
GENERAL COMMENTS – Commissioner’s Meeting – March 25, 2014 

 

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m. in Room 102 of the Borough Hall.  The 

announcement of Public Meetings was read by Commissioner Kasko.  After the Pledge of 

Allegiance and a moment of silence, roll call was taken.  Commissioner Kasko, 

Commissioner Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford were present along with the 

Borough Administrator, the Borough Solicitor and the Borough Clerk. 

 

Commissioner Rochford made a motion to waive the reading of the minutes and approve 

them as posted for the meeting of March 11, 2014.  Commissioner Moscatelli seconded 

the motion, which was then approved unanimously by the Commissioners. 

 

The Commissioner presented Lee Albright and Christine Castorino each with a copy of the 

proclamation naming March as Women’s History Month. 

 

Commissioner Kasko explained the ordinance 2014-04, which allows for the preservation of 

a CAP bank.  He noted that this is an annual ordinance.  As there were no questions asked 

Commissioner Kasko stated that the Public Hearing on the ordinance would be held at the 

regularly scheduled meeting on April 8, 2014 at 7:30 p.m.  The Commissioner voted 

unanimously on the ordinance on first reading. 

 

Commissioner Kasko, Commissioner Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford voted 

affirmatively to pass the following resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2014-03-25-046 Authorization for Emergency Temporary Appropriations 

 

Once Resolution #2014-03-25-047 was introduced, which authorized the payment of 

vouchers, Kirk Peterson, Lakeview Avenue, asked if Check #29284 to Winner Ford was for 

repair of a police vehicle and who was liable for the damages.  Commissioner Kasko 

replied that it was for repairs and the other person involved was at fault.   Mr. Peterson 

then asked of Check #29256 for snow removal was for the Presbyterian Church or Borough 

parking lot.  Commissioner Kasko replied that the Borough hires a third party company to 

supplement the work done by our Department of Public Works.  As no further questions 

were asked the Commissioners voted unanimously on the resolution. 

 

After Resolution #2014-03-25-048 was introduced, which introduces the Partnership for 

Haddonfield, LLC’s (PfH) 2014 Budget and Commissioner Kasko briefly explained the 

document.  Mr. Peterson asked if the beautification project mentioned on page four of 

the recapitulation document was the hanging flowers on Kings Highway.  Arlene Fiorilli, a 

representative from PfH stated that those projects had not been determined at this time.  

As there were no further questions the Commissioners voted unanimously on the resolution. 

 

Commissioner Kasko, Commissioner Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford voted 

affirmatively to pass the following resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2014-03-25-049 Authorization to Conduct Annual Budget Self-Examination 

2014-03-25-050 Authorization to Approve Policies and Procedures Regarding Post-

Issuance Compliance of Federal Tax Requirements Regarding Tax-

Exempt Debt Issues 

2014-03-25-051 Auth. to Advertise for Sealed Bids – Emergency Sewer Main Repairs 

2014-03-25-052 Auth. to Advertise for Sealed Bids – Emergency Water Main Repairs 

2014-03-25-053 Authorization to Water & Sewer Lateral Work 

2014-03-25-054 Authorization to Approve General Event Permit Application – Various  

 

Once Resolution 2014-03-25-055 was introduced authorizing PfH to hold “First Thursday” 

events, Mr. Peterson asked why they were cutting back on the number of dates; there is 

nothing listed for April, May and October.  The Borough Administrator replied they are 

revamping their program and looking at something different for another timeframe.  As no 

further questions were asked the Commissioner voted unanimously on the resolution. 

 

Commissioner Kasko, Commissioner Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford voted 

affirmatively to pass the following resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2014-03-25-056 Authorization to Award Bid – Asphalt Street Patching & Miscellaneous 

Concrete Replacement 

 

After Resolution 2014-03-25-057 was introduced, which awarded the bid for the Grove 

Street utility work, Mr. Peterson asked if PSE&G has been involved in the project for the 

sake of replacing their utilities where needed.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied that PSE&G 

is always made aware of these projects.  In this case they are going to be working on a 



portion of their main.  As no further questions were asked the Commissioner voted 

unanimously on the resolution.  

 

Commissioner Kasko, Commissioner Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford voted 

affirmatively to pass the following resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2014-03-25-058 Authorization Sign Agreement for Professional Services Consultant to 

Create a Green/Sustainable Element for the master Plan – Clarke 

Caton & Hintz 

 

Ordinance 2014-03-25-059 was then introduced, which authorized the Borough to go out 

to bid for the sale of the water and wastewater utility system.  Commissioner Moscatelli 

noted that this had been originally referenced in the letter sent to all the residents 

explaining the water rate increase.  A copy of the bid document will be available to any 

resident interested in reviewing it.  The study group that was put together to review the 

utility systems will review any bid responses and make a recommendation to the 

Commissioners.  If it is decided to move forward with such a sale, a referendum would 

have to be put on the November General Election ballot for the residents to decide.  Mr. 

Peterson stated that if it is decided to sell the utility system there is a small property located 

on Colonial Avenue that should be kept by the Borough for a “pocket park.”  He then 

asked if the CCMUA program for qualified seniors would continue.  Commissioner 

Moscatelli replied that the Borough would not sell anything that is not necessary for the 

running of that utility.  Mr. Peterson then asked if the Borough would reduce the 

employees for that department.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied that the department 

would no longer exist.  Lastly, Mr. Peterson asked how the Borough would coordinate 

when road work is being done.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied that there are 

requirements within the bid packets governing how this work is handled.  Commissioner 

Rochford stated that this resolution is the first step; no snap decisions will be made on this 

issue.  The Borough will have to go out to referendum before selling the utility.  He finished 

by stating that the Borough wants the feedback of the residents on this topic. 

 

The fourth grade students from Elizabeth Haddon School were asked to stand, introduce 

themselves, as well as ask any questions they had.  In attendance were Leena Maskety, 

Concord Drive, and Dante DelDuca, Mt. Vernon Avenue, who asked what a Master Plan 

is.  Commissioner Rochford replied that each Borough is required to have one by the State 

and after listing some of the types of sections within a Master Plan, noted that this 

document is a vision of what the Borough should look like.  Also in attendance were 

Katharine Skelly, Kings Highway West; Devon O’Neil, W. Mount Vernon Avenue; and 

Gianna Caruso, North Drive, who asked who hires the entertainment for the First Thursday 

events.  Commissioner Kasko replied that it is the Marketing Committee for the PfH.  She 

also asked why checks are written to other towns.  Commissioner Kasko reviewed the 

various reasons for these checks:  shared court services, water and sewer agreements, 

purchasing brine for the streets, etc.  In addition Kate Hoover, Jefferson Avenue; Joey 

Campo, West End Avenue, were also in attendance. 

 

Commissioner Kasko opened the public comment portion of the meeting. 

 

Robin Potter, 563 Warwick Road, read the following into the minutes: 

 

“I rise with comments and questions occasioned by the landscaping 

project underway outside Borough Hall. 

 

My immediate concern is the impact of this beautification project on the 

two mature pin oaks, approximately 3 feet in diameter and, as of last fall, 

in good condition with no obvious signs of Bacterial Leaf Scorch.  (Of the 

1,800 red and pin oaks in the town as of three years ago, fewer than 20% 

were in good condition, as these were.) 

 

As this project has progressed over the past few weeks, I have seen full 

dump trucks parked between the trees, large front loaders parked a few 

feet away from the tree trunks, pallets of cinderblock sitting on the park 

strip, bricks piled against the tree trunks and, most recently, the 

excavation of the roots as the sidewalks were removed a few feet away 

from the tree trunks.  Yesterday late afternoon, one of the contractors had 

his pickup parked over the curb, wheels leaning against the westernmost 

tree.  This is all in complete disregard for the ANSI Construction Standards 

for construction around trees, standards which one would presume the 

construction supervisor, Remington and Vernick, knows and is responsible 

to enforce.  Yesterday afternoon, the NJ State Forester who is 

administering the $20,000 grant for tree planting in Haddonfield this year 

began our telephone conversation with a question: what in the world are 



you doing in front of Borough Hall and why are you trying to kill those two 

trees? 

 

Why do I raise this issue here and not through quiet discussion as I have in 

the past? 

 

The answer is that there has been ongoing discussion with the Borough 

Administrator, the Borough Construction Office and the Borough 

Commissioners about protection of the Borough’s street trees during 

construction since last June.  Two weeks ago, on March 3, we spent 20 

minutes discussing the proposed Shade Tree Commission ordinance 

including reasonable protection of trees.  We spent six months, from June 

2013 to January 2014 discussing construction fencing at 645 Maple 

Avenue.  The Borough Construction office has been working with the 

Shade Tree Commission on construction fencing procedures throughout 

this time.   

 

For the past six years on the Shade Tree Commission, I have worked with 

Remington and Vernick on an after-the-fact basis, trying to fix their 

mistakes and prevent them from repeating them. 

 

1. Six years ago, ancient history I know, Remington and Vernick refused 

to even talk to the Shade Tree Commission regarding Street 

Construction and trees.  I had to request the mayor and the Borough 

Administrator to force Remington and Vernick into the conversation. 

2. Two years ago, Remington and Vernick supervised the failed planting 

of twenty or more trees along Potter-Ellis street using planting standards 

ten years out-of-date, and refused to heed the directions of the then-

Shade Tree Commission chair, Bill Polise.  Again, the mayor and the 

Borough Administrator intervened, the Shade Tree Commission 

educated Remington and Vernick on the current standards and 

rewrote the Remington and Vernick’s standard bid documents.  

3. Last May, Remington and Vernick planned to proceed with the turf 

installation at Anniversary Field, disregarding the potential impact on 

the trees stabilizing the crest of the hill, until Shade Tree Commission 

members happened to attend a public meeting and inquired about 

the construction impact on these Borough trees. 

While Remington and Vernick now consults with the Shade Tree 

Commission on these matters, they only do so after being “caught”, as 

they have been once again. 

 

The fact is, however, I’m not being paid to enforce Borough practices and 

accepted construction standards for on-going projects, and Remington 

and Vernick is. 

 

My initial concern is that no one associated with the Borough trees was 

ever shown the construction plan for this project, not the Shade Tree 

Commission and not the Department of public works.  If this were a PJ 

Ward project at 645 Maple Avenue, Steve Walko would have shut it down 

for not following Borough construction requirements.  Instead, Remington 

and Vernick flouts the rules enforced on the private sector.  And, it flouts 

the rules for their own convenience. 

 

The fundamental problem is that Remington and Vernick plays two roles 

here.  As Borough Engineer, Remington and Vernick is the guardian of 

Borough practices.  At the same time, as the construction contracting firm 

on this project, Remington and Vernick is also incentivized to  short-cut 

Borough practices, again an option not allowed our private contractors. 

 

In the governmental or not-for-profit arena, this is called a clear conflict of 

interest.  This is not just a technical matter.  As a Haddonfield resident and 

taxpayer, I would call this a conflict of interest where Remington and 

Vernick’s mistakes are costing me money, as the Borough will pay to 

correct them. 

 

1. In this case, the Borough will pay an outside contractor to take down 

those huge trees much earlier than would otherwise be required and, 

given our budget woes, in lieu of other trees, which should come down 

as a matter of public safety.  The Borough will also pay to replace 

these trees. 



2. In the case of the Potter-Ellis Street planting, the Borough will again pay 

to replace those new trees when they fail and die, as they are doing 

now.  This is particularly galling since Remington and Vernick has 

known about this problem since the planting went in, and first assured 

us that the planting was acceptable and then assured us, incorrectly, 

that there was a two year guarantee, which there was not. 

 

My final concern is more global.  If Remington and Vernick gets this simple 

matter wrong, what else are they getting wrong that is much more 

complex?  They have been our town engineers and our town construction 

managers for decades.  But are they acting in our interest, given their 

obvious conflicts.  In the world of accounting and public audits, my 

business background, it is common practice to separate the reviewer, the 

auditor, from the doer, the accounting manager, to ensure that there are 

adequate controls.  Further, it is common practice to change the audit or 

reviewing firms periodically to avoid possible conflicts and to ensure 

proper attention.   

 

Based on the September 2013 vote, when Remington and Vernick was 

retained, the Borough Commissioners have not chosen this common 

remedy.  So I ask the Commissioners: What are our controls and what is 

our review process regarding Remington and Vernick’s activities?” 

 

Commissioner Kasko stated that they did not know that these trees would be disturbed by 

the project in front of Borough Hall and the Commissioners would find out more about this.  

Ms. Potter stated that the Shade Tree Commission (STC) knew nothing about the project 

and the work affecting the streets.  She stated the Remington & Vernick does not come to 

the STC to review their projects.  She stated that it is her belief that there is a conflict of 

interest for Remington & Vernick to be inspecting the projects that they draw up.  

Commissioner Moscatelli stated that he is disappointed at how Remington & Vernick has 

managed this project and that the problems with potential damage to the trees should 

not have happened.  We will continue to work with them to ensure that it doesn’t happen 

again.  He understood he concerns about the conflict of interest, but although they 

design and manger the programs, they are not the ones to hire the contractors.  

Commissioner Kasko stated that Remington & Vernick would be contacted on this issue. 

 

Mr. Peterson noted that there are areas on E. Park Avenue and Chestnut Street where 

cares are parking all the way up to the intersections; yellow curbs are needed in these 

areas to prevent this from happening.  The police Chief noted that the department has 

issues some tickets in those areas for such parking, but he would look into the issue further. 

 

James, Maskery, Concord Drive, noted that there are a number of trees marked on his 

street with a large neon “X” and asked if the Borough wasn’t getting ahead of itself in 

marking these when it has been six months and nothing has been done to the trees.  

Commissioner Moscatelli replied that the process depends upon the size of the tree.  We 

do have a contractor currently working on takedowns, but he has been affected by the 

higher snow levels over this winter.  Additionally, the original contract was for a larger 

number of trees, but due to unforeseen circumstances we had to award for a smaller 

number.  Mr. Maskery noted that he did not particularly want the tree at his property to 

come down and asked how he could move forward with preserving the tree.  Ms. Potter, 

as the Chairperson to the STC, replied that the Borough has an inventory of the trees with 

their conditions listed.  The oak trees in town have a bacterial leaf scorch disease, which 

will affect all of the oaks in town.  We currently have a plan, spanning a number of years, 

to remove the trees before the issue becomes a crisis. 

 

Joanne Cohen, Mt. Vernon Avenue, stated that more bicycle racks are needed down 

town.  Additionally, she would like to have more handicapped parking on Kings Highway.  

Commissioner Rochford noted that handicapped residents, with the appropriate placard, 

can park anywhere for free.  Although, there are two spaces near the Animo Juice Bar.  

The Police Chief noted that the department is currently reviewing the handicapped 

parking available in the parking lots.  The Borough Administrator commented that the 

handicapped spots are located in the parking lots because of the curbs and the required 

space/size restrictions.  Commissioner Kasko stated that there are budgetary, as well as 

space, constraints on placing additional bike racks downtown.  Additionally, merchants 

are very happy to have them in front of their stores. 

 

Mr. Peterson stated that he has a suggestion to create a bike rack donation program, 

possibly for $1,000 each, but he would talk to Commissioner Rochford about this idea at a 

later time. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:25 p.m. 



 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

  

Deanna Bennett 

Borough Clerk 


