
TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON 

 

REGULAR MEETING 

 

JULY 16, 2008 

 
6:30 P.M. 

 
 

1. Council President Stinney announced that notice of this meeting was given 
 in accordance with the Open Public Meetings Act and led the assembly in 
 the Pledge of Allegiance, followed by roll call. 
 
 PRESENT    ABSENT 

 Ken Cartier 
 Tom Inge 
 Sherry Scull 
 Richard Prickett 
 Diane Stinney 
 
 Also present:  Mayor David Patriarca, Business Administrator Chris Vaz, 
 Solicitor Andrew Bayer, Engineer Chris Rehmann, Deputy Township Clerk 
 Amy P. Cosnoski 
 
2. Chairwoman Stinney called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm 
 
3. Closed Session Res. No. 168-2008 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 168-2008  

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 COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON AND STATE OF NEW JERSEY, AS FOLLOWS: 
1. THE PUBLIC SHALL BE EXCLUDED FROM DISCUSSION OF AND ACTION UPON THE HEREINAFTER SPECIFIED 
 MATTERS. 
2. THE GENERAL NATURE OF THE SUBJECT MATTERS TO BE DISCUSSED IS AS FOLLOWS: 
 ATTORNEY/CLIENT PRIVILEGE 
 POTENTIAL ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY 
3. IT IS ANTICIPATED AT THIS TIME THAT THE ABOVE-STATED SUBJECT MATTERS WILL BE MADE PUBLIC WHEN 
 THE MATTERS HAVE BEEN  RESOLVED. 

 
Motion by Prickett and Cartier to approve Resolution No. 168-2008.  
Prickett, yes; Cartier, yes; Inge, yes; Scull, yes; Stinney, yes.  Motion 
carried.  

 
4. CLOSED SESSION 
  

Mrs. Stinney convened the meeting at 6:36 p.m. to go into Closed Session and 
reconvened the open session meeting at 7:03 p.m. 
 
5. Formal action as necessary pursuant to closed session. 
There was no formal action needed pursuant to closed session. 
 
6. Public comments on consent agenda items only. 
 
Mrs. Stinney opened the meeting to the public for comments on Consent Agenda 
items only.  Those wishing to comment were:  Michael Tamn:  1.  Inquired if 
Resolution No. 171-2008 for the street clock is fitting in with some sort of plan for 



the center of town.  He inferred that it is a good idea but asked if it would blend in.  
Mayor Patriarca announced that it is a UEZ grant that they are applying for and are 
looking to do what other towns in Burlington County have done which is put a 
town clock in.  The Mayor concluded that personally he would like to put several 
town clocks in because their town is so large it can accommodate several clocks.  
He noted this is something that the Township is able to do through the UEZ funds 
that are available for which there is approximately $1.4 million dollars of UEZ 
funds sitting there that they are not utilizing.  Mayor Patriarca reiterated that this is 
a way to beautify the town and take a piece of that money and put it in their town.  
Mr. Tamn asked if it is being done on a polka dot situation or if there is a plan of 
what is being done in Browns Mills.  Mr. Tamn also inquired if there was a 
comprehensive plan of what it is going to look like around the clock and asked if 
any drawings had been done.  Mayor Patriarca noted that a location or the 
landscaping around the clock has not been chosen yet.  He explained they are 
trying to acquire the funding for the clock first and once they are assured that they 
can get a clock, they will move forward and decide on the location and how it will 
look at that particular area.  Mr. Tamn noted that Resolution 171-2008 states 
Lakehurst Road and Clubhouse Road.  Mayor Patriarca replied that is where Mr. 
Jones has proposed putting this particular clock noting that several locations were 
discussed and reiterated that the landscaping has not been decided yet.  Mrs. 
Stinney informed Mr. Tamn that she would obtain his answer for him.  2.  Asked if 
Public Works really needs the two F350 Pick Up Trucks at $53,213 and suggested 
it might be cheaper to purchase cheaper pick up trucks with the bare minimum 
options and during that period of time if snow removal is needed, lease out the 
work to a private individual.  Mr. Inge expressed that these two pick up trucks 
must be used strictly for the UEZ.  Mr. Tamn noted the cheaper trucks could be 
used strictly for UEZ as well.  Mr. Inge added that the grant is for the town center.  
Mr. Tamn pointed out that County roads go through town centers.  Mr. Inge 
responded that they will also be towing trailers.  Mr. Tamn expressed that a half 
ton truck can tow quite a bit.  Mr. Tamn expounded that if they want to save 
money and run efficiently, they have to cut every dollar and every penny at every 
corner.  He clarified not eliminating services but doing them more efficiently.  He 
referenced that if they could save $15,000 over a period of five years on these two 
trucks, it is worth every penny to the tax payers because that $15,000 means tax 
payers’ money.  3.  Commented that the purpose of UEZ money is to promote 
business and enhance the business district.  He asked if there was anything else that 
can be done to enhance business in the town rather than what is listed as purchases.  
Mr. Tamn suggested the money could be used to help the small businesses in town 
and to encourage more businesses to come to town as that is the whole purpose of 
the UEZ.  He acknowledged they have done a good job in the past but expressed 
that some of the requests appear like a Christmas list.  4.  Stated the audio system 
for the meeting room in the amount of $5,100 is the third or fourth system that has 
been purchased in the last 25 years.  Mr. Tamn expressed hopes it is a good 
purchase this time.  He indicated the problem is not the system, but rather it is the 
people sitting here that don’t speak into the microphone.  He expressed that people 
have the habit of having a directional microphone and if one doesn’t talk 6 inches 
away from it, no one will hear it.  He further noted that if one talks to the side or 
leaning over or leaning back, they might be able to hear it at the dais, but the 
audience can’t hear it down there.  Mr. Tamn enucleated that Council can spend all 
of the money they want, but if it isn’t a good system, they still can’t be heard.  
There being no additional members of the public wishing to comment on consent 
agenda items, Mrs. Stinney closed the meeting to public comments.   
 



*7. Consent Agenda:  All items listed with an asterisk (*) are considered 

 to be  routine by the Township Council and will be enacted by one 

 motion.  Should a Council Member wish to discuss a consent agenda 

 item separately, that item can be removed from the consent agenda 

 and considered in its normal sequence on the regular agenda. 

 

 *8. MINUTES FILED BY MUNICIPAL CLERK 

 
  *a. Regular Meeting, June 4, 2008; Regular Meeting, June 18,  
   2008. 
 
 *9. CONSENT AGENDA RESOLUTIONS 

 
RESOLUTION NO.   169-2008 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF BURLINGTON, STATE 
OF NEW JERSEY THAT THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER IS HEREBY AUTHORIZED AND DIRECTED TO REFUND MONIES 
TO THE FOLLOWING PERSONS FOR THE AMOUNTS AND REASONS SET FORTH: 
CHARES ARROW, $935.51, PROPERTY GRANTED TOTALLY DISABLED VETERAN STATUS, BLOCK 522, LOT 21. 
SAMPSON & BETTY CUNNINGHAM, $1,873.80, PROPERTY GRANTED TOTALLY DISABLED VETERAN STATUS, BLOCK 590, 
LOT 18. 
SOLOMON & ANNIE HILL, $808.76, PROPERTY GRANTED TOTALLY DISABLED VETERAN STATUS, BLOCK 625, LOT 5. 
HERMAN & CHERYL HUGHLEY, $1,256.05, PROPERTY GRANTED TOTALLY DISABLE VETERAN STATUS, BLOCK 668, LOT 
19. 
JONGAE RANKIN, $2,951.36, PROPERTY GRANTED TOTALLY DISABLE VETERAN STATUS, BLOCK 1094, LOT 16. 
SAFFA KEMOKAI, $210.00, CHILD WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM. 
DEBORAH BOLTAN FORAN, $205.00, CHILD WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM. 
GARDEN STATE ABSTRACT COMPANY, $974.41, DUPLICATE PAYMENT OF SECOND QUARTER TAXES, BLOCK 218, LOT 
74. 
DARRELL BRACEY, $711.01, OVERPAYMENT OF PROPERTY TAXES ON BLOCK 387, LOT 66. 
STACY WILLIAMS, $95.00, CHILD WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM. 
GORDON HORN $95.00, CHILDREN WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM. 
JENNIFER STATES, $95.00, CHILD WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM. 
LISA IVY, $47.50, CHILD WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM. 
ESME ODAIN, $160.00, CHILD WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM AND FIELD TRIP WEEK. 
AMMIE DOGGETT, $137.50, CHILD WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM. 
BARBARA MALINAK, $47.50, CHILD WITHDRAWN FROM SUMMER RECREATION PROGRAM. 
NATIONAL POOLS & SPAS, $187.20, REFUND OF PERMIT FOR POOL, CUSTOMER CANCELLED, BLK 606, LOT 15. 
 
RESOLUTION NO.   170-2008 

WHEREAS, CHARLES GRAF, A LONG TIME RESIDENT OF PEMBERTON TOWNSHIP AND A DEDICATED MEMBER OF THE 
BROWNS MILLS IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, PASSED AWAY ON FEBRUARY 14, 2008; AND 
WHEREAS, DURING HIS LIFETIME IN PEMBERTON TOWNSHIP CHARLES GRAF WAS DEDICATED TO IMPROVING THE 
QUALITY OF LIFE FOR THE RESIDENTS OF THE “LAKES” THROUGH HIS TIRELESS EFFORTS AS A MEMBER OF THE 
BROWNS MILLS IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION; AND 
WHEREAS, THE BROWNS MILLS IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION HAS REQUESTED THAT THE TOWNSHIP RE-NAME THE 
STULL-BORZELL BMIA BUILDING LOCATED AT 40 ARBUTUS STREET IN BROWNS MILLS TO BE FOREVER RECOGNIZED 
AS THE “GRAF STULL-BORZELL COMMUNITY CENTER – HOME OF THE BMIA”; AND 
WHEREAS, THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL BELIEVE THAT THIS IS AN APPROPRIATE WAY TO HONOR THE MEMORY OF THIS 
OUTSTANDING CITIZEN OF PEMBERTON TOWNSHIP;  
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON, STATE OF NEW JERSEY, THAT THE STULL-BORZELL BMIA BUILDING AT 40 ARBUTUS STREET IN 
BROWNS MILLS BE AND IS HEREBY RE-NAMED THE “GRAF STULL-BORZELL COMMUNITY CENTER – HOME OF THE 
BMIA” IN HONORING THE MEMORY OF CHARLES GRAF. 
 
RESOLUTION NO.  171-2008 

WHEREAS, THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE COORDINATOR HAS PREPARED A PROPOSAL FOR 
SUBMISSION TO THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY FOR FUNDING FROM THE ENTERPRISE 
ZONE ASSISTANCE FUND FOR THE FOLLOWING PROJECT: UEZ FOUR-FACE STREET CLOCK. 
WHEREAS, SAID PROJECT IS CONSIDERED TO BE A PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT TO THE ENTERPRISE ZONE; AND 
WHEREAS, SAID PROJECT WILL FUND THE PURCHASE OF AND INSTALLATION COST FOR A FOUR-FACE STREET 
CLOCK THAT WILL BE LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF LAKEHURST ROAD AND CLUBHOUSE ROAD; AND  
WHEREAS, FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT THIS PROGRAM IN PEMBERTON’S URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE 
ASSISTANT FUND; 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON, AND STATE OF NEW JERSEY DOES HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE SUBMISSION OF THIS PROPOSAL OF 
$28,000 TO THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY FOR APPROVAL OF SAID PROJECT. 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT THE TOWNSHIP CLERK SHALL FORWARD CERTIFIED COPIES OF THIS RESOLUTION 
TO THE URBAN ENTERPRISE COORDINATOR AND THE URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY. 
 
 
RESOLUTION NO.      175-2008 

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A SERVICE CHARGE FOR THE MAILING OF TAX SALE NOTICES 
WHEREAS,   P.L. 1997 CHAPTER 99 APPROVED THE IMPOSITION OF A SERVICE CHARGE TO BE ASSESSED TO THE 
PROPERTY OWNERS WHEN THAT PROPERTY IS PLACED INTO TAX SALE FOR DELINQUENT TAXES OR ANY OTHER 
DELINQUENT MUNICIPAL CHARGE AND TAX SALE NOTICES ARE REQUIRED TO BE MAILED TO THE PROPERTY OWNER, 
AND 
WHEREAS,   THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL DESIRES TO ADOPT SUCH A RESOLUTION FOR THE IMPOSITION OF SAID 
CHARGES IN THE AMOUNT OF $15.00 PER NOTICE. 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,   BY THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON, STATE OF NEW JERSEY THAT THERE BE A SERVICE CHARGE ASSESSED ON ANY PROPERTY THAT IS 
PLACED INTO TAX SALE FOR DELINQUENT TAXES AND/OR ANY OTHER DELINQUENT MUNICIPAL CHARGE AND SAID 
SERVICE CHARGE BE IN THE AMOUNT OF $15.00 PER NOTICE.  



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,  THAT THE CHARGES ASSESSED FOR THE TAX SALE NOTICE AS SET FORTH HEREIN 
REMAIN IN EFFECT FROM YEAR TO YEAR UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE GOVERNING BODY ADOPTS A NEW RESOLUTION 
SETTING FORTH NEW OR DIFFERENT RATES. 
 
RESOLUTION NO.     176-2008 

RESOLUTION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF BURLINGTON, STATE OF NEW JERSEY, AUTHORIZING 
THE CANCELLATION OF PROPERTY TAXES ON PROPERTY QUALIFYING FOR A VETERANS’ PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION 
WHEREAS, N.J.S.A. 54:4-3.30 PROVIDES FOR AN EXEMPTION FROM TAXES ON CERTAIN PROPERTY OWNED BY A 
TOTALLY DISABLED VETERAN; AND 
WHEREAS, IT HAS BEEN DETERMINED BY THE TAX ASSESSOR THAT PROPERTY KNOWN AS BLOCK 212 LOT 35,  
1001 E. LAKESHORE DRIVE OWNED BY CASSELL BROWN QUALIFIES FOR A VETERANS’ PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION AS 
OF  
MAY 6, 2008; AND 
WHEREAS, THE DETERMINATION BY THE TAX ASSESSOR IS THE RESULT OF AN ASSIGNMENT OF A ONE HUNDRED 
PERCENT PERMANENT AND TOTAL WARTIME SERVICE CONNECTED DISABILITY EVALUATION FROM THE VETERANS 
ADMINISTRATION; AND 
WHEREAS, THE TAX COLLECTOR HAS REQUESTED AUTHORIZATION TO CANCEL PROPERTY TAXES ON BLOCK 212 LOT 
35 AS A RESULT OF THE GRANTED EXEMPTION; AND  
WHEREAS, THE TAXES DUE ON THE PROPERTY FROM JANUARY 1, 2008 TO MAY 6, 2008 ARE $1,160.46; AND 
WHEREAS, TAXES HAVE BEEN PAID ON BLOCK 212 LOT 35 IN THE AMOUNT OF $1,656.73 FOR THE FIRST HALF OF 2008, 
THE TAX COLLECTOR HAS REQUESTED AUTHORIZATION TO REFUND THE OVERPAYMENT OF $496.27 TO CASSELL 
BROWN; AND 
WHEREAS, IT IS THE DESIRE OF THE GOVERNING BODY TO AUTHORIZE THE TAX COLLECTOR TO CANCEL TAXES ON 
SAID PROPERTY AS OF MAY 6, 2008 AND AUTHORIZE THE REFUND OF OVERPAID 2008 TAXES. 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON, STATE OF NEW JERSEY AS FOLLOWS: 

1. THAT THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL DO HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE TAX COLLECTOR TO CANCEL 2008 
PROPERTY TAXES ON BLOCK 212 LOT 35 AS OF MAY 6, 2008, AS SAID PROPERTY HAS BEEN 
DETERMINED TO QUALIFY FOR A VETERANS’ PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION UNDER N.J.S.A. 54:4-3.30. 

2. THAT THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL DO HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE TAX COLLECTOR TO REFUND $496.27 TO 
CASSELL BROWN, 1001 E. LAKESHORE DRIVE, BROWNS MILLS,  NJ  08015. 

3. THAT A CERTIFIED COPY OF THIS RESOLUTION BE FORWARDED TO THE TAX COLLECTOR, TAX 
ASSESSOR AND CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON AND THE BURLINGTON 
COUNTY BOARD OF TAXATION. 

WHEREAS, THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE COORDINATOR HAS PREPARED A PROPOSAL FOR 
SUBMISSION TO THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY FOR FUNDING FROM THE ENTERPRISE 
ZONE ASSISTANCE FUND FOR THE FOLLOWING PROJECT: UEZ FOUR-FACE STREET CLOCK. 
WHEREAS, SAID PROJECT IS CONSIDERED TO BE A PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT TO THE ENTERPRISE ZONE; AND 
WHEREAS, SAID PROJECT WILL FUND THE PURCHASE OF AND INSTALLATION COST FOR A FOUR-FACE STREET 
CLOCK THAT WILL BE LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF LAKEHURST ROAD AND CLUBHOUSE ROAD; AND  
WHEREAS, FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT THIS PROGRAM IN PEMBERTON’S URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE 
ASSISTANT FUND; 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON, AND STATE OF NEW JERSEY DOES HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE SUBMISSION OF THIS PROPOSAL OF 
$28,000 TO THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY FOR APPROVAL OF SAID PROJECT. 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT THE TOWNSHIP CLERK SHALL FORWARD CERTIFIED COPIES OF THIS RESOLUTION 
TO THE URBAN ENTERPRISE COORDINATOR AND THE URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY. 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 177-2008 

RESOLUTION OF AWARD WOODBINE STREET DRAINAGE RELIEF 
WHEREAS, THE MAYOR AND TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF BURLINGTON, 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY HAVE IDENTIFIED A NEED FOR DRAINAGE RELIEF ALONG WOODBINE STREET; AND  
WHEREAS, THE TOWNSHIP HAS ADVERTISED AND RECEIVED BIDS FOR THE PROJECT ENTITLED WOODBINE STREET 
DRAINAGE RELIEF IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PUBLIC CONTRACTS LAW; AND 
WHEREAS, SEVEN BIDS WERE RECEIVED ON JULY 8, 2008; AND 
WHEREAS, THE LOWEST RESPONSIBLE BIDDER FOR THE BASE BID AND THE ALTERNATES IS MAC-ROSE 
CONSTRUCTION, INC. OF BROWNS MILLS, NJ; AND 
WHEREAS, FOLLOWING THE REVIEW OF THE BIDS, THE AWARD SCENARIO CHOSEN IS THE BASE BID RESULTING IN A 
TOTAL PROJECT COST OF $111,609.00; AND 
WHEREAS, MAC-ROSE CONSTRUCTION, INC.’S BID FOR THIS PROJECT IS ACCEPTABLE; AND 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, THAT THE MAYOR AND TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF PEMBERTON HEREBY AWARDS THE 
WOODBINE STREET DRAINAGE RELIEF IN THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, BURLINGTON COUNTY TO MAC-ROSE 
CONSTRUCTION, INC. IN THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF $111,609.00 SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE CONDITIONS 
NOTED BELOW: 

1. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE BID DOCUMENTS BY THE TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR. 
2. CERTIFICATION AS TO THE AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FROM THE TOWNSHIP’S CFO 

 
RESOLUTION NO.  178-2008 

WHEREAS, BY RESOLUTION NO. 66-2008, ADOPTED FEBRUARY 6, 2008, THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL AWARDED A 
CONTRACT TO KME CORP., ONE INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX, NESQUEHONING, PA, 18240, FOR $1,294,678, FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION AND DELIVERY OF THREE (3) FIRE APPARATUS; AND  
WHEREAS, A COPY OF CHANGE ORDER NO. 1 IS ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART OF THIS RESOLUTION, WHICH 
CHANGE ORDER REPRESENTS A TOTAL INCREASE IN THE CONTRACT PRICE BY ($             ) RELATED TO MINOR 
CHANGES IN QUANTITIES, WORK PERFORMED, MATERIALS, SUPPLIES, AND EQUIPMENT, MORE SPECIFICALLY AND 
ACCURATELY DESCRIBED IN THE CHANGE ORDER REQUESTED; AND  
WHEREAS, THE NEW CONTRACT SUM INCLUDING THE CHANGE ORDER WILL BE $                    ; AND 
WHEREAS, THE BUSINESS ADMINISTRATOR AND FIRE CHIEFS HAVE RECOMMENDED THE APPROVAL OF SAID 
CHANGE ORDER NO. 1; AND  
WHEREAS, THE LOCAL PUBLIC CONTRACTS LAW, N.J.S.A. 40A:11-1 ET SEQ., AND THE REGULATIONS PROMULGATED 
PURSUANT THERETO, N.J.A.C.  5:30-11.1 ET SEQ. PERMIT THE AUTHORIZATION OF SUCH A CHANGE ORDER IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH CERTAIN GUIDELINES CONTAINED THEREIN; AND  
WHEREAS, THE GOVERNING BODY HAS DETERMINED, UPON THE ADVICE AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATOR AND FIRE CHIEFS, THAT THE PROVISIONS OF THE REGULATIONS HAVE BEEN MET AND THAT THIS 
RESOLUTION CAN BE ADOPTED GIVEN THE BUSINESS ADMINISTRATOR’S REPRESENTATIONS THAT THE REQUESTED 
CHANGES ARE IN ORDER AND THAT THE REASONS FOR SAME ARE ACCEPTABLE, JUSTIFIABLE, AND VALID; AND  
WHEREAS, THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER HAS CERTIFIED THAT FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE TO APPROVE THIS 
CONTRACT IN THE AMOUNT OF ($                          , IN LINE ITEM #                               . 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON AND STATE OF NEW JERSEY THAT CHANGE ORDER NO. 1, AS SUBMITTED BY THE BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATOR, FOR THE PROJECT NOTED ABOVE, IS HEREBY APPROVED; 

 
RESOLUTION 179-2008  



WHEREAS, APPLICATION HAS BEEN MADE TO THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON FOR 
RENEWAL OF A PLENARY RETAIL CONSUMPTION LICENSE FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2008 TO JUNE 30, 2009; AND 
WHEREAS, THE SAME HAS BEEN DULY ADVERTISED AND NO OBJECTIONS HAVE BEEN FILED WITH THE TOWNSHIP 
CLERK; AND 
WHEREAS, THE RENEWAL APPLICATION HAS BEEN COMPLETED IN ALL RESPECTS AND THE BELOW-NAMED 
APPLICANT IS QUALIFIED TO BE A LICENSEE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL STATUTORY, REGULATORY, AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTAL ABC LAWS AND REGULATIONS; 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON, STATE OF NEW JERSEY, THAT THE FOLLOWING LICENSE BE RENEWED FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 
2008 TO JUNE 30, 2009, EFFECTIVE UPON ADOPTION OF THE RESOLUTION HEREIN: 
PLENARY RETAIL CONSUMPTION LICENSES: 

TERRACE INN, INC.      #0329-33-006-003 
T/A TERRANCE INN 

 

  

 NEW BUSINESS 

 12. *b. Requests to expend funds in excess of     
   $2,000.00 for the following: 
  *1. Public Works Dept.:  Replacement of failed hydrostatic   
   transmission unit and flush system for John Deere 650 Tractor  
   from Larry Ditto, LLC, in the amount of $4,651.00. 
  *3. Public Works Dept.: Purchase of two new Gravely 1934FX  
   Pro-Stance Stand on Zero Turn Mowers for UEZ Clean Team,  
   from Rodio Tractor Sales, in the amount of $8,550.00. 
  *4. Public Works Dept.: Purchase of two 8’ Carbon V-Box   
   Spreaders for UEZ Clean Team, from H.A. DeHart & Sons, in  
   the amount of $6,800.00. 
  *5. Public Works Dept.: Purchase of two Cargo Trailers for UEZ  
   Clean Team, from Lowes, in the amount of $5,996.00. 
  *6. Recreation Dept.:  Purchase of Group Package for Field Trip  
   Week for summer recreation camps, from Casino Pier, in the  
   amount of $3,000.00. 
  *7. Recreation Dept.: Purchase of Hurricane Harbor tickets for  
   Field Trip Week for summer recreation camps, from NJRPA, in 
   the amount of $4,200.00. 

 *9. Administration: Purchase of audio equipment (microphones,  
  speakers, wiring and installation) for recording system in   
  Meeting Room in an amount not to exceed $5,185.00. 
 *10. Public Works Dept.:  Purchase of sign machine from Creative  
  Visual in the amount of $7,390.00 

 
 12.  *c. Applications submitted for memberships, licenses, permits:  
 

 *1. Loud Speaker Permit applications:  1.  St. Ann’s Church:  

 PA System for Carnival to be held 7/22/08-7/26/08.  2.  Randy 

 Butters:  DJ for annual neighborhood block party at 200 
 Sassafras St, 8/2/08.  3. Jessica Palmer: DJ for birthday party 
 at Mirror Lake Beach Gazebo, 7/19/08. 

 
 *13. Approval by Council required for payment of vouchers on bill list  
  dated  7/11/08. 

 

Mr. Prickett requested item PO82666, in the amount of $3,519.00 on page 3 be 
pulled from the bill list.  Mr. Prickett also asked that item b2 under New Business 
for the two new Ford Super Duty F350 Pick Up Trucks w/snow plows in the 
amount of $53,213.68 be pulled as well as item b8 for the purchase of two LCD 
televisions for the Meeting Room from the Camera Stop in the amount of $3,000 
be pulled.  Mr. Prickett also pulled Resolutions 172-2008, 173-2008 and 174-2008 



from the Consent Agenda.  Mrs. Scull pulled item PO82545 in the amount of 
$150.00 on page 3 of the bill list.   
 

Motion by Cartier and Prickett to approve the Consent Agenda as amended.  
Cartier, yes; Prickett, yes; Scull, yes; Inge, yes; Stinney, yes.  Motion 
carried. 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 172-2008 (PULLED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA) 
RESOLUTION NO.  172-2008 

WHEREAS, THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE COORDINATOR HAS PREPARED A PROPOSAL FOR 
SUBMISSION TO THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY FOR FUNDING FROM THE ENTERPRISE 
ZONE ASSISTANCE FUND FOR THE FOLLOWING PROJECT: UEZ POLICE – YEAR 2; AND 
WHEREAS, SAID PROJECT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AN ELIGIBLE MUNICIPAL SERVICES PROJECT, AND 
WHEREAS, SAID PROJECT WILL FUND 80% OF THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE EMPLOYMENT OF TWO(2) POLICE 
OFFICERS WHO WILL WORK EXCLUSIVELY WITHIN THE URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE: AND  
WHEREAS, PEMBERTON TOWNSHIP WILL CONTRIBUTE 20%- $38,723.74, AND 
WHEREAS, FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT THIS PROGRAM IN PEMBERTON’S URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE 
ASSISTANT FUND; 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON, AND STATE OF NEW JERSEY DOES HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE SUBMISSION OF THIS PROPOSAL OF 
$154,895 TO THE NEW JERSEY URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY FOR APPROVAL OF SAID PROJECT. 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT THE TOWNSHIP CLERK SHALL FORWARD CERTIFIED COPIES OF THIS RESOLUTION 
TO THE URBAN ENTERPRISE COORDINATOR AND THE URBAN ENTERPRISE ZONE AUTHORITY. 

 

Mr. Prickett indicated that Resolution No. 172-2008 deals with hiring two Police 
Officers to work in the UEZ zone and asked if that will bring the number of Police 
Officers from 57 to 59.  Mayor Patriarca indicated this is the funding that was 
discussed during the Budget meetings that would bring two new Officers.  Mr. 
Prickett affirmed these two Officers would be in addition to the 57 existing 
Officers.  The Mayor concurred.  Mr. Cartier remarked this resolution authorizes 
the funding for the Officers and until an ordinance is passed, it does not…….Mr. 
Prickett interjected that was going to be his next question but he thought he would 
save it and added that it might be easier to vote on these after each time. 
 

Motion by Prickett and Scull to approve Resolution No. 172-2008.  Prickett, 
yes; Scull, yes; Inge, yes; Cartier, yes; Stinney, yes.  Motion carried. 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 173-2008 (PULLED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA) 
RESOLUTION NO.      173-2008 

WHEREAS, APPLICATION HAS BEEN MADE TO THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON FOR RENEWAL OF PLENARY RETAIL 
CONSUMPTION LICENSE NO. 0329-33-004-007 FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2008 TO JUNE 30, 2009; AND 
WHEREAS, THE SAME HAS BEEN DULY ADVERTISED AND NO OBJECTIONS HAVE BEEN FILED WITH THE TOWNSHIP 
CLERK; AND 
WHEREAS, THE RENEWAL APPLICATION HAS BEEN COMPLETED IN ALL RESPECTS AND THE BELOW-NAMED 
APPLICANT IS QUALIFIED TO BE A LICENSEE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL STATUTORY, REGULATORY, AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTAL ABC LAWS AND REGULATIONS; 
WHEREAS, THE PEMBERTON TOWNSHIP COUNCIL EXPRESSES NO OBJECTION TO THE RENEWAL OF THE LICENSE TO 
BE ISSUED BY THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY DUE TO A CONFLICT OF INTEREST, PURSUANT TO N.J.A.C. 13:2-4.6; AND 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF 
BURLINGTON, STATE OF NEW JERSEY, THAT THE FOLLOWING LICENSE MAY BE RENEWED FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 
1, 2008 TO JUNE 30, 2009, BY THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY; 
PLENARY RETAIL CONSUMPTION LICENSE: 
THOMAS R. INGE ENTERPRISES, III, LLC   #0329-33-004-007 
T/A PINE VILLAGE INN-LIQUORS  
 

Mr. Prickett conveyed that he does not have an objection to Resolution No. 173-
2008.    
 

Motion by Prickett and Scull to approve Resolution No. 173-2008.  Prickett, 
yes; Scull, yes; Cartier, yes; Inge, abstain; Stinney, yes.  Motion carried. 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 174-2008 (PULLED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA) 
RESOLUTION NO.       174-2008 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING TAX SALE 
WHEREAS, THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, COUNTY OF BURLINGTON, STATE OF NEW 
JERSEY, DESIRES TO COLLECT ALL TAXES, ASSESSMENTS AND OTHER MUNICIPAL CHARGES THAT ARE NOW 
DELINQUENT; AND 
WHEREAS, THE TAX COLLECTOR IS DIRECTED TO SELL ALL MUNICIPAL DELINQUENCIES THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 
2007 IN A MANNER DESCRIBED BY N.J.S.A. 54:5-19, AND AS AMENDED BY CHAPTER 99 PUBLIC LAWS OF 1997. 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,  BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON, THAT THE TAX 
COLLECTOR IS HEREBY AUTHORIZED AND DIRECTED TO SELL ALL MUNICIPAL LIENS IN ACCORDANCE WITH NEW 
JERSEY LAW, AND AS STATED ABOVE ON SEPTEMBER 16, 2008 AT 10:00 A.M. 



 

Mr. Prickett conveyed that Resolution No. 174-2008 authorizes a tax sale to be 
held in September at 10:00 am, but he does not understand why this is on the 
agenda without the list of items that are going up for tax sale.  Mr. Prickett inferred 
that he does not know what Council is approving other than a date.  He reflected 
that in the past, Council has approved the tax sale with the list and he understands 
the list will be out in the first or second week of August.  Mrs. Eden reported that 
as of today’s date, they are still working on a temporary budget as the County has 
not struck the rate.  This is just going to put the resolution in place for them to have 
the tax sale.  She relayed that delinquent notices are being sent out and they are 
doing a great deal of collecting.  Mrs. Eden denoted that this is in place because 
funding will stop without the tax sale notices going in the mail.  Mr. Prickett asked 
Mrs. Eden if Council will have an opportunity to approve the list.  Mrs. Eden 
responded yes and added this resolution is just to set the date as everything must be 
ready in order to proceed with the tax sale.  She reiterated that without the County 
striking their rate, tax bills cannot be mailed and without tax bills, the Township 
does not generate revenue.   
 

Motion by Prickett and Cartier to approve Resolution No. 174-2008.  
Prickett, yes; Cartier, yes; Inge, yes; Scull, yes; Stinney, yes.  Motion 
carried. 

 
VOUCHERS PULED FROM BILL LIST: 

 

Mr. Prickett proposed that he does not have an objection to purchase order #82666, 
in the amount of $3,519.00. 
 

Motion by Prickett and Scull to approve purchase order #82666 on the bill 
list.  Prickett, yes; Scull, yes; Inge, abstain; Cartier, yes; Stinney, yes.  
Motion carried. 

 
Motion by Prickett and Cartier to approve purchase order #82545 in the 
amount of $150.00 on the bill list.  Prickett, yes; Cartier, yes; Inge, yes; 
Scull, abstain; Stinney, yes.  Motion carried. 

 
10. ORDINANCES FOR SECOND READING, PUBLIC HEARING 

 AND/OR FINAL  ADOPTION 

 
a. ORDINANCE NO. 15-2008 (Title Read By Mrs. Stinney) 
 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND ORDINANCES OF THE TOWNSHIP 
 OF  PEMBERTON, IN THE COUNTY OF BURLINGTON, STATE 
 OF NEW JERSEY  AND SPECIFICALLY CHAPTER 38, 
 ENTITLED PERSONNEL REGULATIONS, IN ORDER TO CREATE A 
 NEW ARTICLE, ENTITLED, “ARTICLE VII. MILEAGE 
 REIMBURSEMENT” 
 
Mrs. Stinney opened the meeting up for public comments on Ordinance No. 15-
2008.  There being no members of the public wishing to comment, Mrs. Stinney 
closed the meeting to public comments on Ordinance No. 15-2008.   
 

Motion by Cartier and Scull to adopt Ordinance No. 15-2008.  Cartier, yes; 
Scull, yes; Prickett, yes; Inge, yes; Stinney, yes.  Motion carried. 

 
b. ORDINANCE NO. 16-2008 (Title Read By Mrs. Stinney) 



 AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON 
 AMENDING CHAPTER 182-38, SCHEDULE H OF THE CODE OF 
 THE TOWNSHIP OF PEMBERTON ADDING CERTAIN 
 INTERSECTIONS TO BE CONTROLLED BY STOP SIGNS 
 
Mrs. Stinney opened the meeting up for public comments on Ordinance No. 16-
2008.  There being no members of the public wishing to comment, Mrs. Stinney 
closed the meeting to public comments on Ordinance No. 16-2008.   
 

Motion by Prickett and Cartier to adopt Ordinance No. 16-2008. 
 
Mrs. Scull asked if Council is aware of the number of signs proposed and what is 
the cost per sign.  Mr. Vaz answered the list is the same that was introduced by 
Council.  Mr. Vaz informed he does not know the cost per sign as they have a sign 
machine and would do the signs in house.  Mr. Vaz further explained that new stop 
signs if purchased could be at least $60-$80 and maybe $100.  Mrs. Scull indicated 
that she still has objections to this and thinks they are jumping the gun because of 
one unfortunate occasion.  She expressed that when stop signs are put up on streets 
it is just going to create more speedways.  Mrs. Scull indicated they are wasting 
money; they are in the Pine Barrens and they know when they are supposed to stop 
and they are not.  Mrs. Scull questioned why they now need stop signs in Lake 
Valley.  She expressed that it seems ridiculous and a waste of money.  Mrs. Scull 
remarked that some roads do need stop signs but they all do not.  Mr. Prickett 
commented that he assumes this will need to be approved by the State and the State 
will review this and provide direction.  He further noted the stop signs will 
probably not be installed all at one time and will probably be phased in.  He 
relayed they already have a stock pile of stop signs, and do have a line item for 
about $10,000 for stop signs every year. 
 
 Prickett, yes; Cartier, yes; Inge, yes; Scull, no; Stinney, yes.  Motion carried. 
 
11. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 
a. Continued review/discussion regarding proposed consolidation of the 
 Planning and Zoning Boards. 
 
Mr. Vaz advised that Administration has asked other towns that have done this and 
whether they had studies prepared for them.  He found that other towns had many 
studies done a long time ago and did not have any available resources that they can 
locate.  Mr. Vaz was able to obtain a copy of a report that Rutgers had prepared for 
a municipality and he will be providing that to Council.  He informed that 
Administration is preparing a report containing the number and type of 
applications over the last five years for both boards that will be available prior to 
the next Council meeting.  Mr. Bayer informed that this potential ordinance is 
subject to voter approval and if Council wanted to have this on the ballot for the 
November election, it would have to be submitted to the County by August 22 
which is 74 days prior to the election.  Mr. Prickett reminded Council and 
Administration and updated the public that at the last meeting this was discussed 
and the question that is to go on the ballot indicates that this should be a cost 
savings consolidation; however, the municipal land use; the Zoning and Land Use 
Administration indicates that it would not be a cost savings and this is the bible to 
the Planning and Zoning Boards.  Mr. Prickett continued that alleged cost cutting is 
put forth as a reason for consolidation; however, there appears to be very little 



evidence of any real savings effective through board consolidation.  He indicated 
that in many municipalities where consolidation has taken place, it is found that the 
members of the Planning Board are required to meet much more often in order to 
hear all of the applications submitted.  Mr. Prickett remarked that there are a lot of 
volunteers in Pemberton Township and some of those volunteers would no longer 
be a part of the Zoning Board; the Planning Board would hear the Zoning issues as 
well as the Planning issues if this goes through and the work load would be 
increased.  Mr. Prickett thanked Mrs. Young for the study of a municipality in 
Burlington.  He iterated that Mrs. Young sent an email out to all of the Municipal 
Clerks in Burlington County and received a list of 11 municipalities that do have a 
combined land use board.  He expressed that unfortunately, the study does not 
reflect the real situation in Pemberton Township, because there are only 3 
municipalities indicating that they have two boards.  Mr. Prickett explained that he 
went on the internet and the general code for Burlington County where many of the 
municipalities are listed and pulled up information that he wanted to share with 
Council.  Mr. Prickett advised that he also looked through the Burlington County 
Data Book and then passed the information out to Council which included 
information on one land use board.  Mr. Prickett informed that one land use board 
covers an average area of 5.4 square miles.  He noted Pemberton Boro, Delanco, 
Edgewater Park, Palmyra, Burlington City, Mount Holly, Beverly and Medford 
Lakes, Chesterfield, Hainesport and Lumberton have one land use board.  Mr. 
Prickett also did research on larger municipalities similar to Pemberton Township.  
He denoted that Pemberton Township has the most square miles in Burlington 
County.  He relayed that townships with individual Planning and Zoning Boards 
like Pemberton Township, basically on average have 30.65 square miles in the 
townships; Pemberton Township being the largest, Evesham, Shamong, Mount 
Laurel, Mansfield, Medford, Springfield, and Moorestown are being large.  He 
indicated there is an exception to this rule and that is Florence Township which is 
an intermediate sized Township also has both Boards.  Mr. Prickett expressed his 
concern that they are looking to put themselves in a shoe that Pemberton Township 
will not fit in.  He expressed that one size board does not fit Pemberton Township.  
Mr. Prickett conveyed that the trend is if one is a small sized Township and not a 
large population, a one sized land use board makes sense; however, if they are a 
large Township like Pemberton Township, the Zoning and Planning Boards are 
needed because of the workload.  He reflected that the Zoning Board is the 
people’s board where one comes before the Zoning Board because of a hardship 
and the board needs people that are experienced.  Mr. Prickett expressed concern 
that the people’s board could be dissolved in this process and that experience will 
not be available for the residents.  If Council would like to pursue this further, Mr. 
Prickett suggested Council look at the Zoning and Land Use Administrative Book 
which suggests that another study should be undertaken.  He suggested that a study 
could be taken of the number of applications being made for both boards in order 
to determine if the Planning Board alone helps with the number of applications 
expected.  Mrs. Scull asked if that isn’t what Council is doing and confirmed with 
Mr. Vaz that he is putting a report together based on that information.  Mr. Vaz 
explained that Administration does not see saving an enormous amount of money, 
rather it is a matter of efficiencies and something for Council to consider.  Mr. Vaz 
pointed out that occasionally there is difficulty finding volunteers to serve on the 
Boards and this is not only in Pemberton Township.  Mr. Vaz noted Administration 
is aware that the volume of the Planning Boards workload will increase and that is 
Administration’s biggest concern which is why they changed focus in doing the 
study and in looking at the volume of applications.  He informed that the Zoning 
Board meeting from last night was cancelled because there were no applications 



but that does not mean that next month there won’t be any applications.  Mr. Vaz 
remarked that this is all food for thought and it’s an opportunity to research the 
information to see where they stand and if Council is not inclined to do it, and then 
Council is not inclined to do it.  Mrs. Scull acknowledged that she would like to 
receive all of the information and would like to see what has been occurring.  She 
commented that if they could get down to one meeting a month, it would save the 
Township in the way of professionals.  Mrs. Scull acknowledged that she is not 
convinced one way or the other and wants to see the information before she makes 
a decision.  Mr. Prickett expressed concern that the cart is put before the horse.  
Mrs. Stinney commented to Mr. Prickett that she will come back to him as this is 
Mrs. Scull’s time.  Mrs. Scull acknowledged that she is finished.  Mrs. Stinney 
then called on Mr. Inge.  Mr. Inge remarked that at the last meeting he stated he 
cannot see any benefit to this.  He acknowledged understanding where Mr. Prickett 
is coming from and he totally agrees with him.  Mr. Inge expressed there is a 
bigger reason why people are not applying for these positions and that is when 
people do apply it is usually given to a party.  He remarked that depending on what 
party they are from will determine who will get the position and not upon their 
qualifications; it goes by who happens to be in charge at the time to appoint those 
people in those positions.  Mr. Inge indicated that the town is fed up with the 
people that have been put in these positions which is why there is a decline in 
interest.  Mr. Inge conveyed there were at least seven applications for the last 
zoning board meeting and if there were not any applications this month that 
doesn’t mean there won’t be seven or eight next month.  Mr. Inge reiterated that he 
does not see any savings and doesn’t see them going any further with this.  Mr. 
Cartier commented that he would like to hear what else Mr. Prickett has to say.  
Mr. Prickett reiterated that Administration has put the cart before the horse because 
they have had the Solicitor write up the resolution, the ballot question and the 
ordinance which is a multi-page ordinance.  Mr. Prickett reminded that he had 
asked at the last meeting how many legal hours were involved and the cost and 
suggested that the research be done first prior to investing money into legal costs 
for an ordinance, ballot question and resolution that might not pass unless someone 
knows something that he doesn’t know.  Mrs. Stinney commented that she does not 
think so.  Mrs. Stinney commented that Council can wait for more information and 
have additional discussions at the first meeting in August.   Mr. Inge asked how 
much this would cost the Township to continue this.  Mrs. Stinney commented that 
we are just pulling up information.  Mr. Inge expressed that this should have been 
discussed before the Solicitor was authorized to work on this.  Mr. Inge remarked 
that Mr. Prickett’s questions regarding the man hours and costs have not been 
answered.  Mr. Bayer stated he was not at the last meeting but will get a memo to 
Mr. Vaz.  Mrs. Stinney advised Mr. Prickett that Administration will get those 
answers regarding the amount and the man hours and she thanked Mr. Prickett for 
his man hours.  Mr. Prickett commented that he put this together this morning and 
noted that he is usually chastised for not getting the information beforehand.  Mrs. 
Stinney remarked that it was okay and Council will bring this back during the first 
meeting in August.   
 
b. Continued review/discussion of a revised draft property maintenance code 
 ordinance. 
 
Mrs. Stinney asked Mr. Vaz to comment on the revised draft property maintenance 
code ordinance.  Mrs. Stinney referenced her own review, from the things that she 
has read, from the stops she has made and from the voices she has heard in the 
community on this property maintenance code and her visit to Mr. Vaz.  Mrs. 



Stinney conveyed that Mr. Vaz did quite an extensive research on this property 
maintenance code and then she asked Mr. Vaz to elaborate on his findings.  Mr. 
Vaz conveyed the history of this was lost in what was being reported in the news 
media and discussed.  He reported that this originated in the downtown Browns 
Mills Revitalization meetings that their Planner, Regan Associates, has been 
holding.  He relayed the issue came up in the context of their commercial 
businesses noting there is a business in Browns Mills that they have had a 
particular problem with the last 15 to 20 years.  He indicated that the Planner 
recommended that Council consider looking at Pemberton Township’s existing 
ordinances and he also provided Council with at least one ordinance from another 
town in Burlington County.  He noted their Planner suggested that Council 
consider amending their ordinances to reflect a standard for inspecting a 
commercial business, holding the owner of the commercial property responsible 
for their building and in the event that the owner chooses to “not get with the 
program”, then allow the Township to go in and do the work and charge the costs 
of doing the work as a lien or if the building was unfit, to raise, tear down the 
building and charge the Township’s cost of doing that back to the property owner.  
Mr. Vaz explained that is where it originated from and that discussion with the 
working group that has been showing up for those meetings were focused on a 
particular problem.  He denoted that after that period of time, Mr. Ragan made a 
presentation to Council.  He informed that Council discussed a way to go on this, 
and asked the attorney to prepare an ordinance.  He relayed that at the first meeting 
when Council was looking at the ordinance, Council discussed it and made some 
recommendations on providing an objective standard in the event that was 
necessary action that the Township would have to take.  Mr. Vaz continued that a 
new ordinance was brought back to the last meeting and what was done was 
actually looking at an ordinance that they already have called Unfit Buildings.   He 
reiterated that the Township already has an ordinance that provides that they can 
take down a building that is unfit on their own accord if their own inspectors go 
out and see that it is necessary and also it presently provides that five residents can 
sign some type of petition and present it to the Township and get a review.  He 
advised that Council drafted what Mr. Ragan was asking them to consider and 
modified that unfit building ordinance.  He explained that as it stands tonight, the 
governing body’s meeting packages contain a modification to the unfit building 
ordinance.  He enucleated that the second part of it is the property maintenance 
ordinance that they are all familiar with.  That part at the present time is all that is 
being proposed is an increase in the fines once one is in the court process.  Mr. Vaz 
remarked at some point in the process it may have all been combined in the first 
draft under property maintenance but then at some point, counsel from Mr. Bayer’s 
office realized they had an ordinance already on the books for unfit buildings and 
that is really where they needed to focus.  Mr. Vaz agreed that admittedly, the new 
ordinance for discussion had changed some of the language that was in the existing 
ordinance and presently it states if the petition from five residents gets submitted to 
the enforcement official and Council had changed it to the Mayor or the Mayor’s 
designee and that is not something that was really discussed and Administration 
does not feel it is critical to the process.  He reiterated that the unfit building 
ordinance already exists and this section they are considering amending is already 
in the state statutes.  He noted that it states if they are going to have an ordinance, 
this is the way to do it.  He emphasized that same language is in there about the 
petition.  He informed that tonight they are looking at some minor amendments to 
the unfit building ordinance and perhaps not so minor if the standard that Council 
was discussing is added in and increasing the penalties for a property owner once 
they are in the court system and standing before a municipal court judge.  Mrs. 



Stinney explained the reason why Council is working this way is that it might 
answer some of the questions the public might have when they come forward.  
Mrs. Stinney suggested that by listening to their r professionals, some of their 
questions may be answered.  Mr. Bayer informed there is a state statute that 
authorizes municipalities to do this kind of thing.  The existing unfit building 
ordinance in the code provides that a code enforcement officer if they found an 
unfit building, could file a complaint and the property owner would be entitled to a 
hearing before that officer and the officer could order the repairs and ultimately 
order demolition of the building or the Township could make the repairs and 
charge it back to the property owner.  He explained that the draft before Council 
tonight is a little different based upon one discussion he had with the Mayor and 
thought where the Council was a few meetings ago on this issue which was the 
draft has a separation of powers as between what Administration and what Council 
can do in regards to this.  He further explained that the thinking is that this way 
there are obviously some serious potential consequences to a property owner here.  
He indicated that also the idea is there will be greater due process and the 
difference is that Administration would perform an investigation like it does now, 
file a complaint, but if the property owner contests the complaint, the hearing 
would be before the Council as opposed to Administration acting as prosecutor, 
judge and jury.  He noted that this way Council acts as a quaisi judicial body and 
could make a finding, could agree or disagree depending on the facts that are 
presented at the hearing and ultimately the Council could order as state statute 
permits, the property owner could make the repairs and if the property owner 
doesn’t make the repairs, the Council can through its findings order that the town 
can come in and do it and then put a lien on the property.  Mr. Bayer explained that 
is the conceptual difference between what is on the books now vs. what is in the 
latest draft.  He represented that it just seems to allocate power more evenly 
between the two branches of government and also provides a due process right to a 
property owner if the Township or governing body makes a decision and that 
decision is challenged in court, it takes away an argument that their process was 
unfair because the investigating officer acted as the prosecutor, the judge and the 
jury.  Mr. Carter had no comments.  Mr. Inge noted that he would like to hear from 
the public.  Mr. Prickett started to speak and Mrs. Stinney interjected and asked 
Mrs. Scull for her comments.  Mrs. Scull expressed that it is about time they took 
some action to give some teeth to the township when trying to deal with some of 
these businesses and especially one in particular.  She further expressed that 
something like this will give them the ability to go ahead and say either “you fix it 
or we fix it and you will have to pay”.  Mrs. Scull remarked that she is tired of 
seeing one business and there are a few and this is something that they need to 
have.  Mrs. Scull expressed concern that her mother was telling her that the Mayor 
is coming in her house now and she had no idea what her mother was talking 
about.  Mrs. Scull expressed it is a disservice to the community to get individuals 
riled up about something that was never the intent and not part of it to begin with.  
Mrs. Scull emphasized that they need something so they can get that business 
fixed.  She denoted that they committed to do that and they need all of the help 
they can get to do it.  Mr. Prickett expressed one of the problems is that the public 
is not aware of these ordinances and aware of what might be happening here in this 
room for the Council.  Mr. Prickett asked if this was on Pemberton’s website at this 
point.  Mr. Vaz replied that he could put it on the website tonight.  Mr. Prickett 
contended that it should be on the website so that the people that will be affected 
by this can read it and come out to participate in these discussions.  He recalled 
that when the first ordinance was up for final adoption, two people spoke and there 
wasn’t that many people in the room because they obviously didn’t know about the 



ordinance.  He expressed that the first step is to get the public involved in the 
process.  Mr. Prickett denoted that he doesn’t have anything to say about it until he 
hears from the public and asked the Council President to open the meeting up to 
the public now so they can come up and speak and tell Council what they think 
about the different parts in the ordinance.   
 
 Motion by Prickett to open the meeting to the public. 
 
Mrs. Stinney asked if she gets a chance to speak.  Mr. Prickett replied sure.  Mrs. 
Stinney thanked Mr. Prickett.  Mrs. Stinney stated to the public that it is good to 
have discussion and that Council hears from each individual. She also expressed 
that it is a disservice when the news media takes information and turns it around.  
Mrs. Stinney commented that everyone is all out tonight to come to the 
redevelopment meetings and get some of those questions answered.  Mrs. Stinney 
remarked that when the newspapers called her and asked if Code Enforcement was 
doing their job she replied absolutely, Code Enforcement is doing their job.  Mrs. 
Stinney recalled a situation in Browns Mills where there was a resident that was 
living so unfit; it was just disgusting to all of the neighbors in that block.  Code 
Enforcement came out and did their job over and over and over again.  Mrs. 
Stinney acknowledged that Mr. McCullough was the Mayor at that time and the 
woman stated that she had enough; Action News and Channel 10; whoever could 
come out and clean this up.  She reflected that a couch and bed mattress were 
removed and the house contained roaches.  Mrs. Stinney presented that there were 
five people that lived on that block that stated it was disgusting and she didn’t want 
it like that and shouldn’t expect anyone to put her in that condition to where she 
has to call an exterminator to fumigate her house.  She relayed that for her 
grandkids to go outside and come back inside with roaches in their clothes from a 
couch and bed mattress was disgusting.  Mrs. Stinney commented to Mr. Prickett 
that they are here for discussion tonight and is hoping that Council can hear from 
the public after Mr. Bayer addresses the situation.  Mr. Prickett thanked Mrs. 
Stinney.  Mr. Bayer informed that the current draft of the ordinance actually refers 
to the construction official who is designated as the public officer who would 
exercise the powers under the ordinance.  He explained that the state statute which 
the ordinance is predicated on does not define specifically who that officer is, 
noting that the municipality can basically designate anyone noting the municipality 
can basically designate anyone.  Mr. Bayer explained that what the lawyers have 
done here is based upon the form of government in Pemberton Township, which is 
the Faulkner Act, a Mayor Council form where the Mayor has administrative 
powers and the Council has legislative powers.  He referenced that in the draft it 
has been indicated the Mayor or his designee shall have the authorities under the 
ordinance because it is the Mayor under this form of government who oversees the 
Administrative side of government.  He iterated that the Mayor is in charge of all 
of the departments.  He presented that it was left broad as written to allow the 
Mayor to have the discretion to appoint whatever employee he wants to appoint to 
basically carry out the functions in the ordinance who is really nothing more than a 
legal analysis based upon the form of government in Pemberton Township.  He 
reminded that the previous ordinance which was in effect designated an employee 
to do that job and it is probably a vestige from the old form of government before 
going to the Faulkner Act.  Mr. Prickett reiterated that he would like to hear from 
the public.  Mr. Cartier requested a short recess.   
 
Council Chairwoman Stinney recessed the meeting at approximately 8:05 pm for a 
short break and reconvened the meeting at approximately 8:18 pm. 



 
Mrs. Stinney asked Mayor Patriarca to comment on recent newspaper articles 
regarding the draft property maintenance code ordinance.  Mrs. Stinney announced 
to the public that she will be opening the meeting up shortly to give everyone an 
opportunity to come forward and discuss their concerns.  Mrs. Stinney asked the 
public to brief their comments on this discussion and to be courteous to one 
another.  Mayor Patriarca reminded everyone that this is a draft ordinance.  The 
Mayor remarked that he was just as surprised to see referenced the Mayor coming 
into someone’s house as that is the way he interpreted the draft ordinance as well.  
Mayor Patriarca reported that in his past career he has been first through the door 
on at least 100 legal search warrants and at least 300 plus search warrants and has 
no desire to go into anyone’s house and doing a search; his search days are over.  
What he suggested to the Solicitor is the Mayor’s designee takes the actions.  The 
Mayor emphasized that the town has the right to say when enough is enough.  He 
expressed that they all know certain areas in the town now that are deplorable as 
there is one in every neighborhood.  He clarified they are looking to strengthen 
their position to correct these issues.  Mayor Patriarca reiterated a town does have 
the right to say enough is enough.  understanding where they were coming from in 
relation to this form of government and still thinks the ordinance needs work, 
which is why it is a draft and why it is being discussed today.  He denoted that in 
this form of government, the Mayor is the top administrative official in the town 
and all of the individuals under the Mayor that work for the Township work under 
the Administration and to have an individual designated as that person in the 
ordinance limits Administration as to how they can act on situations.  The Mayor 
emphasized how he hears all the time from residents at meetings how they are not 
happy with officials or the Police Department and how offices are not performing 
and then that individual might be the person with the sole authority to act upon the 
ordinance.  He indicated that with this option, the Mayor’s designee would be able 
to give the Mayor that option to decide whether it is a construction issue that 
perhaps the Construction Official has to deal with or if it’s a code enforcement 
issue that creates this problem that Code Enforcement may go into or if it could be 
something for the Police Department to handle.  The Mayor reasoned that it is a 
good ordinance to have on the books so that a town can say when enough is 
enough but it does need work and needs to have some language changed.  Mayor 
Patriarca recommended the language be changed to the “Mayor’s designee” and 
agreed it doesn’t need to be the Mayor.  The Mayor cautioned to not believe 
everything they read in the paper and reported that he has received calls from 
newspapers as far away as the Star Ledger which doesn’t even cover their area.  
Mayor Patriarca expressed appreciation for everyone coming out to discuss this 
ordinance so that it meets the needs of their community so their community has the 
option to decide when enough is enough.   
 
Mrs. Stinney thanked Mayor Patriarca and opened the meeting to public comments 
on this draft ordinance.  Those wishing to comment were:  Helene Russ:  1.  

Expressed that after listening to everyone tonight; she still feels this is dejavu all 
over again from the past except its worse.  Ms. Russ does not understand if Council 
is concerned with the commercial properties why they don’t do a separate 
commercial property ordinance.  Ms. Russ asked why everyone has to be lumped 
into one.  She pointed out that in addition to an overzealous Code Enforcement 
Officer, now there may be five people that hate someone and they can start picking 
on that person.  She recalled that when this Council and Mayor took office, they set 
up a Citizens Advisory Group and it was formed to work with the Council, 
Administration and the Mayor to pinpoint problem areas and find solutions to help 



owners’ solve problems.  She reflected that it was also supposed to be attended by 
the Mayor or an Administration official which it never was.  Ms. Russ 
recommended a Citizens Advisory Group even though they have not met in a long 
time is a better concept to deal with this than getting some neighbors together to go 
on the attack.  She remarked this is a slap in the face for all homeowners in the 
Township to raise fines in this economic situation.  She expressed that residents are 
worried about how to put food on the table and heat their homes this winter and 
Council is talking about a $2,000 fine.  Ms. Russ expressed this is ridiculous.  She 
relayed that the Township already has rules and maintenance measures that are 
arbitrarily, vaguely and incorrectly enforced.  Ms. Russ noted that the Code was 
amended in 2006 and she read the following, “where a possible violation of this 
chapter or the regulations hereunder is found to exist, the enforcing official shall 
serve on the person or persons responsible for the correction of this possible 
violation a door knocker, door sticker which provides a warning of the potential 
violation prior to actual issuance of a violation notice.  The door knocker, door 
sticker shall provide information on specific property maintenance code violations 
and a period of time in which to remedy that violation. In the event that violation is 
not remedied within the timeframe that was provided, the enforcing official shall 
then issue a written notice of violation which shall be prepared and served as set 
forth below.  The Code Enforcement Official will maintain a file of these warning 
notices for public inspection that includes a follow up and status of each warning 
notice”.  Ms. Russ advised that she knows for a fact this has not been done.  She 
surmised that unless this was done, most of the violations that have been given 
since 2006 have been illegal.  Ms. Russ notified that she received a violation 
herself when she spoke out on the tenant landlord ordinance.  It stated on her 
violation that she needed to clean up her trash.  She has 11 acres of land and asked 
if someone dumped something on one of the four streets that touch her property, 
was the trash around her house, was it around the apartments and asked where the 
trash was that she is supposed to clean up.  Ms. Russ added that she is not going to 
run around 11 acres trying to figure out what the Code Enforcement Official 
wanted her to figure out and clean up.  She emphasized that it needs to be stated 
and not be vague.  Ms. Russ acknowledged the Mayor is correct; our form of 
government already makes Council almost inept in their ability to curb the Mayor 
or Administration because by the time they get noted and they meet two times a 
month, most of the things have been done.  She expressed that wanting to give the 
authority to the Mayor or his designee is giving another person more power.  Ms. 
Russ declared that regardless of existence of an ordinance or not, no one is 
stepping in her house without a court order.  Ms. Russ commented on the idea of 
entertaining the thought of tearing down someone’s house.  She suggested that a 
lot of times, people don’t have the money to make repairs.  She exampled that 
perhaps the foundation is usually good and repairs are needed in the interior and if 
it is torn down the chances of refurbishing in a better economic time are forever 
taken away.  Ms. Russ expressed this is mind boggling.  She pointed out that one 
of the things not mentioned was if one is given a notice and the problem is taken 
care of and they don’t come out to confirm the problem is fixed, it is stated that 
they can take one to court even if it is abated.  She expressed that it also needs to 
be clarified who the responsible person is.  She advised that she has been a resident 
of Pemberton Township since she was 24 years old.  She does not want to be told 
what can and cannot happen here.  Ms. Russ has seen a past Mayor harassed who 
was a dear friend of hers and has since passed away; she comes to speak out 
against something she feels is wrong and all of a sudden she gets a violation after 
not having any violations on her property for seven years.  She iterated that 
Council should remember their promises to their constituents as well as their 



campaign promises made.  David Prairie:  1.  Informed this is his first Township 
meeting and it has been interesting, liberating and entertaining as well.  He 
referenced that when Council was mentioning the amendments it was noted that 
there was already an existing ordinance for unfit buildings.  Mr. Bayer confirmed.  
Mr. Prairie continued that the existing ordinance will be getting amended and the 
only amendment to the property maintenance ordinance is the fines.  Mr. Bayer 
advised what is proposed for discussion is the amendment to the fine provision of 
the property maintenance code.  Mr. Prairie confirmed from $500 to $1000 and 
from $1000 to $2000.  Mr. Bayer agreed noting it is for the second and third 
offenses.  Mr. Prairie acknowledged other than that, the remaining amendments 
proposed will be for the amendment regarding unfit buildings.  Mr. Prairie 
remarked the document he has is for the amendment.  Mr. Vaz clarified that is the 
old version noting that the newspapers also had the old version.  Mr. Prairie asked 
how he could obtain the correct version.  Mr. Vaz explained that he will put it on 
the website tonight after the meeting.  Mr. Prairie iterated that if the Township 
goes into a business owner’s establishment and deems it unsafe and notifies the 
owner to fix it and if they don’t, the town will contract it out to take care of it 
whether that be tearing it down or repairing it and then billing the owner and if the 
owner doesn’t pay for it, the Township will put a lien on the property.  Mr. Prairie 
asked if the property then becomes property of the town.  Mr. Bayer answered no, 
and explained it is a lien on the property so that if the property is ever sold if there 
is enough equity in the property the Township would get paid from the proceeds of 
the sale.  Mr. Bayer exampled that it is like a lien for unpaid taxes noting there is 
no difference.  Mr. Prairie questioned if during the process of the lien if that is 
when the Township can have the power to go in and do what they have to do with 
that building.  Mr. Bayer replied no, there would be an administrative process as 
drafted before the Council whether it be a hearing before the Council where there 
would ultimately be a determination made whether a condition existed and if it did, 
what is the appropriate repair and give the property owner time to make the repair.  
It indicated that it is similar to a court proceeding except it would be occurring here 
and if the property owner does not make the required repairs, ultimately as a means 
of last resort, the town would have the power to say “since you haven’t fixed it, we 
are going to fix it”.  Mr. Bayer informed that ultimately, any action of any 
municipality is subject to judicial review.  He advised that if the property owner 
believes the town has made the wrong determination whether there is bias involved 
or anything to that affect, they can go to Mount Holly and challenge the 
Township’s actions in court.  Mr. Bayer denoted that there is a very specific 
definition of what an unfit building is and it comes from the state statute, noting 
that towns can’t do anything more than what state law allows them to do.  He 
emphasized that all the ordinance is trying to do is mimic the authority that the 
legislator and the governor gave to the towns.  Mr. Inge commented that Mr. Bayer 
just stated one can go to Mount Holly and file an appeal.  He indicated that one 
will have to hire an attorney; and questioned however, if they don’t have money to 
fix their property, where is one going to get the money to hire an attorney.  He 
pointed out that the Township’s attorneys are paid for by the residents and the 
resident will have to pay for their attorney out of their pocket which won’t be just a 
few dollars.  Mr. Prairie noted he can see Mr. Inge’s point and added that if the 
individual does hire an attorney then the Township will have to hire an attorney 
and pay for legal costs as well.  Raymond Wells:  1.  Inquired if the meeting was 
open to the public on items A and B.  Mrs. Stinney answered no, clarifying that it 
is only open to item B.  Mr. Wells remarked that when Mr. Vaz was speaking, he 
seemed to be talking about commercial properties.  Mr. Vaz clarified that he stated 
that was the genesis of moving the discussion to the Council from the Browns 



Mills Revitalization meetings and doesn’t want Mr. Wells to think it only applies 
to commercial buildings because it applies to residential and commercial unfit 
buildings.  Mr. Wells asked if there is a definition of unfit.  Mr. Vaz informed there 
is a standard that is in the draft that was discussed at a previous meeting.  Mr. 
Bayer conveyed that comes from state law and the legislator has defined what an 
unfit building is and what the draft provides for is exactly how the legislature 
defined it.  Mr. Wells then asked if a building was unfit inside, does that determine 
how it would be discovered.  Mr. Bayer commented the ordinance does not 
specifically say that and it would have to be a complaint.  He explained that 
currently under state law, construction officials, if they are aware of a violation, are 
allowed to enter onto someone’s property to investigate that and the same standard 
would apply.  He advised that any representative of municipal government or 
county or state government can’t just go on someone’s property.  Mr. Vaz 
announced that he will only say this occurred one time in a bad time in 1990 where 
an inspector knocks on a door and is not admitted into a property to perform an 
inspection; the only other way the enforcement official will have access to that 
property is to obtain an administrative search warrant.  Mr. Vaz explained this is 
similar to a criminal type of search warrant where there is a cause and it goes 
through a very similar process where there is an affidavit that has to be signed by 
the enforcement official.  He commented that it is obviously used very sparingly.  
Mr. Wells expressed two concerns being it seems to him that the authority that is 
being given is why the public is upset.  He reflected that if they’re talking about 
commercial property that is one thing but if talking about personal property and not 
about a safety issue, it seems to him that what is in someone’s home is their 
business.  If it’s safety for the public or someone next door, then it’s an issue.  He 
indicated that one reason it gets confusing is because Mrs. Stinney made the 
observation that there were roaches next door and if it’s infested that is one thing.  
It doesn’t seem to be plain to him and questioned how he would know.  Mrs. 
Stinney stated that was not her reference because it was infested with roaches.  She 
explained that her reference was there was furniture that was set outside of a 
resident’s house which sat and sat and sat.  She further noted she was not referring 
to what was on the inside of the house and acknowledged they have been here for 
hundreds of years but questioned if it was right that she has to live next to someone 
like that.  Mrs. Stinney reiterated that it was not her intention to say the roaches on 
the inside of the house but rather it was the situation of furniture sitting outside.  
Mr. Wells denoted Mrs. Stinney’s preliminary comment to doing that had to do 
with the confusion of the press.  Mr. Wells suggested to Mrs. Stinney that what she 
did hear was why it is confusing.  He relayed it had nothing to do with the roaches 
but rather with her insinuation; the public did not understand and that is why he is 
asking for clarification because he does not understand.  He inferred that if he were 
a newspaper guy, he could have a lot of fun with what Mrs. Stinney stated and that 
is how it happens.  Mrs. Stinney stated she understands.  Mr. Vaz reminded this is 
a draft and at a previous meeting, Council expressed concerns regarding some of 
these words.  Mr. Vaz read how it is presently worded; it talks about finding 
conditions which are dangerous or injurious to the health or safety of the occupants 
of the building or the neighbors of that particular building.  “Such conditions shall 
be deemed to include the following without limiting the generality of the foregoing 
legal language: defects therein increasing the hazards of fire, accident or other 
calamities; lack of adequate ventilation, light or sanitary facilities, dilapidation, 
disrepair, structural defects, uncleanliness or failure to comply with the 
requirements of the building code or the certificate of occupancy”.  Mr. Vaz 
indicated that at one of the Council meetings where the Council left off there was a 
discussion about those and concerns that Council members had maybe noting that 



“uncleanliness” was too vague or not a high enough standard and that’s where they 
are today.  Mr. Wells asked if this was revised from an older statute or if that is the 
older statute.  Mr. Vaz explained this is the revision that the governing body has 
before it that is the latest revision the attorneys prepared; the amendment for the 
unfit building ordinance that already exists on the books which the present 
language will not be located in the present ordinance but it is in the state statute.  
Mr. Wells then questioned if it already exists on the books, why is it being 
rewritten.  Mr. Vaz conveyed that part of the issue is that the existing ordinance 
makes the enforcing official the prosecutor, jury and judge.  He explained that the 
new way of doing this would modify the system where the Council would be able 
to exercise its authority to control the purse strings of the town whether or not it 
arises to that objective standard and whether or not money should be budgeted to 
do the work.  Claudia Storricks:  1.  Remarked when everyone was first elected, 
at the first reorganization meeting she promised she would hold them accountable 
and that is why she is here tonight.  Mrs. Storricks expressed appreciation for what 
the Mayor stated and his point is well taken and she agreed that is what concerns 
the public is that one person has ultimate authority over their personal property.  
Mrs. Storricks conveyed that as their representatives, what is needed from Council 
is to protect the individual and that is why there are multiple people on Council.   
Laws have to stand the test of time and it doesn’t matter who the Mayor is; the 
residents have to be able to trust that that person cannot step outside of the bounds 
and become a dictator.  She indicated that George Washington did not want to 
become king even though some people wanted him to become king but he 
recognized that it was important to have a balance of power which is what has 
made this country so great.  She shared that the thing that she would like Council 
to evaluate, noting the public does not get the information quickly as well as 
sometimes the Council because she should not be hearing that the items being 
discussed at tonight’s meeting will go on the website tonight because there is no 
opportunity to really speak intelligently.  Mrs. Storricks suggested Council hold 
people accountable to provide information so that Council can evaluate it and if 
they don’t receive it, table it.  She relayed that in about the last six years; she has 
not seen this happen very often.  Mrs. Storricks wants Council to make sure they 
have all of the answers and information they require to make intelligent decisions 
on the residents’ behalf because the Council is representing the residents.  2.  

Expressed to Mrs. Stinney that she did not appreciate the way Mrs. Stinney 
addressed Mr. Prickett when he asked to open the meeting to the public.  Mrs. 
Storricks conveyed that it was the manner in which she addressed Mr. Prickett not 
that she wanted to have the opportunity to speak first.  Mrs. Storricks expressed 
that she felt like Mrs. Stinney was talking down to Mr. Prickett and it made her 
feel like she was less important than anyone sitting on Council.  She commented 
that when the public feels they are less important than Council, that is a dangerous 
situation.  Mrs. Storricks continued that she wants Council to evaluate things and 
protect the rights of the individual.  Mrs. Stinney announced that she is a firm 
believer in order and that is all she certainly meant to Mr. Prickett and nothing 
disrespectful to him whatsoever.  She reiterated that it is just order and she wanted 
to have that opportunity as Council went down in order before this was opened up 
to give the public the opportunity to hear what she had to say as well.  Mrs. Stinney 
reported no disrespect to Mrs. Storricks and to the situation of having information 
so that the public can be truly informed and she apologized for this as well, she had 
addressed that situation and it was not and she apologized for that not being 
advertised on the website so that the public can come forward and ask and give 
intelligent questions.  Mrs. Stinney asked Mrs. Storricks to accept her apology and 
added that Mr. Prickett will let her know when she is disrespectful to him as he is 



such a gentleman.  Mr. Prickett accepted her apology.  Shem Miller:  1. Stated that 
at first he thought he knew quite a bit about the ordinance being discussed but after 
listening to the Business Administrator and the Solicitor, he doesn’t know what 
they are talking about.  Mr. Miller asked the public if anyone else knew what the 
Business Administrator and Solicitor are talking about.  (The public responded no)  
Mr. Miller referenced that one is talking about commercial property and another is 
talking about private property.  Mr. Bayer explained that the Administrator was 
making a point that the way it came to the Council to start with was as a result of 
the condition of a commercial piece of property and the Township’s Planner in 
having the Browns Mills Redevelopment meetings, the condition of that property 
is an issue.  He advised that the Planner had made a recommendation to the 
Council to consider an ordinance such as this so it came about as a result of the 
condition of a commercial piece of property.  He denoted that Mr. Vaz tried to 
make this point before and that was not meant to imply that the proposed ordinance 
limits the rights of the municipality to commercial property.  He explained that the 
ordinance applies to unfit buildings whether they are on residential property or 
commercial property.  He advised that the state law which this is premised upon 
doesn’t distinguish between commercial property and residential property; it just 
defines an unfit building, which is all the draft was attempting to accomplish.  Mr. 
Miller specified that the ordinance would effectively get rid of certain commercial 
properties as he understands it.  Mr. Miller expressed that what is ending up is that 
everyone in the Township is getting punished.  Mr. Miller asked about the elderly 
in the Township that do not have the capability to cut their grass or paint their 
houses and asked if they would be fined $2,000.  Mr. Bayer responded that Mr. 
Miller is talking about two different provisions in a sense.  He reiterated that what 
Mr. Vaz talked about was the unfit buildings ordinance talks about giving the 
municipalities powers to fix a structure if the property owner does not.  The other 
one which is subject to discussion tonight is within the property maintenance code, 
there is right now a provision which outlines certain penalties based upon certain 
violations and all that draft did right now was give the court power to impose a 
greater penalty which state law now provides for.  He expressed that at the end of 
the day, it is not the Township doing it, it will be the judge who will take into 
consideration all of these kinds of factors that Mr. Miller is raising.  He reflected 
that if one gets a summons for a violation of a Township ordinance, that goes 
before the municipal court judge and based upon what is presented to him or her, 
that judge can impose a penalty or not.  He denoted that the court would still have 
the discretion to impose a penalty based upon the circumstances that are provided.  
Mr. Miller confirmed what Mr. Wells stated in that there is already an ordinance 
and asked why they are reinventing the wheel.  Mr. Bayer explained there was 
concern that one person would have control over personal property and right now 
under the existing ordinance, the construction official has the power if he finds an 
unfit building to file a complaint.  He denoted that if the property owner contests 
that complaint, the official is the hearing officer and that official has the power to 
require the property owner to fix the building.  He relayed that in the current draft 
of the ordinance that power is distributed to whoever the Mayor is going to 
designate; the construction official, zoning official, depending upon the violation 
and investigate and bring a complaint.  He pointed out that it also talks about 
Council acting as a judge or court to decide what the “fix” should be and whether 
the property owner should be required to do it.  He emphasized that it actually 
gives a greater balance of power and more rights to property owners than they 
currently have.  Mr. Miller asked Mr. Bayer what he just said.  Mr. Miller 
announced that he asked Mr. Bayer why he was reinventing the wheels with the 
ordinance and that Mr. Bayer gave him a five minute orientation.  Mr. Bayer 



replied that nothing in law is simple and he is not trying to be complicated.  Mr. 
Bayer explained that currently someone in town has the power to go onto 
someone’s property and declare their building unfit.  Mr. Wells asked if this is 
already in an ordinance.  Mr. Bayer confirmed that provision is in effect now.  Mr. 
Wells then asked why they are reinventing a new ordinance.  Mr. Bayer explained 
that the new ordinance better defines what an unfit building is so it gives 
more…..Mr. Wells interjected that Mr. Bayer is going on to something else and he 
just stated somebody who is going to make a determination.  Mr. Wells noted Mr. 
Bayer speaks on the subject a little and then moves to a different subject.  Mr. 
Bayer reported that right now the construction official has all of the power.  If this 
ordinance is adopted, that power would be distributed between the construction 
official, the zoning official, whoever the Mayor assigns and now the Township 
Council.  He noted there is now a group of other people who would look at a 
problem and determine what the proper fix is rather than just one person.  Mr. 
Wells asked if there is an existing ordinance with this.  Mr. Bayer answered no; the 
ordinance currently gives all of that power to the construction official.  Mr. Bayer 
inculcated that this draft distributes the power and the Council will act as a check 
and balance to what the construction official thinks is a problem.  Mr. Wells agreed 
with Ms. Storrick’s comments in that the Council and Administrator table this and 
come up with a draft ordinance that the public understands so that there are not 
conflicts wherein rocks are being thrown at the Mayor and Council.  Mr. Bayer 
reminded that this is just a discussion item tonight.  Mr. Wells acknowledged 
understanding that.  Mr. Bayer continued that once the Administrator puts this on 
the website, everyone can read it and he hopes it’s clear and everyone understands 
it.  Mrs. Stinney commented to Mr. Wells that it so good and healthy to have this 
in discussion and she is grateful that everyone is here giving their input and 
reiterated that as Mr. Bayer said, it is just for discussion.  Mrs. Stinney remarked 
there can’t be a good partnership without healthy discussion.  Mr. Wells 
acknowledged Mrs. Stinney’s comments noting that is why he comes out and it 
upsets him that there is not more participation from the community.  Mr. Inge 
remarked that if the information was posted on the website, there might have been 
more people attending tonight’s meeting.  Tony Mealey:  1.  Asked Mr. Bayer 
what is more important, the explanation of what’s on the paper or what’s actually 
written on the paper.  Mr. Bayer indicated that what is written on the paper is what 
will control as a matter of law.  Mr. Mealey noted it reads, “Enforcement of 
Powers:  The Mayor or his designee is authorized to exercise such powers as may 
be necessary to carry out and effectuate the purposes and provisions of this chapter 
including the following powers, including the addition to others here and granted”.  
Mr. Mealey skipped to item 2, “to enter upon premises for the purpose of making 
examinations provided that such entries shall be made in such manners as to cause 
the least possible inconvenience to the persons in possession thereof”.  Mr. Mealey 
announced it does not mention anything about a warrant.  Mr. Bayer informed this 
comes right from the state law and there are general provisions of laws which 
apply to all municipal actions which aren’t necessarily written in every ordinance 
and the general provision of law is that a code enforcement officer unless they 
have some cause just can’t go on to their property.  He denoted that would overlay 
this and if the Council wanted to tweak or limit or explicitly say that, that is the 
purpose of this kind of meeting and Mr. Mealey raises a very valid issue.  Mr. 
Bayer reiterated that everything is not always stated in the ordinance and NJ law is 
very dense and that is certainly something Council can consider and explicitly state 
that power is otherwise limited by requiring a warrant.  Mr. Bayer inferred that 
type of language can be put in the ordinance if that is what the Council wants.  Mr. 
Mealey advised that he can see this becoming a scary piece of regulation and he 



understands that perhaps the intent is not for this to become a tool but if there is 
this kind of language in here what is to say that someone doesn’t get offended by 
one of Council.  Mr. Mealey expressed this is not the right way to go about it and if 
there are concerns regarding commercial properties that are not being maintained 
in a proper manner, maybe it should be addressed through some type of 
commercial property ordinance.  He suggested that if there are existing rules and 
existing code enforcement to use to take care of residences and they are looking to 
take care of the center of town, they should go about it this way.  Michael Tamn:  

1.  Noted that approximately 25 years ago there were provisions where towns 
could go and clean up trash around a resident’s home and put a lien against them.  
He recalled there was also a situation where a building was taken down and the 
Township put a lien against them.  Mr. Tamn does not know if this is still on the 
books or not.  Mr. Tamn stated the Township Health Department is Burlington 
County and he heard no mention of this in the ordinance.  He denoted that health 
issues, whether it be cleanliness or rats can be handled by the County.  Mr. Tamn 
asked if this will be referred to in the amended ordinance that is being drafted.  Mr. 
Bayer responded that everything is up for discussion.  Mr. Tamn asked why be 
redundant and why not let the County take their part when it comes to health and 
safety issues as it would save the Township the effort and money.  Joe Fallon:  1. 

Advised that like everyone else, he is present because he couldn’t get information 
on what is being discussed tonight.  Mr. Fallon stated he is present due to the lack 
of information.  He informed that he did attend meetings with Ragan Associates 
and during the last one he attended, the old Acme building was discussed.  He 
expressed that part of that problem is the fact that they made a non-competitive 
agreement with Acme to not bring in another food store at the time they relocated 
that building.  He inferred that therefore, there is a building that this gentleman was 
trying to fill that would fit into that size building.  He expressed that they created 
their own issue when they made this deal.  He relayed that it doesn’t excuse the 
owner from not moving on with the property but it did create a problem; the 
problem should have been foreseen and wasn’t.  Mr. Fallon continued that in 
regard to the amendment to the existing code, they did have a discussion regarding 
that property and what the remedies may or may not be.  He recalled that a concern 
was shared regarding lumping residents in with businesses, noting that there are 
fire and safety codes for businesses that do not apply to residents.  He expressed 
that there is no reason to have an ordinance that applies to both because people 
aren’t running 100, 200 or 300 people through their homes.  Mr. Fallon reiterated 
that fire and safety codes are not the same for residents; they don’t have to have the 
same kind of code for residents as for the businesses particularly the issues that 
were being addressed at that meeting which was this type of a building.  Mr. Fallon 
asked why go through all of this noting he agrees with the separation of not leaving 
it all in one persons’ hand, however, he does not agree with the fact that what is 
being done is maybe creating a “Frankenstein”.  He presented that there are low 
income people in the Township, people that can’t afford heat or property upkeep 
and that is a fact of life.  Mr. Fallon questioned if those people would be put out on 
the street and then asked if they wanted more people living in tents like was 
reported in the newspaper.  He expressed their intent is not to put people out on the 
streets but to keep them in a home that is safe and reasonably dry.  Mr. Fallon 
suggested that instead of coming up with possible draconian measures, they think 
through this about whether they can separate addressing the business from the 
residents.  Mr. Fallon reiterated that is what was trying to be done at the meeting 
when the building was being discussed; it wasn’t to try to lump the residents into 
this.  He acknowledged not knowing if there is a reason why it can’t be separated 
under law and thinks it should be considered as part of that discussion.  Mr. Fallon 



informed he looks forward to getting the information on the website so he can see 
what the details are because right now he is like the rest of the public attending; he 
can’t address it if he can’t see it.  Fred Moorehead:  1.  Advised that he heard 
some interesting things tonight and asked Council whether this is part of the game 
tonight and read, “a public authority or at least five residents of the municipality 
may petition the Mayor or his designee charging a building is unfit for human 
habitation or occupancy or use”.  Mr. Moorehead asked Council if that is what is 
being talked about tonight.  Mr. Bayer confirmed that is in the draft.  Mr. 
Moorehead replied he knows and again asked if that is what is being talked about.  
Mr. Cartier responded yes.  Mr. Moorehead stated he doesn’t need to go on the 
website because he has it in his hands.  Mr. Bayer commented that what he has 
might have been a prior draft.  Mr. Moorehead commented that it is dark and 
underlined which implies that it is being changed.  If something is not being 
changed, he would like to comment on what exists.  Mr. Moorehead read, “ a 
public authority or at least five residents of the municipality may petition the 
Mayor and upon the receipt of such a petition, the Mayor or his designee shall 
conduct a preliminary investigation”.  Mr. Moorehead noted, “shall”, not “may” 
and if five citizens send him a petition on any address in the Township, the Mayor 
is required to do an investigation according to the law.  Mr. Moorehead suggested 
it shouldn’t be in there if five residents in the Township can comment on any 
property by signing the petition.  Mr. Moorehead then asked about the law of 
unintended consequences and continued if he can find four other people that don’t 
like Council very much and he can find out where they live, how many times he 
can submit a petition to the Mayor which he has to act on.  Mr. Moorehead again 
asked how many times five people can send the Mayor a petition that he shall act 
on.  Mr. Moorehead addressed Mr. Bayer regarding how dense things are and 
suggested he tweak this one.  Mr. Bayer inculcated that the language comes from 
the state statute which was approved by the New Jersey Legislature.  He pointed 
out that the entire ordinance that currently exists, the provision Mr. Moorehead is 
sitting to, wasn’t made up by the town; it was made up by the Legislature.  He 
advised that Council can change this provision or any other provision in the draft 
that it has if it is uncomfortable with it.  Mr. Bayer denoted that Mr. Moorehead is 
pointing out that there would be frivolous complaints that would cause the Mayor 
to have to perform an investigation but if the Mayor’s designee, the construction or 
zoning official performs that investigation and finds the complaint completely 
frivolous because the condition doesn’t exist, the Mayor can’t do anything about it 
and act upon.  He reflected that if they did and a good point that was raised from 
the public is if complaints are filed that property owner would have their own 
rights to sue the people who are causing frivolous investigations to be performed 
upon their property.  Mr. Bayer noted that government is sued all the time for 
improper actions if they occur so anything a municipal employee does is subject to 
and the Mayor will ensure his employees at least to the extent of his control, are 
acting within the confines of the law.  He emphasized that the one thing the Mayor 
and Council wants to avoid is more lawsuits.  Mr. Moorehead remarked he didn’t 
understand much of what Mr. Bayer stated but he understands where he is coming 
from in that he is trying to support existing law because it is in writing.  He 
questioned if it is what is said, or is it what is in writing.  He expressed it doesn’t 
really matter what the intentions are, if it is put in writing and one is not here next 
year or in five years and people act on what is in writing, the current intentions 
don’t really mean anything.  Mr. Moorehead indicated one was quoted in the paper 
as saying the intentions were good, noting there is a famous saying regarding a 
road paved with good intentions.  Mr. Moorehead again asked how many times 
five individuals can send the Mayor a petition.  Mr. Bayer replied there are no 



limitations in the current code or draft.  Mr. Moorehead then asked Council if they 
had an opinion on the warrantless wire tapping that President Bush has been 
accused of and whether there was any moral equivalency between warrantless wire 
tapping of terrorist suspects and the Mayor being allowed to walk into anyone’s 
home without a warrant.  Mr. Moorehead expressed that if Council does not see a 
moral equivalent, and then there is a problem in the Township, noting that Council 
does not have a right to walk into anyone’s home.  He advised that he is on the 
emergency squad and can’t go into someone’s home unless they ask for it or if 
there is complied consent.  Mr. Moorehead stated one individual is a police officer 
and he knows he can’t go into someone’s home without a warrant.  Mr. Moorehead 
conveyed someone said it was a small change but he has five pages of changes and 
now he is being told that it is already part of the law.  He has to go to the website 
and try to figure out what is being talked about tonight.  Mr. Moorehead suggested 
Council hold another meeting before acting on what is being discussed tonight so 
that the public has an idea.  Mr. Moorehead then asked if he could have Council’s 
address in case the public needs to act.  Mr. Moorehead asked the Mayor if this 
was public knowledge.  Mayor Patriarca advised that he is in the phone book and 
he doesn’t hide.  Mrs. Stinney asked Mayor Patriarca how many complaints he has 
received.  Mayor Patriarca answered he has not received any complaints so far.  
Jean Dwane:  1.  Asked Mr. Bayer if he personally wrote the ordinance.  Mr. 
Bayer replied yes, his office did and he did too; his associate and himself.  Mrs. 
Dwane asked if 5 people were part of the state statute.  Mr. Bayer answered it is 
and informed Mrs. Dwane that it is state statute, title 40:48-2.5.  Mrs. Dwane asked 
why Council would want to cause all of these problems in their Township and five 
people going against one person instead of “love thy neighbor”.  She expressed 
that six people will get in an argument, sue each other and involve courts and 
lawyers.  She asked why 5 people was even put in and why can’t one person do 
this.  Mr. Bayer explained that presently under the existing code, if someone is 
aware of a condition on a piece of property that they think is in violation of the 
Township code, one can call the Administrator who will have the Code 
Enforcement Officer or the Construction Official perform an investigation.  He 
denoted that this ordinance relates specifically to unfit buildings and the state law 
says that the Township Code Enforcement or Construction can go out and 
investigate and cause a complaint or if there is a petition filed by five residents. He 
clarified that towns can’t be more stringent that what state law requires.  He 
relayed that if one has a concern, they can ask the town to perform an investigation 
but state law and the draft ordinance states if five people sign a petition then the 
Township must perform the investigation.  Mrs. Dwane addressed the Mayor 
noting that the point she is trying to make is that if she signs a complaint along 
with four other people against someone’s home and she is wrong, they are going 
out to have someone lose their home and they take her to court and she may lose 
her home over this law.  Mrs. Dwane asked Mr. Bayer how much the first 
ordinance that was tabled cost the Township.  Mr. Bayer asked how much in terms 
of what.  Mrs. Dwane asked how much did the first ordinance that he wrote and 
was tabled cost.  Mr. Bayer indicated that he informed Council that he would 
provide that number as he does not have it tonight.  Mr. Bayer corrected himself 
and stated that was in reference to the Land Use ordinance.  Mrs. Dwane asked if 
five people sign a complaint against her, will she get a copy of what the five people 
that are doing this to her has submitted.  Mr. Bayer confirmed that the petition will 
be a public document, so the answer is yes.  Mr. Bayer noted if a complaint is 
being filed against her, as the property owner she would be entitled to the 
complaint without filing an OPRA request.  Mrs. Scull commented that one has the 
right to see their accusers.  Mr. Bayer inculcated that the current ordinance has that 



same provision which has been in effect which states that if five people file a 
petition, the Mayor shall cause an investigation to happen.  Mr. Bayer depicted as 
the Mayor stated, during his tenure that has not happened.  Mrs. Dwane asked Mr. 
Cartier to walk her through the ordinance if it becomes law.  Mr. Cartier relayed 
that five people can get together and file a petition, the Mayor or his designee can 
investigate the site and determine that there are unfit conditions and if that is 
determined, they come before the Council to either rectify the condition 
themselves or have the Township do it for them.  Mrs. Dwane asked if it is 
legitimate, who says what the particulars are such as color of paint, type of tiles, 
walls or floors.  Mr. Cartier replied that Township standards and whatever the 
Construction Official deems to be appropriate would apply.  Mrs. Dwane then 
asked out of Council, who has a license for plumbing, electrical or something to 
work with these complaints and who is qualified to make a decision.  Mrs. Stinney 
responded that Council is here for discussion and not to be questioned so that a 
decision can be made on the ordinance.  Mrs. Stinney added that she doesn’t have a 
license.  Mrs. Dwane noted the person has to come before Council.  Mrs. Stinney 
agreed noting that Council is listening to her discussion and she is listening to 
every word she has to say.  Mrs. Dwane asked Mrs. Stinney if she was implying 
that she should stop.  Mrs. Stinney clarified she was not and advised her to 
continue on noting she wants Mrs. Dwane’s input as that is why Council is here.  
Mrs. Dwane expressed that no one on Council has any experience but they are 
going to judge these cases.  Mrs. Dwane expressed her opinion is to leave it alone 
and the Mayor and Administrator shouldn’t have any part of this.  She expressed 
that the Mayor and Administrator should run the town and the same goes for the 
qualifications of the Administrator.  She reflected there are Board of Health, Code 
Enforcement, Building Inspectors to help.  Mrs. Dwane asked Council if she were 
right or wrong.  Mrs. Stinney replied that she is listening to her comments.  Mrs. 
Dwane commented that she can’t get answers.  2.  Noted that she read in the 
minutes that the attorney advised the Council that they could do the work, do all of 
the repairs and put a lien on the house and then come back to Council to get 
approval to spend the money.  Mr. Bayer clarified that would be backwards and 
explained that Council as the hearing officer would first allow the property owner 
to make the repairs and if the property owner doesn’t make the repairs, the Council 
at that point would have to decide whether or not the condition was dangerous 
enough to warrant the expenditure of public funds to fix the problem.  The amount 
of the repairs would be presented to Council and they would have to find the 
money to do it before the repairs could be authorized.  Mrs. Dwane recalled that 
the minutes stated Mrs. Scull doesn’t like it that way and she wants the money up 
front authorized that it could be spent, not do the work, spend the money and then 
come back and get authorization.  Mrs. Dwane conveyed that Mrs. Scull stated she 
is dead set against that way of doing it.  Mrs. Dwane expressed that is a bad way to 
do it because they are working with the tax payers’ money and asked if they should 
pay first, get the money first and then do the repairs.  Mrs. Dwane then asked what 
happens if there is no money.  Mr. Bayer acknowledged that is the point; the only 
time the Township would spend money is if the property owner didn’t fix the 
property themselves.  He explained that one is not going to spend the money unless 
the property owner fails to do what the law requires them to do.  Mrs. Dwane 
asked if Council had to approve to spend that money before doing the repairs.  Mr. 
Bayer confirmed yes, noting that is the point.  Mrs. Dwane commented that that is 
not what she read and reiterated that Mrs. Scull is against the way it is being done.  
Mr. Bayer maintained that he does not have what Mrs. Dwane has in front of her 
but he is stating how it is written and added that Mrs. Scull can speak for herself.  
Mrs. Scull stated that she has no clue and advised that she is for doing it where 



they have to come to Council first.  Mrs. Dwane read from the minutes, “Mrs. 
Scull interjected that she really doesn’t want…..”  Mrs. Dwane asked Mr. Bayer 
not to laugh and that she was talking.  Mrs. Dwane asked him where he thought he 
was at and asked what was so funny wherein he is telling jokes to Mrs. Stinney.  
Mrs. Stinney answered no, there was no joke.  Mr. Bayer stated it had nothing 
………Mrs. Dwane interjected to Mr. Bayer that he is not that swift of an attorney.  
Mr. Bayer thanked Mrs. Dwane and pointed out that she has criticized him before 
and he appreciates it.  Mrs. Dwane expressed that he gives poor advice to Council 
and is going to get them in serious trouble.  Mrs. Dwane continued that Mrs. Scull 
stated she wants approval for the money first and Mr. Bayer is telling her she can 
do the work first and then come back for approval.  Mrs. Dwane stated it is in the 
minutes and Mr. Bayer told her she could do it that way.  Mr. Bayer reported that 
Council is the decision maker and he is not.  Mrs. Dwane then asked Mr. Bayer 
why he gives the Council such poor advice.  Mrs. Stinney asked Mrs. Dwane if she 
had any more suggestions.  Mrs. Dwane reiterated to let it be.  Sandy Armstrong:  

1.  Appreciates her fellow residents that have brought up a lot more things she 
thought of.  She noted that Mrs. Dwane brought up some things that she was 
wondering about.  Mr. Vaz described how this began and she was wondering how 
it transitioned from unfit buildings in commercial to residents.  Ms. Armstrong 
asked if this was part of the state statute.  Mr. Bayer explained that the state law 
doesn’t distinguish between commercial buildings and residential buildings; it 
refers to them as unfit buildings.  Ms. Armstrong reflected that the ordinance 
appears to move into that besides the commercial buildings it is now applying to 
homes as well.  Mr. Bayer explained the current code talks about any building unfit 
for human habitation or occupancy.  Mr. Bayer stated that is what the current law 
is now and there are no changes to that.  Ms. Armstrong asked about the 
qualifications of the Mayor or his designee and perhaps the Mayor wouldn’t 
appoint someone that is not qualified but because it is so general, the Mayor could 
come in and appoint anyone that has no qualifications to come in and determine 
something.  She noted that as it was brought up, there are other departments such 
as the Health Department that would actually have all of the codes, standards and 
criteria.  Ms. Armstrong stated they need to be more specific and she doesn’t like 
the idea of someone coming into her home and telling her things.  America 

Phillips:  1.  Thanked Mr. Fallon for bringing up the Acme, noting she has asked 
questions regarding Mr. Berardi for some time.  2.  Questioned why the Township 
wants to go after the poor people, noting that the residents are lucky to have jobs.  
3.  Spoke of the RCA program and expressed that some residents that received 
RCA funds should not have.  She questioned the status of available RCA funding 
to which Mr. Cartier advised there was none available.  George Petronis:  1.   

Asked for clarification that if under the existing ordinance if a property owner is 
sited twice for the same serious violation, they can be taken to court and face the 
possibility of 90 days in jail.  Mr. Bayer explained that the court has that power for 
a violation of any ordinance and doesn’t know that a second offense is needed.  
Mr. Petronis expressed concern that they are losing site of a very real need and 
being drawn away from the purpose.  He relayed having attended some of the 
Browns Mills Redevelopment meetings and seconded what Mr. Fallon stated.  He 
expressed there is a very real need to identify who they are talking about.  He 
expressed that the old Acme shopping center is a mess; it’s a disgrace and 
everyone is upset about it and wants something done about it.  Mr. Petronis 
reported that this has been portrayed as giving the Township the teeth to act.  He 
commented that if the Township already has the power to confront that property 
owner with the possibility of 90 days in jail for not fixing up his property for 20 
years, if under the existing state uniform construction code, the Township has the 



power to deny any new tenants that represents a change of use from an existing use 
even if it is a permitted use, he can be denied from bringing in any new tenants 
with a change of use application until he brings the entire property up to code.  Mr. 
Petronis asked if they already had the teeth to make him do what has to be done 
why they are engaged in this entire debate instead of making him do it.  Mr. Bayer 
advised his general comment to the Council is Council can’t draft legislation to 
direct towards one person or property and while a condition of a property may be a 
cause of concern, this legislation as he understands it, is not related to any one 
property.  In regards to the specific matter Mr. Petronis is raising, Mr. Bayer 
explained there was a municipal court matter and he doesn’t know that this is the 
proper venue to discuss what was done in municipal court.  He reflected that the 
Township has availed itself of certain powers Mr. Petronis spoke of to rectify a 
problem property.  Mr. Petronis noted there was a comment earlier in this process 
that this ordinance would give the Township the “teeth” to deal with that situation 
and he submits that the “teeth” are already there and the Township needs to take a 
bite.  Mr. Bayer clarified it gives the Township “sharper teeth”.  Mr. Inge 
commented that if there are already provisions made that will prohibit him from 
opening a new business, why would a new business recently open on that property.  
Mr. Inge also asked why he wasn’t fined before now.  He questioned that if there 
are already provisions in the law to go after businesses and property owners, why 
haven’t things been done.  Mr. Petronis agreed that was his question.  Mr. Inge 
conveyed that his question was not completely answered because there was a new 
business that recently opened and questioned again why if there are laws already 
set in the Township to stop that.  Mr. Petronis added the state uniform construction 
code prevents that business from being open until that property was brought up to 
code.  Mr. Inge expressed that now more money is being put into the property 
owner’s pocket.  Mr. Petronis concluded that he is being rewarded for what is not 
right.  Mr. Inge again questioned that if there is already an ordinance on the books, 
why are they going through this now.  Mr. Inge also noted that the Mayor 
commented he will not be the individual to come into one’s house but he is going 
to appoint someone come in to one’s house but he is going to appoint someone.  
Mr. Inge relayed that it is a known fact that if Administration appoints someone to 
a board or any other position in the Township, they will do what Administration 
wants them to do or they won’t be appointed to that board.  Mr. Inge continued that 
a lot of people have been appointed to boards not for their knowledge of the board 
they were going to sit on but rather their background and their acquaintances 
through working with Administration.  Mr. Inge reflected on Mr. Cartier’s 
comments to him a few meetings ago that he can go in to the Mayor’s office 
anytime he wants and get any information that he wants.  Mr. Inge reminded that 
he made a statement to Mr. Cartier that he feels if he goes in to the Mayor’s office 
the information he receives might not be the same that Mr. Cartier receives.  Mr. 
Inge clarified that he means no disrespect to Mr. Cartier but he still stands by his 
point that he will not go in to the Mayor’s office because he wants to make sure 
that he has the information and he has a back up for the information that was given 
to him or information that was requested and that is why he does everything 
through email.  Mr. Inge explained he emails Council members when he emails 
Administration or the Mayor.  Mr. Inge stated for the Mayor to put someone in that 
position, he suggests, when Council was asked for their addresses, he put his 
address down also and then it might not be so funny.  Mr. Inge commented to the 
gentleman that stated he wouldn’t have that problem with his property, he 
suggested he think again because it could be his property.  Mr. Inge relayed that he 
might think he has done everything according to the law and that he is increasing 
his property making it look better for the residents and giving support to the 



Township and it can turn around and bite you.  Mr. Inge informed Council he 
would be giving them information as well as the Mayor and Administrator.  Mr. 
Inge advised a company that had a contract with the Township parked some 
vehicles on his property…..Mrs. Stinney interjected asking Mr. Inge if his 
comments had to deal with the Property Maintenance Code.  Mr. Inge replied yes, 
it is part of it and Council was discussing having an inspector for the Zoning 
Officer……..Mr. Inge emphasized it was brought to his attention that vehicles 
were parked on his property and he received a notice from Administration saying 
he was in violation of zoning for letting these vehicles park on his property and he 
has to make them park somewhere else.  Mr. Inge relayed that before they parked 
there, they came to him and asked him if they could park on his property and he 
replied that he had no problem with them parking on his property but they needed 
to check with the Township first being that it is his property and they might have a 
problem.  Mr. Inge reported that they checked with the Township and came back a 
few weeks later.  Mr. Inge emphasized that he called Inspections and confirmed 
that it was okay for the vehicles to park there.  He reported that a few weeks later, 
he received a letter from Administration and his attorney received a letter from 
Administration informing that these vehicles have to be removed because it is a 
zoning violation.  Mrs. Stinney asked Mrs. Dwane to please allow Mr. Inge to 
finish speaking because it is difficult for double conversations and minutes to be 
taken as well.  Mrs. Dwane commented to Mrs. Stinney that she did it to her with 
the attorney while she was at the microphone and she’s is only doing what Mrs. 
Stinney did.  Mr. Inge repeated that vehicles were parked on his property, he came 
to Inspections to see the Zoning Officer and asked him as a resident of the 
Township and a business owner if he could show him in the Zoning Book where 
these vehicles could not park on his property.  Mr. Inge informed that the Zoning 
Officer could not find anything in the Zoning Book and if they are licensed and 
registered, they are allowed to park on my property.  Mr. Inge noted that a Code 
Enforcement Officer was walking in the door at the time and he questioned him if 
there were any problems with the vehicles parking on his property.  Mr. Inge 
advised that he was told “no problem”; he informed the Code Enforcement Officer 
advised that there would be no problem as long as they were registered and tagged.  
Mr. Inge reiterated that a week prior, he had to tell them to move their vehicles.  
Mr. Inge expressed that what had him upset was that they live right down the street 
where there is a business where people have to go in and shop but half of the 
morning and evening when business is open there are all of these trucks where 
there are so many parking spots taken up by these vehicles.  They can move down 
there and not have a problem where they are blocking people who park to go in to 
a business; where they were parked before, they were not blocking anything.  He 
commented that they had contacted the Township and this is unbelievable.  Mr. 
Inge reiterated that they will put someone in a position and then Zoning Officer, 
Building Inspector, Code Enforcement and he went to two of those departments.  
Mr. Inge conveyed that he was told legally they could be parked there but 
Administration told him they cannot but they can park down the street.  Mr. Inge 
conveyed that is part of this discussion and that is why he brought it up.  Mrs. 
Stinney thanked Mr. Inge.  Mrs. Stinney thanked everyone that came out with their 
input for the property maintenance code and she is sure that Council will 
thoroughly digest everything that was stated this evening.     
 

12. NEW BUSINESS 

 
a. Discussion of development fees as proposed by Planner. 
 



Mrs. Stinney asked Mr. Vaz to provide an update.  Mr. Vaz indicated Council has 
received in their packets a recommendation from the Planner who reviewed their 
development fees as well as the fees of various other municipalities.  The Planner 
has recommended considering adjusting the development fees because as it stands 
now, generally speaking their general budget subsidizes in many respects many of 
the applications because they are not collecting enough in the application fees.  Mr. 
Vaz noted Council does not have to take any action tonight but it is under New 
Business so that process can start moving forward.  Mr. Prickett commented that 
he would like to hear what Mr. Cartier has to say as he is the liaison to the 
Planning Board.  Mr. Prickett announced that he tried to decipher all of the 
information and suggested Mr. Cartier review the document with Council.  Mr. 
Cartier reported that the Planner was asked to do a survey of various municipalities 
and what they charge as far as applications that come before Planning and Zoning 
Boards.  He informed that they tried to be fair and didn’t pick the highest and felt 
that what Pemberton Township was charging was too little because they are always 
going back to the applicant looking to satisfy the escrow.  Mr. Cartier explained 
this is what they came up with; they compromised in a lot of areas, used their 
suggestions and the last three pages of the applications are the surveys the Planner 
came up with and their recommendation.  Mr. Cartier advised this was a five 
month long discussion, going back and forth to get this information and this is a 
compilation of what they came up with.  Mr. Prickett confirmed the Planner did the 
survey of the surrounding Townships and made recommendations to the Planning 
Board who reviewed those and now it is before the Council.  Mr. Cartier informed 
it is before Council because it is Council’s decision to set the fees.  Mr. Prickett 
thanked Mr. Cartier noting that his explanation clears up a lot regarding the 
documents.  Mrs. Stinney asked Mr. Cartier where he would place Pemberton 
Township out of the municipalities surveyed.  Mr. Cartier expressed that 
Pemberton Township is at the bottom.  Mr. Inge emphasized that a lot of applicants 
just get fed up and state they are just dropping their complaint or applications and 
let it sit.  Mr. Inge relayed that is one of the biggest problems with the escrow 
because the applicants get tired of paying engineers’ and attorneys’ fees and not 
getting anywhere.  Mrs. Scull did not have any questions.  Mr. Prickett indicated 
that he would like to review the documents further.  He has noticed that some of 
the fees have not changed.  Mr. Cartier reported that some of the fees did not 
change and it was only in certain areas.  Mrs. Stinney thanked Council for their 
discussion.   
 
ITEMS PULLED FROM CONSENT AGENDA: 

 
New Business Item 12. *b. *2. Public Works Dept.:  Purchase of two new Ford 
Super Duty F350  Pick Up Trucks w/Snow Plows for UEZ Clean Team, from 
State  contract vendor Warnock Fleet, in the amount of $53,213.68. 
 
Mr. Prickett acknowledged that he pulled under New Business, item #2, the 
purchase of two new Ford Super Duty F350 Pick Up trucks.  Mr. Prickett 
expressed concern as to how it was determined to purchase such large trucks and 
for what purpose they would be used.  Mr. Prickett also expressed concern that if 
these trucks were going to be used in the UEZ area, would the gas costs also come 
from UEZ money.  Mayor Patriarca noted that was not factored into the grant.  
Mrs. Stinney asked the Mayor if it could.  Mr. Vaz responded that would be an 
operating cost which would be their responsibility.  Mr. Prickett asked if the 
Township needs these two new trucks and added that the Township purchases 
trucks on a yearly basis and asked why they need two.  Mayor Patriarca explained 



this is part of a package that was put together and submitted to the State for 
approval to work within the UEZ Zone.  These vehicles are designed to be 
dedicated to the team to work within the UEZ along with other equipment that has 
also been requested from the State.  Mr. Prickett asked if the trucks have to be so 
big.  The Mayor advised that is currently what is used in the fleet with pick ups.  
Three supervisors use them and they are large vehicles but they will be towing 
large trailers with mowers and equipment.  Mayor Patriarca noted they would also 
be capable of plowing certain areas.  The Mayor added that he is still trying to 
determine how to plow a business.  Mr. Prickett commented that with gas prices 
the way they are, he can’t imagine these trucks get good mileage and expressed 
concern over how this was evaluated to make this recommendation.  Mr. Inge 
indicated that this proposal came out last year when it wasn’t acted on and if they 
don’t act on it this year, it will be another year.  Mr. Inge suggested anything that 
they can do to keep the Town Center clean should be considered and asked if there 
is a change in the F350 to an F150 if the application would have to be resubmitted 
to the State.  Mr. Vaz answered that he is not sure if the application specified the 
F350 vs. the F150 but he could find out from Mr. Jones.  Mr. Vaz expressed that if 
Mr. Jones was specific, someone from the State office would have to sign off on it 
but without knowing how it was applied for specifically, he can’t answer that.  Mr. 
Inge affirmed that he would not like to see this put on hold again and if 
Administration could find out if changing to either a diesel or smaller truck or an 
F250 diesel it might be in the same price range and if they have to scratch the 
entire program.  Mr. Inge assumes the F350’s were not Mr. Jones’ idea but rather 
he went to Public Works to find out what vehicles they would need.  Mr. Prickett 
commented that it is probably also part of the state contract and he is curious if the 
state contract has smaller vehicles that are more gas efficient which is really one of 
the concerns he has.  Mr. Prickett agreed with Mr. Inge in that he does not want to 
see this program scrapped because of holding it up but he would be interested in 
making a better purchase.  Mrs. Scull asked if it could be approved with the 
understanding that Administration will go back to Public Works and the UEZ 
Coordinator to see if it would be more viable at this time to get a smaller vehicle.  
Mr. Bayer explained Council could authorize the purchase subject to 
Administration making an investigation into the purchase of a smaller truck to 
determine whether or not that is feasible to satisfy the program concerns.  Mr. 
Prickett noted that if there is more they can do to save the businesses in the UEZ 
area through advertising or other methods that is what they need to do.  It is 
important to streamline this and make it more cost effective.   
 

Motion by Prickett and Scull to authorize the purchase of two new Ford 
Super Duty F350 Pick Up Trucks w/Snow Plows for UEZ Clean Team, from 
State contract vendor Warnock Fleet, in the amount of $53,213.68 provided 
it is readdressed by Administration.  Prickett, yes; Scull, yes; Cartier, yes; 
Inge, yes; Stinney, yes.  Motion carried. 

 
New Business Item 12. *b. *8.  Administration Purchase of two LCD televisions 
for Meeting Room from Camera Stop in the amount of $3,000.00. 
 
Mr. Prickett explained he pulled the request to purchase two LCD televisions for 
Meeting Room from Camera Stop in the amount of $3,000 because he didn’t know 
why two big screen televisions are needed for Room 10.  He reminded that 
televisions were not used previously in Room 10 and didn’t know why they needed 
one let alone two.  Mr. Prickett asked for an explanation from Administration and 
also would like to know how much Room 10 has cost so far and would like to see 



the overall cost prior to purchasing the televisions for the room.  Mayor Patriarca 
indicated he can provide those numbers on the costs.  The Mayor explained they 
are part of the design of the room to be able to give presentations in the state of the 
art form and it will also allow computer presentations and the monitoring of 
events.  He explained that two are requested because of the position of the sets it 
would make it more convenient for the residents for viewing and also the prices 
were reasonable enough in that they were able to pick up two and still stay at a 
decent price.  Mr. Prickett informed that he has no idea where they are going to go 
noting that he hasn’t seen any plans for Room 10.  Mr. Prickett advised that the 
televisions cannot be used as a computer monitor for power point presentations 
based on the documentation he has received and asked Mrs. Scull if she found this 
information in her documents.  Mrs. Scull communicated she did not but hoped in 
today’s age that they wouldn’t be purchasing something that wasn’t considered 
ready.  Mr. Prickett expressed that it is Council’s responsibility to ensure that it is 
true if Council is authorizing the purchase.  Mrs. Scull asked if what Mr. Prickett is 
asking is true.  Mayor Patriarca confirmed that the televisions are capable of 
handling a hook up for a power point presentation.  Mr. Inge asked if the report on 
the costs will show how many man hours Township employees have put in as well.  
Mayor Patriarca informed that information should be provided with the current 
program that is being used to monitor that.  Mr. Inge asked if employees’ pay 
would also be included.  The Mayor answered yes, they would match that to each 
individual’s pay to determine the cost of their portion and add in the portion that 
was contracted out.   
 

Motion by Scull and Cartier to approve the purchase of two LCD televisions 
for Meeting Room from Camera Stop in the amount of $3,000.00.  Scull, 
yes; Cartier, yes; Inge, no; Prickett, no; Stinney, yes.  Motion carried. 

 
c. Applications submitted for memberships, licenses, permits:  

 
2. Parade Permit Application:  (PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED) 

Randy Butters:  Annual neighborhood block party w/road closure, 
8/2/08. 

 
Mrs. Stinney opened the meeting up to public comments regarding the parade 
permit application from Randy Butters.  There being no members of the public 
wishing to comment, Mrs. Stinney closed the meeting to public comments. 
 

Motion by Prickett and Cartier to approve the parade permit application by 
Randy Butters.  Prickett, yes; Cartier, yes; Inge, yes; Scull, yes; Stinney, yes.  
Motion carried. 

 

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Mrs. Stinney opened the meeting to general public comments.  Those wishing to 
comment were:  Steve Skulimoski:  1.  Announced that he was going to speak 
tonight addressing his concerns regarding the revised ordinance for property 
management and unsafe buildings but decided to hold his concerns because he 
didn’t have the revised ordinance in front of him to ask intelligent questions.  He 
explained that one of the reasons for this as Mr. Vaz stated, is that he is going to 
put it on the website tonight.  Mr. Skulimoski confirmed it has not been put on the 
website yet and expressed concerns regarding how the website is being utilized.  
He noted that he had assumed the website was to be utilized to provide valuable 
information to the public concerning Township matters such as agendas and 



proposed ordinances. He relayed that lately he has noticed that the agendas in some 
instances are not posted the day prior to a meeting.  Mr. Skulimoski informed that 
last week he came to the Township building for a copy of the Planning Board 
agenda on Wednesdsay, the day before the Planning Board meeting.  He reflected 
that there was a copy posted on the Township bulletin board but nothing was on 
the Township webpage.  Mr. Skulimoski continued that he went in to the front 
office and asked for a copy where an employee made some calls to the Planning 
Department.  He expressed that the Planning Department was giving the employee 
the run around so he went over to the Planning Department himself.  When he 
went to the Planning Department and asked for a copy of the agenda, he was 
informed by an employee that Donna was not in and she couldn’t provide a copy of 
the agenda.  He stated that another lady stuck her head out from behind the filing 
cabinets and informed he would have to go to the front office to get that.  Mr. 
Skulimoski explained that he was just at the front office and he was informed that 
he needed to speak to Mr. Vaz to get it.  When he went back to the front office and 
explained that the Planning Department instructed him to get the agenda from Mr. 
Vaz, the employee went to Mr. Vaz and was able to obtain a copy of the agenda.  
Mr. Skulimoski questioned why he had to go through this to obtain a copy of the 
agenda for a meeting that was the next night.  He expressed that by not posting 
information on the website, it does not provide residents with adequate information 
to make a decision on whether they need or should attend a meeting or to prepare 
questions they may have.  He denoted that the revised property maintenance 
ordinance is not even posted on the website and that would be a great interest to 
the Township residents.  He commented that some things are posted and some 
things are not.  He suggested that in this particular case, he would wonder if 
Administration was trying to get this passed under the radar.  He questioned that by 
not posting the ordinance on the webpage, are they purposely trying to restrict 
public comments.  He referenced that there was a post on the webpage on Friday 
regarding the closing of Mirror Lake Beach for swimming until July 15, 2008.  Mr. 
Skulimoski inquired if the closing was due to the fecal matter count or was the lake 
treated with an algaecide and his point was there was no explanation as to why the 
beach was closed.  He understands Mr. Vaz is the Township Webmaster and 
assumes by the direction he was given that Mr. Vaz is also quaisi in charge of the 
Planning Board if he has to go through Mr. Vaz to get an agenda.  Mr. Skulimoski 
suggested if Mr. Vaz is too busy to update the webpage, perhaps Webmaster is one 
responsibility he shouldn’t have.  He emphasized that if the Township webpage 
cannot be updated in a timely manner, it provides no real tool for the residents.  2.  

Mr. Skulimoski spoke of Mr. Petronis and Mr. Inge asking if there are ordinances 
on the books and referenced the State Uniform Construction Code to prevent new 
businesses from opening unless a property owner makes required repairs to his 
property.  Mr. Skulimoski asked why Crown Chicken was allowed to open if the 
mechanism existed and why did they reward him.  Mayor Patriarca asked Mr. 
Skulimoski if he was asking Council that question.  Mr. Skulimoski replied he is 
asking anyone that has an answer.  Mr. Vaz conveyed that it is his understanding 
that Crown Chicken was already in the process of opening.  He denoted that it 
came up at a Browns Mills Revitalization Meeting and it was one of the issues that 
the Planner had researched.  The Planner came up with an ordinance in the Code 
book and believed that it gives the Construction Official the legal right to do that.  
Mr. Vaz noted that their Construction Official thinks otherwise and their Planner 
asked Mr. Bayer to review it several weeks ago and provide input to the Township 
whether or not they can compel him to do that.  Mr. Skulimoski asked if that is 
Township code or State code.  Mr. Vaz advised it was the Township code and that 
is where he is drawing the line.  Mr. Skulimoski asked abut the reference to the 



State code.  Mr. Vaz reported that a change of use from what he understands 
according to the State Building Code is different because of the way the 
regulations are set up; it is a lot more “nit picky” than an ordinance might be 
through the land use ordinance; what’s a change of use in the ordinance is different 
in the view of the UCC, the construction code.  Mr. Vaz added that what he is 
saying is that he doesn’t think he is obligated or that it is lawful under the building 
code to do that and he is drawing that line.  Mr. Skulimoski stated the Construction 
Official has the capacity in his duties as a Construction Official to issue stop work 
orders for unsafe conditions and asked Mr. Vaz if this was correct.  Mr. Vaz 
replied yes.  Mr. Skulimoski further stated that he would have to assume that 
workers getting in and out of Mr. Berardi’s property have entered an unsafe 
condition when they drive through that parking lot or when they go in the buildings 
with falling down roofs.  Mr. Skulimoski asked Mr. Vaz if a stop work order could 
have been issued.  Mr. Vaz commented that he doesn’t know the answer to that; he 
would probably agree with Mr. Skulimoski that some of the things exists there and 
some of the conditions could potentially be considered unsafe but he has a view 
that is formed on his training around the construction code; the things that Mr. 
Skulimoski and he might say fit under another definition of an unsafe structure or 
unsafe condition he takes a different view on.  Mr. Vaz explained that is why the 
Planner asked Mr. Bayer to take that ordinance and look at it.  Mr. Bayer reported 
that the Construction Officials are supervised by the State Department of 
Community of Affairs.  Mr. Skulimoski inferred that is leading in to his next 
question.  Mr. Bayer explained the Construction Official’s license is granted by 
DCA and he has to answer to them.  Mr. Skulimoski expressed he is aware of at 
least one occasion where the Township has called in the DCA to issue stop work 
orders and asked why it was not done in this particular case.  Mr. Bayer reported 
that he can’t answer in respect to this case but just generally speaking.  Mr. 
Skulimoski asked Mr. Vaz if he could respond.  Mr. Vaz replied that he thinks he 
knows the property that Mr. Skulimoski is speaking of.  Mr. Skulimoski 
commented that he is sure Mr. Vaz knows.  Mr. Vaz added that the State was not 
called in to issue a stop work order; the State was asked to review the action in 
advising the property owner, the applicant that he had…Mr. Skulimoski interjected 
that that goes back to what Mr. Vaz just stated about the Construction Official 
believing that he didn’t have the authority to do that.  Mr. Skulimoski suggested 
that Mr. Vaz could have called in the DCA once again so that the DCA could have 
schooled the Construction Official on whether he did have the authority to do that 
or not.  Mr. Vaz indicated that one of the reasons Mr. Bayer was asked to research 
this was because the area of not issuing a new certificate of occupancy is in the 
general ordinances and is not in the construction code and they think that Mr. 
Bayer will be able to make a decision on that particular aspect of it.  It is clear that 
it may not be considered a change of use under the UCC and that much they know.  
He acknowledged that he may have an argument there and they just need to get 
that point where they can tell him to enforce the other ordinances as part of his 
regular job duties.  Mr. Skulimoski indicated the business is already opened so he 
has been rewarded for not doing what he is required to do.  Mr. Vaz stated that 
arguably, Mr. Berardi has been rewarded for 20 years every time there has been a 
change of occupancy and unfortunately that one was already in the process when 
this came up at a Browns Mills revitalization meeting.  He explained they were not 
able to act quickly enough because the potential tenant was already there doing 
work on the property and they got into a debate with the Construction Official as to 
what he can and cannot do.  3.  Mr. Skulimoski noted that Council approved 
Township Council meeting minutes that reflect that he was asking questions 
regarding the Small Cities Grant and had spoken to the Mayor regarding the Small 



Cities Grant, however, it was his son that was speaking, and therefore the minutes 
are erroneous.  Mrs. Stinney advised she will deal with that and apologized to Mr. 
Skulimoski.  Mrs. Scull asked Mr. Vaz if they are saying it is not a change of use 
because it was a restaurant that went to a restaurant.  Mr. Vaz answered yes and 
denoted that in essence the Construction Code (they call it the Blue Book) 
apparently has very specific definitions of a change of use because there are a lot 
of sub categories and he is saying under that criteria, it doesn’t meet the criteria of 
a change of use.  He pointed out that gain; the ordinance in question is a general 
ordinance, not in the Construction Code.  Mr. Rehmann explained that in a 
shopping center approval, his opinion as a licensed Planner in the state of New 
Jersey is that as long as that property is retail use even though it is changed from a 
shoe store to a restaurant it is still a retail use.  He further noted that when there is 
an individual building and it’s a restaurant and changed to a shoe store, then it is 
considered a change of use from what he understands the law to be as far as the 
municipal plan use license.  The question is whether a zoning permit should have 
been issued.  Mr. Inge asked Mr. Rehmann if a property has violations on it such as 
parking lot and sidewalks issues and if they are sited for these things, can they still 
open a business.  Mr. Rehmann replied in his opinion, they cannot because there 
should be a zoning permit before the building permit was issued to change the 
building.  Mr. Rehmann further explained that if a building permit was not 
required, a certificate of occupancy is still required and if the Zoning Officer, in his 
opinion he is the one that makes the decision if the site meets the current approved 
site plan, and if there is an approved site plan on file in the Township that says 
thou shall have 3 outdoor lights and a parking lot that is paved, then he is correct to 
not issue a certificate of occupancy.  Mr. Rehmann noted the problem always 
occurs when the Building Sub-code Official or the Construction Official states that 
they only deal with the Uniform Construction Code and this happens in a number 
of towns depending on the mentality of the Construction Code Official if he is 
trying to improve the Township and he can go to the Zoning Officer and ask for a 
zoning permit and if the Zoning Officer can’t issue it then he can’t issue a 
certificate of occupancy.  He reflected that there is a school of thought that says “I 
am a Construction Code Official and if you have met the construction code, I 
cannot deny you a certificate of occupancy”.  He depicted that there is this battle 
that goes on and legislation is needed to state that there should be a sequence of 
events.  Mr. Inge relayed that he understands the Administrator is saying that since 
the work had already begun, they were not going to do anything like going to the 
DCA or anybody else to stop them because work has already begun.  Mr. Rehmann 
denoted there is a reliance on the permit that was issued by the Township that 
everything was adequate and then the Township if they were stopped for their 
fault, and then they could be liable.  Fred Moorehead:  1.  Reported that the 
municipal parking lot behind the emergency squad on Juliustown Road is full of 
trucks from a Nelson Company that does chipping work.  Mr. Moorehead asked 
Council if they enlisted their help in the Township and authorized the Nelson 
Company to park in a municipal parking lot for a long period of time because that 
is what they are doing.  Mr. Moorehead reported there are three or four large trucks 
with chippers attached to them.  Mr. Vaz acknowledged that these are the trucks 
Mr. Inge was speaking of earlier.  Mr. Moorehead denoted he doesn’t believe they 
are the same trucks because the trucks Mr. Inge was speaking of are parked at the 
Getty.  Mr. Inge relayed that some of the trucks are.  Mr. Moorehead continued 
that the other ones are in the municipal parking lot and asked if the Township was 
charging them.  Mr. Vaz advised that they are not charging them and explained 
they are there and doesn’t know if there is a feeling that they want them out but 
when they were asked to find another place to park after the issue Mr. Inge was 



speaking about earlier, he suggested they contact the County to see about either the 
College or the Public Works yard that the County has.  Mr. Vaz relayed that he 
does not know if they did this but he did say to them that they do have a couple of 
public parking lots in the town and that they have nothing to do with why they are 
in town.  Mr. Vaz specified that Mr. Inge had mentioned that they had contracted 
with them and they were doing work for the town; however, they are not, and they 
do receive the benefit of the work they are doing but the utility hired them and it is 
his understanding the workers that are manning the trucks and doing the actual tree 
cutting work to clear the lines are actually from West Virginia and are not local 
people.  Mr. Moorehead reported that he spoke with the Supervisor who does not 
like his job because when he asked him why the trucks are here so many times 
during work days, he replied because these people drink too much.  Mr. Vaz 
replied that he does not personally know.  Mr. Moorehead asked if the Township 
was paying for them.  Mr. Vaz reiterated they are not paying them and doesn’t 
know if there is a mechanism for them to pay.  Mr. Moorehead suggested charging 
them parking fees.  Mr. Vaz again noted that he does not know if there is a 
mechanism that they can but he can make a suggestion to them to make a donation 
to one of the local non-profit volunteer fire companies or EMS organizations.  Mr. 
Moorehead expressed that there are circles going on around here and he can’t 
understand most of them.   2.  Mr. Moorehead commented that it had been stated 
earlier that the Township cannot write rules more stringent than that State and he 
doesn’t believe the State is allowed to void the constitution on behalf of increasing 
the appearance of the neighborhood.  He reflected that this is the fourth 
amendment that they are allowing people to go into people’s homes without a 
warrant and that is what is being violated when doing this.  He expressed that the 
last of the entire explanation is crazy; they can’t let people into people’s private 
homes without a warrant; that is a given and is the United States.  He relayed that 
one is not allowed in other people’s home when in a position of authority without a 
warrant.  Helene Russ:  1.  Requested confirmation that Mr. Rehmann stated “if a 
person opens up a business and receives a permit they can more or less rely on the 
permit being a just cause that they can open”.  Mr. Rehmann explained if one came 
to the Township and received a building permit to put a home up on their property 
and they started the construction and then the Township said no, this is not a 
permitted use on this property, they would have some merit.  Mr. Vaz asked what 
if in those same circumstances, they need approval from outside State agencies like 
the DEP and did not receive those approvals, then that would be a different 
circumstance.  Mr. Rehmann agreed.  Ms. Russ asked if that would be a knowledge 
of the employees that issue permits.  Ms. Russ emphasized that she as a layperson 
would not know this and the first thing she would do is come to the Township and 
ask what she has to do.  She expressed that people are relying on the professionals 
to guide them.  Mr. Rehmann emphasized that his personal opinion is in the 
Township as a resident who comes in and gets a zoning permit or building permit 
and all other permits and fees are paid, the person that mostly does all of that work 
is the Zoning Officer and Construction Code Official.  Ms. Russ clarified that if a 
permit is issued, one can feel confident enough to go ahead with their project.  Mr. 
Rehmann responded that he does not know how else one would do it as an 
individual.  Ms. Russ asked what happened to him (referring to Mr. Inge).  Mrs. 
Stinney asked if anyone else wished to speak.  Mr. Cartier stated he would like to 
hear the Engineer’s clarification.  Mr. Rehmann commented to Ms. Russ that she 
can’t say because of the problem…….Ms. Russ interjected and replied that she just 
did and to not tell her what she can’t say.  Tim Corbar:  1.  Explained his purpose 
is not to comment on any of the issues tonight but rather to introduce himself.  He 
advised that he is a Principal in Correll Enterprises and he is investing in the 



Township.  Mr. Corbar is developing a property that is located at Rancocas Lane 
and Lakehurst Road which is the Lakeview Inn.  He is changing the use from a bar 
to a medical office building which will be supported by a major hospital in New 
Jersey that will provide specialists to the community as well as support existing 
physicians in the community now that would otherwise have to leave the 
community.  He wanted to comment that there are people that are willing to invest 
in the community and he looks forward to working for the Township.  Michelle 

Forman:  1.  Noted that she can’t believe that no one has come forward to speak 
about the gypsy moths.  She reflected that it seems like every time there is an issue 
that is important to her, everyone comes to complain about something else.  She 
explained that it is a very emotional issue for her and she was very depressed this 
spring.  Ms. Forman called one of the officials because it was horrible where she 
lives.  Ms. Forman asked if Council talked to Fort Dix regarding why they did not 
spray because their woods are bare.  Ms. Forman added that her trees in her yard 
will cost thousands of dollars to cut down.  She has no acorns growing on her oak 
trees for a couple of years.  She is very sad because her trees are dying.  Ms. 
Forman referenced articles in the Community News regarding gypsy moths.  She 
attended a recent Council meeting and was so upset because the discussion for not 
spraying for gypsy moths was not on the agenda.  She acknowledged it was in the 
budget that the Township was going to spray but there might have been another 
budget or paperwork that she didn’t receive.  Ms. Forman mentioned that everyone 
she spoke with was dumbfounded that Pemberton Township wasn’t going to spray 
for gypsy moths.  She relayed that a lot of people are led to believe that even if the 
Township did spray, it wouldn’t help.  She denoted that someone has people 
actually believing this when it is not true.  She noted that everyone that she talks to 
stated that last year’s double spraying helped.  Ms. Forman stated a lot of other 
towns sprayed.  She informed that she had to take the last bit of her money and she 
was worried because she didn’t think she had enough money for food but in the 
end she did.  She relayed there is a sign at the Acme where someone sprays 90 
feet; she asked if anyone knew who he is or if he is licensed to please let her know.  
She expressed how she was upset over the letter put out by the Mr. Vaz that stated, 
“this view was supported by numerous residents who spoke during our public 
hearing and indicated that……”  Ms. Forman emphasized that it was not numerous 
people who spoke who said that it wouldn’t help; it was two people.  She indicated 
this letter has misled everyone that it reached.  She reiterated that only two people 
spoke at that Council meeting because it wasn’t on the agenda.  Ms. Forman asked 
for an explanation of why the letter stated numerous because it was actually only 2 
people and if they look up in the dictionary, the word numerous means a great 
many of people and 2 people is not numerous.  Since Mr. Vaz signed the letter, she 
asked him where he received the information.  Mr. Vaz stated that he remembers 
more than 2 people and remembers at least 4 maybe 5.  Ms. Forman added the last 
time she attended a meeting, it was looked up and she was told 2 people.  Ms. 
Forman then asked Mr. Prickett if he remembered this occurring.  Mr. Prickett 
replied he remembered the meeting and not very many spoke regarding the gypsy 
moth situation and it is reflected in the minutes so they could go back and check 
the minutes.  Ms. Forman reiterated that the last time she attended a meeting; she 
was told it was only 2 people.  Ms. Forman then asked why it was not on the 
agenda as it is an extremely important issue for everybody who is affected by 
gypsy moths.  Ms. Forman reported that the gypsy moths are their worst nightmare 
if they live in a place like she does where it is heavily infested.  She inferred that if 
she were to come out to tonight’s meeting and it was during the time of gypsy 
moths, she would actually have to walk to her car with an umbrella.  Mr. Prickett 
commented that Ms. Forman is in an area where it is hard hit by gypsy moth and 



all along Pemberton Browns Mills Road has been hit hard by gypsy moth.  Mr. 
Prickett conveyed that he is sorry to hear what she is experiencing now and asked 
if there are any leaves on her trees at this point.  Ms. Forman answered there are no 
acorns and the gypsy moths didn’t eat all of the leaves off because she did get 
sprayed and she purchased the items to put around her trees.  Ms. Forman 
expressed that a lot of people have been struggling with this and sometimes she 
was out for hours working on this sometimes every day.  Mrs. Stinney explained to 
Ms. Forman that she did ask why Fort Dix was not participating and asked Mayor 
Patriarca to respond.  Mayor Patriarca informed they did not receive a response 
from Fort Dix when they reached out to them in the Spring but the federal 
government in general would have to authorize the spraying; a federal program.  
Ms. Forman asked if someone could attend a Freeholder meeting or something of 
if there is anything anyone can do.  Ms. Forman asked for an explanation as to why 
there was nothing mentioned regarding spraying for gypsy moths on three agendas 
because the residents have a right to give input on such a serious issue.  Mrs. 
Stinney informed it was talked about during the Budget hearings.  Ms. Forman 
conveyed that if it is not on an agenda and it is in the Budget that they are spraying 
for gypsy moths, most people didn’t consider the fact that the Township wouldn’t 
spray.  Mrs. Stinney explained there were some tough decisions to make during the 
Budget hearings and one of those decisions was not to spray the one application 
and that was a disheartened decision that Council had to sit and make but jobs were 
not cut.  Mrs. Stinney noted that one could say the two applications that were 
received last year probably didn’t work.  Ms. Forman commented that it wasn’t as 
bad as it was last year whereas last year it was horrible and this year there are still 
many but not as many as last year.  Mrs. Scull asked Ms. Forman if she was 
sprayed last year because she knows Ms. Forman is surrounded by Fort Dix.  Ms. 
Forman acknowledged that she did get sprayed last year and did not see any gypsy 
moths after the spraying.  Mrs. Scull commented that is a big part of the problem 
when Fort Dix and the State are not spraying and the Township is stuck in the 
middle of both of those.  Ms. Forman relayed that a lot of surrounding towns did 
spray and referenced articles from the Courier Post and Burlington County Times 
that noted spraying would only cost the tax payers $40 extra.  Ms. Forman also 
advised that a Council member did the calculations last week and confirmed it 
would only increase the residents $30.  Ms. Forman asked what the big deal is to 
raise taxes $30 to try and combat the gypsy moth problem.  Ms. Forman informed 
that Medford has a committee regarding their gypsy moth problem.  Ms. Forman 
then asked what is going to be done next year.  Ms. Forman asked if the gypsy 
moth discussions will be open to public comment, is the Township just not going 
to spray and will the Township let the public know at the last minute and asked 
Council if anyone had an answer for her regarding next year.  Mrs. Stinney 
remarked that Ms. Forman’s comments regarding a committee would suit the 
Township’s case of gypsy moths.  Ms. Forman asked Council if anyone has been 
affected by gypsy moth.  Mrs. Stinney and Mr. Prickett confirmed they both have a 
problem with gypsy moths.  Mrs. Scull reported Presidential Lakes was bad this 
year.  Mr. Prickett confirmed that Ms. Forman’s suggestion of a committee to 
discuss the gypsy moth problem that affects Pemberton Township is a good idea.  
He expressed no matter what happens next year, whether the Township chooses to 
fund a strain of DET, the residents need to know what they can do.  He pointed out 
that not everyone gets sprayed with DET and there are specific areas that are 
designed by the Department of Agriculture of the DEP.  Mr. Prickett expressed 
concern and confirmed that he has spoken with Ms. Forman in that she was mixing 
some chemicals that he was concerned about.  Ms. Forman agreed that she was 
sick that day.  Mr. Prickett conveyed that those chemicals can be purchased in the 



store and it is much better to leave it to the professionals and that is why he thinks 
a committee would be very advantageous.  Ms. Forman asked Mr. Vaz if the 
baseball fields and Senior Citizen building were sprayed and asked how much the 
spraying of the Township cost.  Mr. Vaz reported that it was between $1,300 and 
$1,700 and it was ground spraying.  Sandy Armstrong:  1.  Noted that she did 
attend a meeting when gypsy moth spraying was discussed.  She got together with 
her neighbors and did the same thing the Township did.  They hired an 
environmental company that is registered with the Township and paid them $250 
per family to spray and their gypsy moths are gone.  She expressed that it was very 
effective and it is still working.  Ms. Armstrong wondered why the ground 
spraying couldn’t have been done for the remainder of the Township.  Ms. 
Armstrong suggested the money that was already budgeted for gypsy moth be used 
for ground spraying.  Mrs. Scull explained it was cut out of the budget all together.  
Ms. Armstrong asked why it was cut out.  Mrs. Scull conveyed the Governor cut 
their funding from the State and they had to get it from somewhere.  Ms. 
Armstrong then asked if there was funding in the Budget that wasn’t part of the 
State.  Mr. Prickett answered yes and indicated that the State only contributes a 
certain percentage and the Township contributes a big portion.  Ms. Armstrong 
asked if the Township had their money that was budgeted.  Mrs. Scull explained 
they did and reiterated that they cut it out of the Budget after the Governor’s cuts.  
Mrs. Scull further explained that last year the State paid back 50% of what the 
Township paid out which was approximately $500,000 and the State gave them 
back approximately $225,000.  Ms. Armstrong questioned if ground spraying 
would be a viable way.  Mayor Patriarca answered no, the Township would never 
be able to afford the ground spray for the acreage that is in the plan that the DEP 
puts out to be sprayed.  He explained the State’s program is much cheaper and 
affordable; however, it is not as effective and they were not offering a program as 
effective for the Township this year.  The Mayor acknowledged that ground 
spraying is much more effective but the costs are very high.  He has heard costs as 
high as $300 for one quarter of an acre which is the size of most peoples’ yards and 
there are 8,000 line items not including other areas that aren’t residential and there 
are so many acres and they could never afford that.  Ms. Armstrong agreed with 
Ms. Forman that these topics should be brought up so they could be discussed.  Mr. 
Prickett agreed there should be discussion so that the least hazardous chemicals 
could be used noting only professionals are going to know.  He relayed that if 
residents go to the hardware store and use 7 or other hazardous chemicals, that is 
overkill and they are harming themselves.  He reiterated that more dialogue needs 
to take place, not discussion.  Steve Skulimoski:  1.  Commented on the gypsy 
moth spraying and advised Council and Administration that the State released their 
survey report.  He denoted that the aerial survey report stated that Township’s that 
sprayed with DET noticed a 38% reduction in defoilage as opposed to last year.  
Even towns that only sprayed one application noticed a significant reduction.  
There being no additional members of the public wishing to comment, Mrs. 
Stinney closed the meeting to public comments. 
 
Council President Mrs. Stinney convened the meeting for a short break at 11:00 
p.m. and reconvened the meeting at 11:07 p.m.   
 
SOLICITOR’S REPORT 

Mr. Bayer indicated he had nothing to report in public session. 
 
ENGINEER’S REPORT 



Mr. Chris Rehmann:  1.  Storm water outfalls that was conducted by the Public 
Works department have recognized 4 municipal outfalls that under the storm water 
management program require testing and inspection.  Mr. Rehmann noted he has 
provided a proposal which includes not only the staff required to inspect the 14 
locations but also to test which include laboratory costs.  He relayed that in a 
community, over the years people have a tendency to connect washing machines to 
the storm sewer and it discharges into the streams and these are the things that they 
have to test for to ensure they are not polluting the streams.  He advised that the 
Township has until April 2009 to comply with the schedule the State of NJ has us 
on.  He reflected that 14 locations seem like a small amount as noted by Mr. 
Prickett, but that is what is registered on the maps and what the State Inspector will 
look for in August 2009 to ensure all of the work has been completed and 
identified.  He informed that the State has the right to inspect and fine if not in 
compliance.  Mrs. Stinney asked if there will be any funding to help in this 
process. Mr. Rehmann stated no.    2.    Country Lakes Dam #3 has a sluice gate 
that is the only way to drain the lake and presently the gate cannot be raised.  Lake 
#3 cannot be drained in the event of a significant storm and the State has conveyed 
in the inspection report that they must do something to be able to fix that structure 
while they are in the process of doing the renovations.  He relayed that the State 
wants them to do something to fix that so there is always a way in an emergency 
situation to drain the lake.  He denoted that ARH has provided a proposal to have a 
structural engineer come on site, look at the gate, and make recommendations as to 
what can be done in an interim fashion until they have come up with a final 
solution for those sites.  3.  Reported that currently Alaimo Associates has 
indicated that they will be bidding the dam plans for Presidential Lakes, noting that 
bids will be received August 1st for the reconstruction of that dam.  There is a 
middle bank that was not included in what Alaimo did and this needs to be 
addressed.  The location will need to be surveyed and they need to determine the 
easiest way to handle this.  Mr. Rehmann suggests getting it declassified as a dam 
so that they don’t have to worry about it but the other option would be to breach it 
so that there is little water in the upper area.  He acknowledged that will have some 
impact on residents so they have to be careful how they propose that.  Mr. 
Rehmann indicated he has proposed to survey the middle embankment, the 
upstream lake bed and determine water level locations; where they were, what they 
would be and what they can do to improve it to meet dam safety standards.  Mr. 
Rehmann informed that the Mayor has indicated the last thing he wants done is to 
not get this resolved and not have it done so that they can’t when they build the 
other dam. He emphasized they need to address this issue as quickly as they can.  
Mr. Prickett stated that in a previous discussion, they were looking at a solution 
that would maintain the water level for those residents but turn it into some other 
structure.  Mr. Rehmann explained that between the upper water level and the 
downstream toe is 5’ and if they can drop that below that level and still effectively 
have the lake because if the lake is not deep enough there would be aquatic leaves 
and grass growing and they would end up choking the lake so there needs to be a 
balance.   He denoted they have taken out the structural inspection which is no 
longer valid according to the Business Administrator.  Council did approve the 
$111,609 construction contract for Mac Rose to repair the Woodbine Street 
drainage problem where that water is pouring onto the side yard of that individual.  
ARH is asking Council to authorize a construction management contract for ARH 
in order to ensure the work was done properly and to handle the construction of 
that particular project.  Mrs. Scull asked Council if action needed to be taken 
tonight or if the items would be on the next agenda.  Mrs. Stinney informed that 
Mayor Patriarca will be researching the funding.  The Mayor confirmed that the 



funding is not there yet and suggested no later than the next meeting to get this 
done.  Mr. Prickett asked how this would affect the Woodbine Street drainage 
problem since it has already been awarded, the money has been appropriated and 
conveyed that he needs to be there to ensure the work is done properly.  Mayor 
Patriarca apologized and stated he might have misunderstood what Mrs. Scull was 
asking.  Mr. Prickett explained that Mrs. Scull inquired if there was money 
available to cover the………Mrs. Stinney interjected and asked Mrs. Scull if she 
was asking about Presidential Lakes.  Mrs. Scull replied no, she was asking 
regarding all of the money.  Mr. Rehmann interjected and informed Woodbine is a 
little less than $20,000 for the construction.  Mr. Rehmann explained that the 
contract was awarded tonight and now ARH will draft a contract and forward to 
Mr. Bayer for his review and approval, then forward to the contractor who will 
provide his performance guarantees.  Mr. Rehmann advised it will probably be two 
to three weeks before the contractor complies.  Mr. Rehmann commented that they 
could break the first meeting in August and ARH has it covered.  Mr. Prickett 
asked Mr. Rehmann if he was going to cover it anyway.  Mr. Rehmann replied it is 
covered as far as they can go.  Mr. Prickett confirmed that it shouldn’t stop them.  
Mr. Rehmann answered no.  Mr. Prickett then asked if ARH will have enough time 
with the Presidential Lakes embankment as well.  Mr. Rehmann responded that is 
the one that they need to move on as quickly as they can because that will be a 
long receipt and they don’t want to foul up the lakes.  Mayor Patriarca conveyed 
they are on a temporary budget and they are getting very tight with funds and 
asked Mrs. Eden if it is her recommendation that the Woodbine project move to the 
next meeting.  Mrs. Eden reported that the Woodbine project should be moved to 
the next meeting and discussed in the 2008 roads and Country Lakes still has 
funding available in the 2005 Bridge Commission and Presidential Lakes is still 
depending on the cost to do the middle embankment as well.  Mayor Patriarca 
recommended that this be finalized at the next Council meeting on August 6 and 
hopefully by then the County will have finalized their Budget by then.  Mr. Inge 
conveyed that Mr. Rehmann is not the engineer for the Zoning board but at the last 
meeting he had asked Mr. Rehmann about the Lakeview Inn and if the owner had 
his filing with the Pinelands, and from what he understands he did have his filing, 
and he received permits from the Pinelands and asked why he would need a full 
blown site plan for the run off for the parking lot where they were concerned with 
water running into the lake if Pinelands already approved it and they follow the 
Pinelands guidelines.  Mr. Rehmann explained they have to comply with the 
Township ordinances which require a site plan approval by the Planning Board and 
he has to submit the data to comply.  Mrs. Scull commented that he has to follow 
the rules.  Mr. Inge confirmed that he has to pay Pinelands and come back to the 
Township and then the Township depending on whether they want that business 
there or not, can go ahead and make him do everything step by step.  Mr. Rehmann 
answered he has to comply with the law and the Pinelands does not review all of 
the items that are included in the local Planning Board Land Use regulations.  The 
Zoning Board can act in the same fashion and can approve a site plan as well as the 
Planning Board depending on if that is the Board that he went to.  Mr. Rehmann 
stated to Mr. Inge that it is difficult in the area of the Pinelands where they have to 
go to the Pinelands before they can even go to the local board.  Mr. Inge indicated 
that if one has a business that gets approval from the Pinelands and then goes in 
front of the Zoning Board they then have to do all of these things.  He expressed he 
could just redo his parking lot that he has because he just has to resurface what is 
there and just redo the building like he stated before and then he could put a bar 
right back in there and not really change the look of the property at all, yet they are 
going to have a board that will give him a hard time.  Mrs. Scull expressed that 



hopefully they won’t.  Mr. Rehmann advised that any commercial development 
that comes into Pemberton Township, ARH offers a free session in their office to 
go through the plans to try and get the applicant through the process as quickly as 
possible.  He emphasized that it is never ARH’s intention and never should be the 
Board’s intention that as long as it is a permitted use in the zone and the applicant 
complies with the ordinance, the municipal land use law states it shall be approved.  
He noted however, he has to show that he complies and that is the entire Planning 
Board process.  Mr. Bayer indicated that he does not know anything about this 
particular application but generally speaking, this town and every other town is 
obligated to apply the municipal land use law which is State law to all applications 
which is quite often like a lot of their ordinances, codified into local code as well.  
Mr. Inge noted they can also deem if there is a hardship, rule to the hardship.  Mr. 
Rehmann reported that if the Highlands area in the State of NJ, you have to do the 
same thing and if you are in the Coastal zone, you have to go to the Division of 
Coastal Resources and go through their process as well as the local process.  He 
relayed it is not discretionary on the Court’s part.  If there is an instance that he 
wants to come in and talk, call him and he will set up a meeting and be glad to 
help.  He expressed that commercial ratables are just that, they are revenue for the 
Township.   
 
MAYOR’S REPORT 

Mayor David Patriarca:  1.  Clarified that earlier he had stated to Mr. Prickett 
that the UEZ grant was funding 2 additional Police Officers and that is not correct.  
He denoted that is occurring in the Budget process, Council added two additional 
Officer’s salaries in the Budget and now Council still has to amend the ordinance 
to authorize those two additional salaries.  He further explained this is funding for 
the 2 existing officers which is the second year of the program and it pays for the 2 
existing officers.  He relayed that when Council amends the ordinance to the 59 
officers and the Budget is approved, they will be able to increase the Police 
Department by 2 officers.  He informed that currently they are still unable to 
increase the department by 2 officers with this UEZ funding; it just pays the 
salaries of the 2 officers that are currently assigned to the UEZ area.  Mayor 
Patriarca apologized for the mix up.  2.  Reiterated what Mr. Vaz mentioned 
earlier, they do not contract with Nelson Tree Service.  He expressed that Council 
should know this because they have to authorize Administration to contract with 
anyone.  The Mayor commented that he does not know why any grandstanding 
was allowed to go on in this manner.  Mayor Patriarca indicated that if Mr. Inge 
would come into his office as he is so fearful of doing, he could have made that 
clear to Mr. Inge that they do not contract with Nelson Tree Service.  The Mayor 
acknowledged that Mr. Inge uses the internet only and observed that Mr. Inge’s 
handout that he provided to choice members in regard to this matter would be 
trucks on his property and the violations that Mr. Inge believes are not violations 
and Administration believes are violations and sited the statutes in many of the 
correspondence and if Mr. Inge wants this to continue through the internet, 
Administration will be glad to put this on the internet and show the public how Mr. 
Inge is in violation and refuses as in other cases to accept what the ordinance reads.  
The Mayor remarked that Administration does not choose to go this route at this 
point but it is there if Mr. Inge wishes.  3.  Regarding the comments on the 
property maintenance ordinance, the Mayor found it odd that there were so many 
that were rallied up to attend tonight and want this to remain the same. He 
commented on the section referencing the one individual to have control and be the 
judge and jury of the entire process and then hear another group get up and start 
bashing that one individual about the job that one individual is doing but this is the 



individual they want to have sole control of an issue as delicate as this property 
maintenance code and unfit building code.  The Mayor expressed they need to 
continue to work this issue and make it a better law on the books if in fact it is a 
valid law.  He reflected that the question of the fourth amendment came up and it 
certainly is something that needs to be factored into this.  He questioned if it is a 
violation, are they in compliance and if they are and the current ordinance is 
inaccurate they need to change it.  He expressed it is certainly something they need 
to continue to work on regardless of how many people somebody brings out to 
bash an issue.   He denoted that if the issue is a valid issue and it is for the 
betterment of the community, it is a responsibility of not only the Administration 
to look in to these issues but also Council to follow up on and do what is 
necessary.   
 

BUSINESS ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT 

Chris Vaz:  1.  Clarified that there are actually five people that do the Township 
website, noting most of the pages have an individual responsibility for it.  He 
relayed that Mrs. Redmond’s employees were trained to handle Recreation’s web 
pages and he hasn’t touched Recreation’s web pages in months.  Mr. Vaz informed 
the other pages are split between Mrs. Young’s employee, Joyce, who 
Administration shares; Mrs. Brown and himself.  When there is a request it comes 
to him and he forwards the information.  Joyce is at a point now where Mrs. Young 
goes directly to her to get things on the website.  Mr. Vaz confirmed the problem 
as Mr. Skulimoski pointed out correctly with the Planning Board is that he does not 
get the agenda until unfortunately often times the day of the meeting or the day 
before the meeting at 4:30 and that is a problem that clearly needs to be resolved 
because it can’t go on the website.  Mr. Vaz advised Council is aware that 
Council’s agenda is done by Friday afternoon and the agenda is posted Friday 
afternoon or Saturday morning.  Mr. Vaz wanted to clarify that the website is 
divided and there are multiple people taking care of it.  Mr. Prickett stated to Mr. 
Vaz that months ago Council asked about a Recreation report and did receive part 
one but it has been months since hearing about part two.  Mr. Vaz confirmed he 
asked the Recreation Director before the last meeting and she promised she would 
get it done; however, he forgot to ask her this week where they stood.  Mr. Prickett 
asked if there were more teeth in an OPRA request and if an OPRA request would 
work because he is aware there are other avenues to get things done.  Mr. Vaz 
replied OPRA would provide for a report that is already finished within 7 days but 
not for a report that is in the process of being made and he promised to ask the 
Recreation Director where the report is at.  Mr. Prickett remarked that he doesn’t 
want a blame game and from his perspective, he wants to see the information.  Mr. 
Prickett reiterated that it has been a long time.  Mr. Prickett also stated that Mrs. 
Russ brought up the Property Maintenance Board and agreed that the Board has 
not met in a long period of time.  Mr. Prickett recalled that Administration has 
never taken part in that Board and asked Mr. Vaz if he could attend one of those 
meetings and members of the Property Maintenance Board would be eager to get 
this back together again.  Mr. Vaz asked Mr. Prickett if he wanted him to put 
together a meeting date and contact everybody.  Mr. Prickett answered yes and 
added that it could be another tool that is used to try to resolve some of the 
property maintenance issues in the Township without some of the other things.  
Mrs. Scull asked who the Chair of the committee is.  Mr. Prickett answered there 
was not a chair.  Mr. Vaz noted since he has been with the Township since April 
2007, there has not been any meetings.  Mr. Prickett confirmed the committee did 
not meet in 2008.  Mrs. Scull commented that one of the first things the committee 
should have done was choose a Chair.  Mr. Prickett advised he has the minutes that 



reflect the meeting and that was not the desire of the Board.  Mr. Vaz commented 
he has everyone’s’ contact information that is on the Board so they can be 
contacted.  Mr. Inge indicated that he is not afraid of the Mayor and is not afraid of 
Administration.  He expressed that he does not trust the Mayor and he does not 
trust Administration and that is why he will not go to the Mayor’s office.  He 
reiterated that it is not because he afraid of them.  Mr. Inge stated to the Mayor that 
he is not afraid of him.  The Mayor replied that he does not know where 
Administration has ever given Mr. Inge false information that he fears he will 
receive coming into their office.  Mayor Patriarca reiterated that Administration 
has never provided Mr. Inge false information and asked Mr. Inge to show him one 
time where Administration gave him false information as he states he will receive 
when he comes to Administration’s offices.  Mr. Inge replied that he came into the 
Mayor’s office once and will not come into his office again.  Mayor Patriarca 
stated he didn’t think Mr. Inge received false information in his office.  Mr. Inge 
remarked that at graduation, Pemberton Township’s Police Department was 
working for graduation at the high school and he asked why they were permitted to 
work the graduation.  Mr. Vaz asked Mr. Inge if he was asking about the Jobs In 
Blue Program; the off duty employment.  Mr. Inge replied yes and added that it 
was his understanding earlier that the officers were not going to be allowed to 
work any off duty hours.  Mr. Vaz replied that Council adopted the salary 
ordinance and adopted the new Jobs In Blue ordinance.  Mr. Inge asked if that was 
signed and approved.  Mr. Vaz stated Council approved it.  Mr. Inge then asked 
why Pemberton Boro was working in Browns Mills approximately one week ago 
instead of Pemberton Township.  Mr. Vaz replied he does not know why the Boro 
was there and suggested it might have been contracted by whoever did that before 
they knew that they were back in business.  Mr. Vaz informed that they are back in 
business with the Jobs In Blue program and advised the Mayor and he reviewed 
three or four contracts today.  He noted that Graduation was probably the first one 
because Administration was under a lot of pressure to get the new contracts done 
and get it up and running again for Project Graduation.  Mr. Vaz stated he can’t 
answer what he doesn’t know.  Mr. Inge asked if they will see Pemberton 
Township’s officers working overtime from now on.  Mayor Patriarca reported that 
Council approved the ordinance that the PBA agreed to and the part for the 
schools, the PBA didn’t have an issue with but there was still some issues they had 
with the other salary portions of that which was the contractors.  He informed that 
they allowed them to work the schools because it was an approved ordinance and 
there was a mechanism to pay that but they weren’t in agreement yet on portions of 
that so they weren’t using the other portion of that ordinance.   Mr. Inge then asked 
if they are going to let them work part of it and not the other.  Mayor Patriarca 
responded that is “their choice, not ours”.  He advised they are back in business 
and everything is settled.  He expressed that apparently there was a 
misunderstanding on their part.  Mr. Vaz reflected that they will be at St. Ann’s 
starting next Monday and there were three or four contracts on the desk today.  The 
Mayor replied they were signed today.   
 

COUNCIL MEMBER COMMENTS: 

Rick Prickett:  1.  Commented that there was not a single person that organized 
the group that came out tonight.  He expressed belief that word got out about the 
ordinance that was introduced and the public hearing in the room a number of 
weeks ago and the interest began.  He surmised that is probably how a newspaper 
reporter got interested in the story and wrote the story in the paper.  He indicated 
that if there was any reason why the people came out it is because they read the 
story in the paper and got interested in the issues.  He expressed that it is a lesson 



to the Council that the public needs information like this from the very beginning 
and this is not what happened in this entire chain of events.  He relayed there were 
two people speaking at the meeting in June 2008 and they need to change the way 
they do business to make sure the public has the information they need on the web.  
2.  Reported having participated in a fashion show at the Senior Center and it was 
terrific.  3.  Thanked everyone that came out. 
 
Sherry Scull:  1.  Doesn’t understand why the ordinance that was in Council’s 
packet was not on the website.  Mayor Patriarca reported that he was requested by 
a Council member to put it on the web and he failed to bring it to the webmaster.  
He clarified there was no intent to keep it off the web and was clearly something 
that got lost in the mix.  Mrs. Scull added that while she does think there was an 
effort by some person or persons to create a problem, she has doubts in her mind 
about that from some of the comments that were made, not only here but 
throughout the last week or so.  She thinks it is a shame that that happened.  She 
expressed that discussion is good and she is always looking for the public to come 
out and speak and doesn’t like it though when people are misled and unfortunately 
she knows as a public official, they are all subject to being attacked and that is 
something that goes along with being elected.  She noted she does have a problem 
when it is done for an individual’s own personal, so they think, gain or publicity.  
She reflected that this ordinance is already on the books and that is something that 
individuals present tonight were not really listening to.  She pointed out that 
unfortunately if they had this, they could have seen that things have been rewritten 
and that might have helped things a little bit.  She indicated that the issues that 
seem to upset the public the most such as 5 residents of the Township, if it’s part of 
the law, its part of the law, that’s not something Council has jurisdiction over 
unfortunately.  Mrs. Scull suggested that the part under 92.-4 be deleted if they are 
going to look at this further.  She suggested letting them look at the law and see 
that they have the right for 5 residents to do this if they want and they don’t need to 
put it out there.  She expressed that if they are going to follow through and she 
believes that something needs to be done because a Code Enforcement Officer 
should not be the individual and she is not talking about the individual that is there 
now, but for issues of this importance, it does need to have better checks and 
balances.  She denoted that many of the people that were present tonight and are 
upset about this are some of the same people that have complained about the 
selective code enforcement that has gone on in this community.  She commented 
that no one will sit here and say they don’t know of instances.  She expressed that 
unfortunately, Mrs. Russ is right.  Mrs. Scull stated she knows of families that have 
been harassed because they dared to speak out and they weren’t agreed with by the 
Police or a Code Enforcement Officer.  Mrs. Stinney agreed.  Mrs. Scull stated she 
can be voted out the next time and she is not going to change her attitude and she is 
here to represent the public and the public needs a change in the way they do code 
enforcement in the Township.  She reflected that they ran on that and she sticks 
with it and if things have to be changed that’s good but something needs to be done 
about code enforcement in Pemberton Township.  She indicated that they need to 
put in that it is done with a warrant so that even though they know that is the intent 
that they can’t go in somebody’s house without a warrant if it makes the public feel 
better that it actually says that, then they need to put it in writing.  She shared that 
she was glad to see folks came out tonight and thinks it is wonderful to have public 
input.  She wants the public to have the correct information and not coming out 
looking like a lynch mob because they have been given the wrong information 
because unfortunately that has happened.  Mr. Prickett asked Mrs. Scull if she has 
documents that show this.  Mrs. Scull replied to Mr. Prickett that he knows darn 



well some of this stuff has happened at times.  Mr. Prickett replied that he does not.  
Mrs. Scull asked Mr. Prickett why he even makes those comments.  Mrs. Stinney 
asked Mrs. Scull if she has any more comments and added that Mr. Prickett has 
had his comments.  Mrs. Scull stated she knows Mr. Prickett has had his comments 
and asked if he is feeling guilty because she certainly wasn’t aiming anything at 
him.  2.  Mrs. Scull conveyed the Senior Barbie Boutique Fashion Show was a 
tremendous, positive thing in their community.   There are a lot of positive things 
that go on here in Pemberton Township.   
 
Tom Inge:  1.  Thanked everyone for coming out tonight. 
 
Ken Cartier:  1.  Thanked everyone for coming out tonight and added that it is 
nice to hear different voices.  2.  There is a lot to think about regarding the property 
maintenance ordinance and appreciates the input received and some things need to 
be looked at wholeheartedly by the entire Council.  Everyone will have a chance in 
the next 3 weeks to look at this on the internet and he encourages everyone to do so 
and come back with comments at the next meeting.  3.  Congratulated Pemberton 
Township’s 15 year old Babe Ruth baseball player for advancing out of the region 
and will be in the State tournament.  Wished them good luck.  4.  Wished everyone 
a safe trip home. 
 
Diane Stinney:  1.  Thanked everyone for coming out tonight.  She expressed it is 
so important that they listen with a tentative ear to the public.  She noted she is a 
firm believer in that and won’t back down, she will listen and invites and 
encourages everyone to come out.  She relayed that she humbly appreciates the 
Mayor for acknowledging that it was talked about having the ordinance put on the 
website and some times those things just happen and slips through.  She noted that 
she accepts positive criticism.   2.  Thanked everyone for coming out, wished them 
a blessed trip home and advised she looks forward to seeing everyone at the next 
meeting.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:48 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Mary Ann Young, CMC 
Township Clerk 
 


