
        Municipal Building 

Park Ridge, NJ 

 September 30, 2025– 7:00 P.M. 

A Special Meeting of the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Park Ridge was called to order at 

the above time, place and date. 

Mayor Misciagna asked Councilman Metzdorf to lead everyone in the Pledge of Allegiance to 

the Flag. 

Present:  Councilmember Fenwick, Councilmember Metzdorf, Councilmember Goldsmith and 

Councilmember Cozzi, Councilmember Mintz, Council President Hoffman and Mayor 

Misciagna  

Absent:    

Also Present: 

Magdalena Giandomenico, Borough Admin/ Clerk 

Connie Carpenter, CFO  

John Dunlea, Borough Engineer  

Mayor Misciagna Reads Compliance Statement, as required by Open Public Meeting Act, 

P.L. 1975, Chapter 231.

Open Public Meetings Act -(N.J.S.A. 10:4-6) 

According to the Open Public Meetings Act, this meeting of September 30, 2025, was sent to the 

Bergen Record and published on September 17, 2025, posted on the bulletin board in the 

Municipal Building and on Park Ridge’s website and has remained continuously posted as the 

required notice under the Statute. In addition, a copy of this notice is and has been available to 

the public and is on file in the office of the Municipal Clerk. 

-------------------------------------------------- 

Mayor Misciagna welcomed attendees and explained the meeting’s purpose: to present 

information on the proposed dredging referendum. He outlined the three primary topics: 

1. Engineering overview of the dredging project;

2. Financing options and tax implications;

3. Explanation of the referendum ballot mechanics.

He also emphasized this referendum is nonbinding, and that the Council retains ultimate decision 

authority. 

------------------------------------------------- 

Approved, October 28, 2025
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1. John Dunlea- Borough Engineer:

• The Borough has secured a $1.5 million state grant toward the project.

• Two funding scenarios were evaluated:

• Option A: up to $5 million local debt + $1.5 million grant = $6.5 million total

• Option B: up to $10 million local debt + $1.5 million grant = $11.5 million total

• Estimated dredge depths:

• Option A: 6.5 to 7.8 feet

• Option B: 13 to 15.2 feet

• Projected useful life (without further maintenance):

• Option A: 13 to 16 years

• Option B: 26 to 31 years

The Borough Engineer explained that the analysis focused on dredging the lower two-thirds of 

the pond (southern portion), deemed to provide the greatest benefit for the cost. He described 

how the pond’s existing conditions were modeled in AutoCAD Civil 3D; volumes and disposal 

costs were estimated accordingly. Construction will be phased: dredge sections in sequence; 

stockpile silt onsite until sufficiently dry, then haul off. He confirmed that any existing 

vegetation and silt in the dredged area would be removed, restoring it to its former profile (not 

expanding the pond). 

2. Jeff Bliss – Borough Auditor:

The Borough Auditor reviewed the two project options again, their debt implications, and

how costs translate to individual taxpayers:

• Option A: $5 million bonded over 25 years → cost to a $500,000 assessed home:

$101/year

• Option B: $10 million bonded over 25 years → cost to a $500,000 assessed home:

$202/year

• He clarified that the figures on the ballot (2.02, 4.04) refer to tax rate points (cents), not

percentages. The present total tax rate is $3.33; under Option A, it would rise to 2.02

points above, and under Option B, 4.04 points above (in the municipal portion). He

emphasized that these are maximum limits; any additional grants received will reduce the

debt issuance or directly pay down debt. The interest rate assumption used is 4% over 25

years; actual rates at the time of bonding may be lower (~3.75–3.85% currently).

Councilman Fenwick asked Mr. Bliss what the tax increase is on only the municipal portion of 

property taxes: 

• The municipal portion accounts for ~21% of the total tax bill.

• Under Option A: ~2.8% increase (municipal portion)

• Option B: ~5.7% increase (municipal portion)

For context: average $500,000 home has a total tax bill of ~$16,650; municipal portion ~$3,495. 

• Under Option A, that home’s total bill increases by $101; under Option B, by $202.

• Debt payments would be built into the annual budget over the 25-year period.
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3. Maggie Giandomenico- Borough Administrator/ Clerk: 

Our ballot for the 2025 General Election will have a two-page ballot design: 

• Page 1: candidate elections 

• Page 2: referendum question 

 

• Referendum Page includes three separate questions: 

1. Option A: Should the Borough incur up to $5M debt for dredging? (Yes/No) 

2. Option B: Should the Borough incur up to $10M debt for dredging? (Yes/No) 

3. Option C: Should the Borough dredge at all? (Yes/No) 

 

• Voters may vote independently on each option (i.e. vote “yes” or “no” on any or all). 

•  Ballot printing: first page shows candidates, then voter clicks to proceed to referendum 

page. The vote is only counted after both printed pages are placed into the vote scanner 

(receives two clicks). She cautioned that some explanatory text (e.g., “No impact”) may 

appear condensed or small, but the official ballot will be more legible. Sample ballots are 

available in the back and from the Bergen County Clerk; voters are encouraged to review 

them. 

 

 

4. Eric Pali - 155 Midland Ave 

• Question 1: What are the risks of not doing the dredging project? 

o Borough Engineer: Pond plays a role in stormwater management. Risks include 

increased maintenance due to clogged drainage and worsening stormwater issues. 

• Question 2: Has there been a study to determine where the silt is coming from? 

o Borough Engineer: No formal study identifying exact sediment sources; 

however, upstream areas (Montvale, New York, etc.) are contributors. Argument 

has been used to apply for federal funding. Mayor Misciagna spoke with 

Congressman Gotheimer about it.  

• Question 3: Any effort to reach out to Rockland County or other towns for upstream 

erosion control? 

o Councilman Fenwick: Reached out to Rockland County Executive with no 

response. Exploring legal options against bad actors (e.g., Shell gas station in 

Montvale spill in the 1980s). 

• Question 4: Has the material been tested for possible reuse? 

o Borough Engineer: Tested in 2012; currently being tested again. Ideally, 

material could be reused under parking lots or similar applications if not 

hazardous. 
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5. Phil Whitmer - 2 Hall Court  

Question 1: Why is Rockland County not responsible for costs? 

1. Response: Efforts have been made, but they view it as Park Ridge’s problem. 

Question 2: What dredging method will be used? 

2. Borough Engineer: Not finalized. Options include long-arm excavators, wedge 

dredging (vacuum method), cranes. Final method will be based on bids and 

contractor choice. 

Question 3: Liability if contaminants are stirred and enter the reservoir? 

3. Borough Engineer: Sediment is being tested. Material is not classified as toxic 

but exceeds direct residential contact standards (e.g., PAHs – Polycyclic Aromatic 

Hydrocarbons). Care will be taken to avoid runoff. GZA Environmental is 

conducting new testing to confirm current contamination levels. 

Question 4: Can dredged material be used to prevent Memorial Field flooding? 

4. Borough Engineer: Would be considered, but public health risks and soil 

classification may limit reuse. When we start the project we would discuss all 

options. 

Question 5: Can Open Space Tax funds be used? 

5. Mayor Misciagna: Yes, but limited (~$150,000/year). Project far exceeds that 

amount. 

6. Barry Stein - 59 Park Avenue 

• Stated much of the silt is likely hazardous due to road sweeping waste. 

• Mr. Stein sked if alternatives to dredging had been explored (e.g., converting pond to 

streams). 

o Mayor Misciagna: Yes, multiple options including removing dam were 

considered but found cost prohibitive. Keeping the pond is the current plan. 

• Commented that deeper pond won’t stop flooding without controlling water level. 

o Mayor agreed in the long run. Dredging increases volume temporarily, but doesn't 

change overflow levels. 

 

7. Jim LaGrosa - 173 N. Maple Ave – Retired SUEZ Dam Expert (50 years’ experience) 

• Highlighted upstream flow from Wegmans and Montvale into Silver Lake. 

• Confirmed significant sediment buildup due to runoff. 

• Asked: 

o What is dam elevation and soil depth? 

o Is sluice gate motorized for flood control? 

o Where will dredged material go and how many truckloads? 

o How long will it take? 
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o Impact on surrounding roads from truck traffic? 

• Borough Engineer: Dam is inspected regularly. Sediment will be staged, dewatered, and 

hauled over months. Volume and disposal remain top logistical and cost challenges. 

• Offered to assist the borough with planning. 

o Mayor accepted and encouraged involvement. 

 

8. Harry Herman - 235 N. Maple 

• Criticized lack of contribution from Veolia Water (formerly Suez). 

• Noted that Silver Lake acts as a filtration system before water enters reservoir. 

• The Mayor stated he met with them and cited past cooperation requests with Veolia (e.g., 

installing gates), but no financial support and they were not interested in helping.  

• Suggested Veolia and upstream towns should share costs or be held liable. 

o Mayor: Veolia declined involvement. Borough lacks clear legal path to compel 

participation, but remains open to pursuing legal avenues if viable. 

 

Councilman Fenwick: Shared frustration about damage from the dam and pond, mentioning 

Shell or other entities as potential parties responsible and acknowledged interest in pursuing 

legal action, with four attorneys on the council who could investigate if "bad actors" could be 

held financially responsible. 

 

9. Marley: Questioned what enhancements, besides dredging, might be part of the project: 

Improved parking access, Fishing areas, Removal of the island growth, Walkways or 

signage, etc. The Mayor stated there is a lot we can do but we need to first need to know 

what the residents want regarding dredging, right now it is a swamp. The Resident asked 

what would happen to the untouched top one-third of the pond (“the grove”). 

10. Andrew Gajgeri - 142 Pascack Road -Resident asked about signage or posters at the 

polling place to clarify referendum options (A, B, C). The Borough Clerk stated 

Electioneering rules prohibit materials within 100 feet of the voting booth. However, 

informational materials can be posted further away. Borough may place sample ballots and 

explanations on its website, newsletters, etc. 

Councilman Fenwick: Fish & Wildlife / Resident Reports: Stated that state fish & 

wildlife would restock trout, bass, or sunfish if ~80% of shoreline is fishable and sufficient 

water depth is restored. 

The Borough Engineer discussed proposed maintenance strategies: Periodic skimming to reduce 

buildup. Installing riprap, rock walls, or sediment catch systems at pond inlets but issues are 

always with NJDEP with what they allow it. Use of copper sulfate treatments to reduce algae and 

odor.  

11.Jane Delisandro - 157 North Maple Avenue - Resident on the lakefront, she loves to take 

pictures of the town and is for the dredging. The pond should be a “jewel” of the town. Recalled 

past recreational use: kayaking, ice-skating. Noted that a $100/year tax increase (~$8.33/mo) 

would be acceptable for many 
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12. Bernard Schneider - 52 North Maple Avenue - Longtime resident who boated on the lake 

in youth. Concerned about inflation and cost overruns. Asked about safeguards: Councilman 

Fenwick assured there is a 10% contingency included, and interest rate assumptions are 

conservative. 

13. Jim Lavin - 61 Mill Road - Commented on the long history of the issue. Praised volunteer 

cleanup (Boy Scouts, Green Team). Urged residents to support the referendum to restore the 

pond. 

14. Laura Clark - 5 Fairview Court 

• Asked how to vote if one supports maximum funding. 

• Council clarified: 

o Option A: $5M bond 

o Option B: $10M bond 

o Option C: General dredging approval (Yes = support dredging, No = oppose 

dredging) 

• Confusion acknowledged over ballot language vs explanatory statement, which retained 

outdated “Do not dredge” phrasing. 

• Council explained that the county clerk rejected the original version and mandated 

phrasing changes, creating the discrepancy. 

 

15. Carrie Shelby - 71 Mill Road 

• Stated she had been actively informing neighbors using now-inaccurate materials. 

• Requested stronger communication from the Borough beyond Friday emails. 

• Suggested a town-wide mailing to clarify the ballot language and implications. 

 

16. Mr. Stein Jr. -  

• Urged pragmatic thinking: “It’s a cup of coffee” per month in taxes, let’s fix out program 

it’s $8 a month. 

• Emphasized concern about traffic disruptions from dump trucks during dredging and 

thinks that is more of a concern, we should fix our program.  

 

 

-------------------------------------------------- 

 

ADJOURN 

A motion was made by Councilman Mintz and seconded by Councilman Fenwick  to adjourn the 

Regular Mayor and Council Meeting and go into closed session. All in favor.  Meeting adjourned 

at 8:44 P.M. 
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