you do not adopt this ordinance in its present form tonight.  

--The evils that this ordinance seeks to _____ are not going to be violated by my client building their house of worship on 200 some acres out there or set off of 95 acres with a few homes around it, it is not going to violate it, we are not going to violate your 5% impervious surface.  

--It is going to create probably less of an impact upon the community than homes would out there that are permitted uses, you had a permitted use in the last draft of the ordinance and you removed that I am presuming because of my partners admonishment in his letter to the counsel about the fact that you allow community buildings and other public building in that area and say what is the difference that has been removed I presume because maybe upon advise of counsel or whomever, but you were going to allow that, this is no different, it is not a huge traffic generator as you see they only met on Wednesday’s and occasionally on a week night, it would produce less traffic, if you are talking about the environment and I have had this discussion not only discussion with Mr. Banisch and members of the Banisch Firm, but I have had litigation upon the Banisch firm and ordinances that they have adopted or drafted for other municipalities.  

--Farming is not the best thing for the environment.  Think of it, you raise animals, you have waste.  You raise crops, you have fertilizers and insecticides we have demonstrated that farming can be far more harmful to the environment than homes can be and certainly a house of worship can be.  

--We are not looking to harm the environment, I understand that farming especially in a community such as Greenwich Township is a very important resource and I don’t blame you for trying to protect the farms that are left in New Jersey.  Because in Greenwich Township you have real farms, what I call real farms as opposed a lot of communities east of here that want to protect farming and I don’t call them real farms, but you have real farms here, you have farmers who make a living here.  

--I think that is very important to protect, but it is not incongress to allow a house of worship its basic principle, it has been a founding item for this Country, for this State for hundreds of years.  I doubt that founding fathers of this Country would believe that 230 years later we are here arguing about religious freedom in Greenwich Township, but unfortunately it has risen.  

--So please consider this very carefully we are asking you not to adopt this ordinance in its present form.  

--Thank you, if you have any questions I would like to hand this in as part of the record, I read from a portion of it.  Do you have any questions of me?  

--I just have one other question if I may of Mr. Banisch. 

--Mr. Banisch what percentage of the land in the township is encompassed in district?

--Mr. Banisch stated about 60% of the land.  

--Attorney Cohen: about 60% of the land, 60-65% of the land

--Mr. Banisch:  There about

--Attorney Cohen:  Thank you

Attorney Carl Rizzo on behalf of New Village Road LLC the owner of the property upon which Attorney Cohen just spoke

--The owner of New Village Road LLC owns approximately 230 acres, known as Block 28, Lot 4 & 5 and also is the owner of immediately adjacent property in Franklin of 17 acres – Block 61, Lot 28.  Is also part of the contract of purpose of Mr. Balani and Mr. Batra entered into for a purchase price of 5 million dollars.

-- We are talking about a substantial contract of sale, impacts not only the contract purchaser as articulated previous to my comments by Counsel, but also obviously my client who is the seller of the property

-- My client purchased this property when it was an R-7 zone fully understood what restricts existed and the R-7 zone lets no fool ourselves is a restricted zone as it currently exists today it is very restrictive, very protective of the environment and the fruits of that are the town is largely open space and we were willing to purchase the property mindful of that, the contract purchasers here were willing to purchase this property obviously at a hefty sum and in fact we also obtained other contracts that we weren’t able to execute on for amount in the range of 7 million dollars, but the point is we bought it knowing what was there, this contract purchaser entered into a contract knowing what the restrictions were, and came before the Planning Board on a conceptual plan with a fully conforming project and again the R-7 zone provides for 7 acre zoning which is very substantial and very restrictive and also provides for 70% open space or farming, that is a tremendous amount of open space and again you all are realizing the fruits of that ordinance that has been in place for some time and just so you understand that in this particular case, your current ordinance provides in this setting and in this particular contract and proposed development there was going to be out of approximately 250 acres including the parcel of 17 acres that in the neighboring property, but is contiguous in the neighboring town, there was going to be 175 acres out of 250 acres that was going to remain open space. It was going to be deeded as such

--So your purposes that are being articulated in your master plan to preserve open space are currently being met with the existing ordinance that you have.  There are however, some unfounded expressions contained in the master plan reexamination report that are frankly recognized by your professional planner himself in his report.

--One the one hand, there is this paranoia for lack of a better word that you are experiencing this explosion of growth and population, but on the other hand it is acknowledged that slight in population was the result of an adverse court ruling in the Mt. Laurel setting some years ago that impacted population in the late 90’s and early 2000

--Since such time, there hasn’t been that expanded population, your services and facilities have accommodated that already so, in Mr. Banisch’s comments in his reexamination report and his master plan, he in fact recognizes that, so with the first foot forward to say that you have this population spiking and you have this concern that you are going to be over run with development, your farms are going to be lost and development is just going to take over and deprive you of your rural community and nature, the setting that you experienced and wish to preserve, that is not what is going on

--Your current ordinance is protecting what you have and it does so again, in a fairly restrictive manner, I mean 7 acre zoning, minimum for homes and a 70% open space requirement is ample, okay

--So part of the foundation, for which there is an effort to increase the open space requirement from 70% to 80% is again based upon this need or perceived interest in protecting against population growth and over development and that has been shown by your own statistics but that is not what is actually going on now

-- Steam rollers aren’t rolling into town here and there is no indication that is where you are headed.  There is one application conceptual plan made by the contract purchaser in this case and it fully intended and proposed to comply with all of your open space requirements and as indicated by predecessor counsel it’s a house of worship, it is not intense use, they are going to honor your open space requirements and in fact obviously counsel  has indicated that they would even maybe bump that up further

-- To restrict the housing to 20 acres now that is almost triple the amount of restriction you have now, you have 7 acres, now you want to bump it up to 20 acres, it is almost triple the amount of restriction

--Overburden sum, down zoning, frankly we have submitted to this counsel back in June 12, 2006 expressing our concerns and asking you to proceed cautiously in this regard on a number of grounds, one of which was the concern it was going to be a legal down zoning and frankly if they are not able to proceed as they plan on proceeding, my clients property value is substantially been reduced.  It is not just my client’s property; it is all property owners in this town that happen to have property that doesn’t have a house on it yet.  Many of these people who may be in this room and were before the Planning Board during consideration of the master plan expressed that they have been tax payers for years and this should be an ability to have sensible growth and your current ordinance R-7 district allows for that, it is sensible, it is restrictive, but it is sensible, it allows for sensible development and your current proposal is basically saying you can’t develop these properties because essentially that is what you are doing here.

-- The master plan also recognizes that there was a change in regulatory scenes and that also precipitated this need for change, and by that clearly what was being referred to was the creation of the Highlands Commission and the Highlands protection areas, and what you all really need to understand is that the State decided that this is something we need to look at and they have a Commission that carefully looked at what needed to be protected and the State Commission after careful consideration decided that the protection area, Highlands protection area is where the regulation should be that is where there was an urgency, that is where there was a need and they acted

--The land that is contained in the R-7 district is in the Highlands Planning area, it is not in the protection area, it is not the area that the State after careful consideration decided should have all these restrictions on it.  So through your master plan you are creating goals that the State Commission that was formed looked at this carefully and decided not to undertake

--And what that means clearly, is that is not something that is urgent or grave that requires regulation because the State would have under taken that as it did with respect to the protection area, that has over flowing implications to the final area of concern which is the area that predecessor counsel expressed concern about which is the constitutional rights of this contract purchaser

--As we have expressed in a letter to the town and well as my colleagues partner did as well, there is not only first amendment concerns and considerations that have to be taken into accounts, but there is State constitutional protections and then there is something that was passed in 2000 called RLUPA, which is the Religious Land Use and Persons Act which specifically says that you can not restrict and burden the free exercise of religion unless you have a compelling government interest and you do it in the least restrictive fashion.

--Clearly that is not being done here, that is not being done here first of all because you don’t have a compelling government interest and that can be born out by the fact that for example the Highlands Commission has decided to protect the preservation area, but not the planning area, we are dealing with the planning area here so therefore it is not a grave or urgent need.

--Even if you were to reach that conclusion and I would prophet that it would be a faultily conclusion that you would reach, you still have to show that this the least restrictive means

of achieving those goals and as we articulated and also counsel mentioned you know that one of the concerns of course is protecting the environment and the ground water and the recharging of the ground water, well farming operations are big violators of that because of the chemicals that are utilized, pesticides, etc., and we are not standing here suggesting that farming operations shouldn’t continue, but lets not champion farming at the expense of other less burdensome uses such as single family development, again, which is only permitted currently in a very restrictive fashion, one dwelling per 7 acres. And certainly, the house of worship which was a permitted use and a conditional use in the R-7 in no way especially when you have certain development restrictions such as open space, impervious coverage, there is no indication that use has any impact in a negative fashion on the environmental concerns that are raised here.  So to exclude that from this particular district runs clearly afoul of RLUPA and again would be a civil rights violation and encompasses all kinds of fees and costs that would be potentially exposure to the town would realize.

--You have heard it from predecessor council and seen it in the letter of his partner, you seen it from the letter from my office, this town if adopts this ordinance as it currently exists is buying a lawsuit.  That is not a threat, that is just fact.  You are impacting peoples rights, constitutional rights, and you are impacting substantially people’s property values and without justification.  And we think that sensible development should be continued to be allowed, this is overbearing, over reaching and burdensome and we ask that you carefully, you walk carefully in this area.  Thank you for your consideration.

William O’Dowd – PO Box 665 – Pinebrook, NJ 07858

--As I said at the Planning Board, I would start by echoing the attorney’s words. I am in the zone, formally the R-7 now the RCD.  I very much object to that zoning, I think it is intolerable; unfair I frankly think that the 7 acres zoning was over reach.  I enjoyed 1 acre zoning prior to that, which went from 1 to 7.  I haven’t developed as a 7 acre; I don’t know what makes you think I would develop at 20 or even 10.  What we are is a large hunk of land, we don’t farm it, and we do have a tenant farmer.  I assure you that is a marginal business and you are saving something that isn’t going to be saved eventually, that is just the sad reality, especially in this metropolitan area.  It may work in Ohio or Indiana, but it is not going to be working here all that much longer.

--I might say also, I am a little older than you folks and when your children are buying homes in Ohio, you are going to rethink the mentality of 7 acre or 20 or any other number, 1 acre is plenty big for a home, it is what a lot of people don’t have, they have less. In my case our property is one mile from Route 78, we front on Route 57, we have a railroad running parallel to Route 57 to our property, we have city water, you can have the water underneath the ground of mine, I won’t need it for homes, we have city water there.  We have been a good citizen over the years, as I have pointed out to those of you, I think I know most of you, I have not met Elaine, the rest of you I have met. My family before me when you wanted Stecker field, you wanted to buy it, we gave it to you.  I just don’t understand how you get to this point, the church aspect troubles me tremendously, 70% of the land in the town, you decided a church can’t be built.  What are you afraid of? You are really out of control.  Thank you.

Deborah Pasquarelli – 511 Standish Place – Member of Greenwich Township Committee from 1997-2005, also currently a member of the New Jersey Highlands Council.

--I am a Warren County representative to that Board.  I am speaking today to correct some information that was stated by a previous commentator and review some of the comments made and correct them for the record.

--One is the statement made that in the formulation of passing of the Highlands Act that the State carefully looked at the land in this region and decided not to protect the land and the planning area.  

--The facts are, that in fact, the entire eight hundred and some thousand acres of the highlands region are designated and worthy of some degree of resource protection.  If that weren’t true they would not be in the highlands region. 

--What the act did was separate the 800,000 acres into two different designations, the planning area and the preservation area as a means to immediately and stringently protect the most sensitive, environmentally sensitive land which is the core area, the preservation area.  

--However, the other 400,000 acres which most of Greenwich Township, 90% of Greenwich Township is within the planning area.  Those are areas also that contain resources that relate to the objectives of the act, which is clean water and water supply.  

--I think that also, I have to sit here as a member of the Council who is involved currently with the development of the regional master plan and also input the DEP regulations for controlling development within the preservation area, but to make the statement that the State carefully looked at, and carefully considered these designations, while I have been on the Council almost two years and we are still looking for the data that went into these designations. 

--So, I don’t really think it is fair to make that. I know some people in State government that they certainly looked at it, I am not suggesting in any way that it was arbitrary, but there is certainly no vigorous review that can be made of the drawing of either the boundary lines or the entire region or of the designation of the preservation and planning area that would hold up to the kind of scrutiny that your ordinance is actually going to hold up to under the land use law.  

--I just want to make sure that when you make your decision that you are aware of these facts and keep that in mind.  Thank you.

Attorney Lawrence Cohen of the law firm of Courtier, Colbert & Cohen:

I am wondering that you indicate that is very sensitve land if you care to render an opinion, either your own on behalf of the Highlands Council as to whether or not agricultural use is protective of the environment in particular the water supply.  Agricultural use is a permitted use ither in the preserved area or the planning areas as far as the Highlands Act is concerned.  Mayor Kanyuck stated that this is a public comment period.  Attorney Cohen stated that he understands this, but he raised this because it is an issue that is raised by himself, has been raised by Mr. Rizzo and member of the Highlands Council comes before us and says this is very sensitive land, if it is really sensitive land then you shouldn’t zone it for agricultural use.  If that is what you really want to protect, is the water table and the water supply in this area, the water that a lot of people in this area drink or wherever it comes from, if that is what you want to do, you should carefully consider if it is whether or not you want to promote agricultural use, agricultural use and environment protection of environmentally sensitive lands can not go hand and hand.  Think of it in a practical way, if you have animals on a farm, you have waste from those animals.  You have waste from a single family home, you have a septic system that treats the waste, etc., you don’t have that.  You may have farming practices that you follow, but it is not like treating the waste from an animal, what you do from a home.  You have crops, you have fertilizers, you have insecticides, it rains you have drainage ditches that runs into open waters.  At that is where I find that when the Highlands Act, when people that come and say we are here to protect the environment, but it is okay to farm.  I can’t for the life of me, figure that one out.  Maybe you have, but this ordinance certainly by allowing that is not protecting the environment.  Thank you.

Deborah Pasquarelli – 511 Standish Place – Member of Greenwich Township Committee from 1997-2005, also currently a member of the New Jersey Highlands Council.

I am not going to debate the merits of the Act and how vitally sensitive agricultural is.  But I just want to clarify based on the comments that were just made.  When I referred to the fact that the entire Highlands region is environmentally sensitive and subject to some degree of resource protection, I was not addressing any specific acreage within the township.  I was responding to the blanket statement made by previous speaker that the State decided not to protect the planning area, that is frankly an erroneous statement, so my comments were more general, they were not related to any specific parcel of land either in this township or anywhere else.

Township Planner David Banisch reviewed for the Committee the goals and objectives of this ordinance.

As there was no other public comment.

Committeeman Visconti made a motion, seconded by Committeewoman Emiliani to close the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-11

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeeman Visconti made a motion, seconded by Committeewoman Emiliani to adopt Ordinance 2006-11

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

PUBLIC HEARING/ADOPTION

ORDINANCE 2006-12

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ARTICLE XVI THE CODE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH TO ESTABLISH THE OFFICE PROFESSIONAL / LIMITED RESEARCH (OP/LR) ZONING DISTRICT AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS THEREFORE CONSISTENT WITH THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 2006 LAND USE PLAN ELEMENT OF THE GREEWICH TOWNSHIP MASTER PLAN AND THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GREENWICH TOWNSHIP 2006  PERIODIC REEXAMINATION REPORT OF THE MASTER PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS FOR GREENWICH TOWNSHIP, WARREN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to open the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-12

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to close the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-12

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion directing the Planning Board to prepare analysis on age restricted development – There was no second on the motion – Motion Dies.

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to adopt Ordinance 2006-12

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

PUBLIC HEARING/ADOPTION

ORDINANCE 2006-13            

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ARTICLE XVI THE CODE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH TO AMEND THE ZONING MAP OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH, WARREN COUNTY NEW JERSEY CONSISTENT WITH THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 2006 LAND USE PLAN ELEMENT OF THE GREEWICH TOWNSHIP MASTER PLAN AND THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GREENWICH TOWNSHIP 2006  PERIODIC REEXAMINATION REPORT OF THE MASTER PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS FOR GREENWICH TOWNSHIP, WARREN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Gurneak to open the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-13

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to close the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-13

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to adopt Ordinance 2006-13

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeeman Visconti

· Resolution 2006-46
Public question on ballot / Recreation Complex –
This was tabled until the August workshop meeting
TOWNSHIP ATTORNEY

PUBLIC HEARING/ADOPTION

ORDINANCE NO. 2006-14

AN ORDINANCE REGULATING THE DURATION OF 

STAYS AND MAXIMUM OCCUPANCY FOR HOTELS AND MOTELS IN THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH, WARREN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to open the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-14

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to close the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-14

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeeman Gurneak made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to adopt Ordinance 2006-14

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

PUBLIC HEARING/ADOPTION

ORDINANCE 2006 –15

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING AND SUPPLEMENTING 

SECTION 3-4 OF THE REVISED GENERAL ORDINANCES OF 

THE TOWNSHIP OF GREENWICH

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to open the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-15

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Ann Stone – 532 North Main Street

She reviewed the ordinance and regarding the section in the Ordinance with respect to the premises regulations.  Questioned if the Township has to comply with the ordinance under the premises regulations and maintain the Old School.  Stated that it is unfair to make the residents comply with this ordinance when the township is the biggest violator of this new ordinance.

As there was no further comment

Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Blaszka to close the public hearing on Ordinance 2006-15

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to adopt Ordinance 2006-15

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

1. STRYKER’S ROAD
· As per a request from the NJDOT, Engineer Finelli attended a meeting on April 10, 2006 between three (3) representatives from the NJDOT Local Aid Office and Dave Hicks, P.E., County Engineer.  The purpose of this meeting was to review the timeline and logistical issues associated with the joint bidding of the project between Warren County and Greenwich Township.  The County has been held up by their consultant regarding the completion and permitting requirements associated with the new culvert design for the section of Stryker’s Road crossing the Lopatcong Creek.  For this project to be jointly bid, the County must secure the necessary NJDEP permits prior to the project going out to bid.  Unfortunately, the County is behind schedule and is not in a position to bid the project at this time.  At the April 10, 2006 meeting, Dave Hicks expressed to the NJDOT the importance of the Township and the County jointly bidding this project.  He also explained the difficulties and delays the County has suffered relative to the culvert permitting.  The NJDOT has agreed to extend the Township’s timeline so as to enable both projects to be bid jointly.  As per his meeting and the timeline offered by Mr. Hicks, it appears that the project will not be bid until late Summer/early Fall with construction commencing this Fall, but most likely carrying over into 2007.  He will continue to keep the Committee apprised as timelines become more established.

· It is important to note that the design of the reconfigured traffic signal to facilitate a four-way signal at Dumont Road/Route 519/Rath’s driveway has been completed by Lublanecki Engineering Inc. and his office and has been previously forwarded to the NJDOT for approval.  The plans for the traffic signal have been previously approved by the County.  He has recently been advised by the County that the traffic signal design has been officially approved by the NJDOT.

· Please note that the current design plan which was submitted to the NJDOT includes both a left turn at Stryker’s Road onto CR 519 North and a relocated “exit-only” driveway from Rath’s Deli to a reconfigured four-way traffic signal directly across from Dumont Road.  This design was the culmination of numerous meetings and reviews by the Warren County Engineering Department.

· As discussed at the June 1, 2006 meeting, the Township recently received a letter from David Kuhn, Director, Division of Local Aid, NJDOT.  The proposal for the reallocation of funding, as outlined by the NJDOT in this correspondence, was discussed and appeared to meet with the satisfaction of the Township Committee.  He has since followed up with both Dave Hicks, P.E., Warren County Engineer, as well as the NJDOT directly.  At this juncture, the Township must forward a Resolution to the NJDOT which would provide confirmation to the NJDOT regarding the Township’s agreement with their proposal, their commitment to the completion of the project and their willingness to collaborate with the County of Warren towards the completion of this project.  His office has received the Resolution from Clerk Viscomi which was approved by the Township at the June 15, 2006 meeting.  His office will provide a copy of this Resolution to both the NJDOT and Warren County in an effort to continue on the path forward as a collaborative effort with the County as the lead agency.

2. WYNDHAM FARM

· The previous litigation has now been settled and the project and associated improvements are presently covered under the maintenance bond as per the settlement agreement between the Township and MRC.  His office is still involved with this project from an overall administrative standpoint with regards to such items as sinkhole remediation and the maintenance bond release administration and follow-up.  Sinkholes continue to arise within the development and he continue to coordinate with MRC regarding the remediation of same.

· To remind the Township Committee, per the settlement agreement with M. Rieder, the maintenance bond for the majority of the site improvements (excluding sinkholes) was due to expire on March 15, 2006.  However, since the maintenance bond default punchlists have been received by M. Rieder’s bonding company in advance of the expiration date, it is his understanding that the maintenance bonds will remain in full force and effect until final acceptance and release of same is authorized by his office.

· The field work was completed by his office and the formal notice to the bonding company regarding the various deficient items discovered during his inspection was sent (via certified mail) on March 3, 2006.  All Township Committee Members, Clerk Viscomi, Attorney Carney and Attorney DiMarco were copied on the correspondence to M. Rieder.  On May 1, 2006, he conducted a site meeting with Jack Mandelbaum of MRC to review the items and procedures for remediation/repair/replacement of the various improvements as outlined within his maintenance bond default letter.  He will continue to coordinate this matter with MRC until all required work is completed within the project.  To date, he has not received any confirmation of additional work being performed in response to his maintenance bond default notice.  The Township Committee may wish to consider some formal action being taken against MRC relative to their non-compliance to date.

3. NEW JERSEY STATE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS

· The regulations has been long-since adopted effective as of February 2, 2004.  The Township had previously received their Municipal Stormwater Regulation Program Requirements package from the NJDEP.  He has received the approved stormwater general permit from the NJDEP.  The permit # is NJPDES: NJG0153842/PI ID#: 198015.  The Effective Date of Permit Authorization (EDPA) was April 1, 2004.
· Joe Nalio of his office has been working on the various aspects and details associated with the implementation of the requirements of the stormwater management regulations.  In that capacity, Joe has developed a manual for the Township DPW’s use in conjunction with their reporting of the various tasks they are responsible for as per the new stormwater management regulations.  Joe Nalio has met with both Kimberly Viscomi, Township Clerk, and John Howell, DPW Superintendent, in an effort to review the manual and discuss the implementation of the regulations and the Township’s responsibilities for same.  They will continue to coordinate with both Kim Viscomi and John Howell as he continues to move forward towards the ultimate compliance with the permit and the new SWM regulations.

· It is important to bear in mind that the Township will need to continue to move forward relative to full compliance with their SWM permit, including the preparation of a build-out analysis and SPPP which are currently being worked on by his office.  The documents are very near completion and should be forwarded to the NJDEP within the week.

· The Township Committee should be reminded of the fact that the Township, by virtue of its designation as a Tier A Municipality, will be required to do certain upgrades to the Township’s “salt/de-icing material shed.”  The deadline for completion of this task is April 1, 2007.  Monies will need to be budgeted for this work.  Joe Nalio has been coordinating this matter with John Howell.  John should be able to advise the Committee accordingly.

4. NEW FIRE HOUSE

· His office has completed considerable work on the Site Plan development phase of the project.  At this juncture, his office has ceased work on the project until the budgetary issues associated with the entire project has been resolved.  Based upon the prior action of the Township Committee to reserve a 20 Ac. exception area, the fire house will be situated within this 20 Ac. portion of the property.

5. TOWNSHIP RECREATIONAL COMPLEX (HAMLEN PROPERTY)
· The Township Committee authorized his office to proceed with the design work associated with the new Township Recreational Complex at the August, 2005 Committee Meeting and as per his August 16, 2005 Memo to the Committee.  Should any Members of the Township Committee have any questions regarding the scope of work in question, He recommended that the Township Committee refer to his Memo, dated August 16, 2005, which details and outlines the various engineering design services, including the preparation of contract bid documents in conjunction with this project.

· His office was working on the design of the subject improvements and had achieved a point of design completion of approximately 50%.  Committeeman Visconti had contacted his office in late February and advised to Stop Work on the project pending the ultimate approval for the future funding of these recreational and field improvements.  Since Committeeman Visconti has contacted him, he has ceased work on the project.  Once the Township is again in a position to proceed, he will look for this authorization and proceed with the completion of the design phase of the project at that time.

6. TOWNSHIP RECREATIONAL COMPLEX (GREEN ACRES LOAN)
· His office forwarded an official request letter, dated April 13, 2006, to Green Acres requesting a second round of funding.  The request, as per the recommendation of Green Acres, was made for $1.6M which is the approximate existing shortfall betheen the project cost estimate and the initial round of funding ($400,000) previously secured through Green Acres.  All Township Committee Members should has received a copy of this letter.  At this time, he is unaware of the timing for any award notice being made by Green Acres.  Please make note that the likelihood of securing $1.6M is very slight, but Ms. Murphy advised his office to apply for the full amount and they will attempt to fund as much as possible.

· He is in the process of attempting to contact Ms. Murphy to obtain a status on his most recent grant/loan application.  Confirmation may or may not be available in the near future.  He will advise the Committee immediately upon receipt of any information regarding additional funding.  Obviously, this would have a direct impact on any referendum that is posted by the Township on the November election ballot.

7. PHILLIPSBURG REGIONAL WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN (WMP)

· His office has been requested to partake in a collective and joint venture with the other adjacent sending municipalities (Pohatcong, Lopatcong and Alpha) to develop new and current municipal WMPs.  Along with Joe Pryor, he will be updating and revising his Township WMP to reflect the new wastewater conditions subsequent to the adoption of his new Master Plan.  The Township has until June 7, 2006 to prepare and submit an “approvable” WMP to the NJDEP.

· His office has completed his portion of this project and forwarded all of the required mapping to Kupper Associates.  The WMP and the timeline for the submission of same to the NJDEP, etc. was discussed at some length at the June 1, 2006 Township Workshop meeting.  At that meeting, the Township gave their approval of the submission of the WMP.  It is my understanding that Kupper Associates will be directly distributing the completed WMPs to all involved parties.  It is also my understanding that Kupper Associates has met the June 7, 2006 deadline for the submission of the plan to both the NJDEP and the Town of Phillipsburg.

8. TOWNSHIP SANITARY SEHER SYSTEM (EMERGENCY REPAIR CONTRACT)

· At the May 18, 2006 Township Committee Meeting, the contract for this project was conditionally awarded to Henkels and McCoy, Inc. for a total bid price of $90,827.16.  The award was conditioned upon Attorney Carney’s approval.  Subsequent to the May 18, 2006 Committee Meeting, he secured Attorney Carney’s approval.  On May 26, 2006, he forwarded a Notice of Award to Henkels and McCoy, Inc. regarding this project.
· Henkels and McCoy, Inc. have provided the executed bid documents to his office.   They had previously been forwarded to the Township for signature by the Mayor and Clerk.  At this juncture, he believes the contract to be fully executed and “in place.”
· The Committee should be advised that the total bid price is somewhat misleading in that it reflects various man hours projections, material and equipment costs of which the majority may never be utilized.  This contract is solely for emergency sanitary sewer repair work which, if all holds true to form, may never be needed.
9. TOWNSHIP SANITARY SEHER OPERATION & MAINTENANCE CONTRACT

· The project contract has been fully executed and forwarded to Aqua New Jersey, Inc.  A “kick-off” meeting with Aqua New Jersey, Inc. and Joe Pryor has been scheduled for July 21, 2006 at the Municipal Building.  This meeting will be the commencement of the “new” Operation and Maintenance contract for the Township’s sanitary sewer system.
10. 2004 WARREN COUNTY CONSERVANCY TRUST FUND GRANT
· As you may be aware, Committeewoman Emiliani is a member of the 2006 Warren County Conservancy Committee.  Ms. Emiliani previously advised him of an inconsistency relative to the Township’s prior 2004 application to the County Trust Fund Committee which was brought to her attention by another current member of the County Trust Fund Committee.  This application was originally prepared by Morris Land Conservancy (MLC).  This application was to secure additional funding associated with the Township’s acquisition of the Hamlen property.  The inconsistency in question relates to the 20 Ac. exception area where the future fire house and other potential municipal facilities are slated to be located.  This 20 Acres is now “cast in stone” as it has been excluded as part of his prior Green Acres application and approval.  The total area of the tract is 114 Acres±.  The 2004 County Conservancy Grant excluded a 15 Acre portion of the overall parcel for a total acquisition area of 99 Acres.  Therefore, the correct area on the application should has been 94 Acres, not 99 Acres.

He has spoken with Bob Resker, Director of the Warren County Land Preservation Office, who has suggested that a simple explanatory letter be supplied by the Township.  At the February 16, 2006 meeting, the Township Committee authorized his office to prepare a correspondence to forward to Mr. Resker’s attention for action by the County Conservancy Committee (CCC).  Since the March meeting of the CCC was cancelled, the next meeting of the CCC was due to occur on April 3, 2006.  His office, on behalf of the Township, prepared a letter, dated March 31, 2006, which was sent out under Mayor Kanyuck’s signature to Mr. Resker.  All Township Committee Members should has received a copy of this letter.  No response of any type has been received to date from Mr. Resker or the CCC.  He recently forwarded another copy of the letter to Mr. Resker for potential action and discussion by the CCC at their next meeting. 

11. 2007 NJDOT MUNICIPAL TRUST FUND GRANT APPLICATIONS
· The Township applications here submitted to the NJDOT Local Aid Office well in advance of the June 30, 2006 deadline.  The applications submitted by the Township can be summarized as follows:

· Beatty’s Road:  $207,340.00.

· North Main Street Sidewalk:  $40,050.00

· Willow Grove Road Sidewalk:  $45,950.00

· Please be advised that award notices are not usually made until October or November at the earliest.

12. TOWNSHIP CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY (C.O.) RELEASE PROCEDURE
· At the April 20, 2006 meeting, the subject of the establishment of a formal procedure for C.O. releases was discussed and reviewed by the Township Committee.  The issue was raised in an effort to streamline the process and protect the Township to ensure that all approvals are secured and all required fees/payments (i.e. COAH, sewer connection, escrow, etc.) are made by anyone requesting a C.O. for either a residential or non-residential facility.  At the April 20, 2006 meeting, the Committee authorized his office to work with Eloise Hagaman (Tax Assessor), Gordon Kobler (Tax Collector), Pat Doddy (Construction Official) and any other involved parties towards the development of a formal C.O. release process.

· His office has recently completed the development of a “draft” checklist.  

13. GREENWICH HILLS NORTH
· The maintenance bond for this development is set to expire in August, 2006.  As is typical at this juncture of a previously approved, constructed and dedicated project, his office performs a maintenance bond release inspection in order to ensure that all improvements remain satisfactory.  If not, a punchlist is developed and forwarded to the bonding company in order to withhold release of the maintenance bond.  He recommended authorization for his office to proceed with the development of a maintenance bond release punchlist and coordinate with both the developer, Weinstein Builders, and the bonding company, as deemed necessary.

· As authorized by the Township Committee at the June 15, 2006 meeting, his office has completed a maintenance bond default notice and release punchlist.  This document was sent to Greg Weinstein and his bonding company via correspondence from his office dated July 7, 2006.  All Township Committee Members here copied on this correspondence.  No response has been received to date.

Public Comment Period
There was no public comment

Executive Session

EXECUTIVE SESSION RESOLUTION


WHEREAS, Section 8 of the Open Public Meetings Act, Chapter 231, P.L. 1975, permits the exclusion of the public from a meeting in certain circumstances; and


WHEREAS, this public body is of the opinion that such circumstances presently exist.


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Township Committee of the Township of Greenwich, County of Warren and State of New Jersey as follows:


1.  The public shall be excluded from discussion of and action upon the hereinafter-specified subject matter.


2.  The general nature of the subject matter to be discussed as follows:  Contract negotiations, Pending Litigation, Land Acquisition and Personnel


3.  It is anticipated at this time that the above stated subject matter will be made public at:  When a decision has been rendered.


4.  This Resolution shall take effect immediately.

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to adopt the foregoing Resolution and enter into Executive Session.

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

Committeeman Blaszka made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Gurneak to come out of Executive Session and reopen the meeting to the public.

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

The purpose of Executive Session was to discuss Contract negotiations. 

As there was no further business, Committeewoman Emiliani made a motion, seconded by Committeeman Visconti to adjourn the meeting.

Voting in favor:
Blaszka, Gurneak, Emiliani, Visconti, Kanyuck

Opposed:

None

MOTION CARRIED

___________________________

Kimberly Viscomi, RMC

Township Clerk
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