
CITY OF HACKENSACK
MINUTES

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING
TUESDAY, MARCH 12, 2019

    The Committee-of-the-Whole Meeting of the City Council of the City of
Hackensack  was  held  at  City  Hall,  65  Central  Avenue,  Hackensack,  New
Jersey, on Tuesday, March 12, 2019.

 The meeting was called to order at 6:05 p.m. by Mayor Labrosse and
he asked the City Clerk to call the roll.

Present:  Mayor Labrosse, Deputy Mayor Canestrino, Deputy Mayor
Sims  and  Councilwoman Von  Rudenborg  were  in  attendance.  Councilman
Battaglia  was  absent.   City  Manager  Ted  Ehrenburg  and Attorney  Steven
Kleinman were present.  

Ms.  Karlsson: “In  accordance  with  the  Open  Public  Meetings  Act,
Chapter 231, Laws of 1975, adequate notice of this meeting was provided by
sending a notice to The Record and the Star-Ledger and by posting a copy on
the Bulletin Board in City Hall."

Flag Salute 

Manager’s Report:  

Resolution – Vegetative Mgmt. Response Act:  This is a resolution
in response to NJSA 40:64-12 that would expand the purview of any public
utilities such as electric, gas, water, and pipeline or cablevision company to
clear, remove, cut,  or destroy any tree, shrub, or plant without municipal
permission.  I think this is just to prevent them from coming in to cut up any
trees and such.  Residents then call up and complain what did you do to the
beautiful  trees  in  front  of  our  residence?  Utility  company  came  in  and
chopped it and we have no say.  This would allow the utilities to respond to
cities before they decide to do what they want.  They are asking for the
Council’s support.  

Condo & Co-op Advisory Board:  We got a letter from Constance
Bovino who is going to resign as chairperson because of her employment
conditions.   She  wants  to  remain  on  the  Board.   She  did  not  offer  a
recommendation of  someone to fill  the spot.   Connie and Murray in their
service  have  served  the  city  well  and  have  always  been  supportive  and
proactive.  
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Deputy  Mayor  Canestrino  responded  –  I  spoke  with  Annette  prior  to  the
meeting and I think what makes most sense is to have suggestions come
from  the  Board,  they  know  their  members  the  best.   We  want  to  find
someone who wants to do this.  They really built that Board up, there was
only a few folks and now there is a lot more and they deserve a lot of credit.
It is not easy to get people to join.  They have been quite successful with
LTAC, the toxic waste, the flight path.  They have a good sense of city issues
and are willing to put in the time and effort to get things done.     

Intro to Ordinance – Microbreweries:   City Attorney – As we all
know a second microbrewery opened up within the city and currently our
ordinance  governing  licensed  alcohol  establishments  does  not  address
microbreweries.  They are licensed under the State’s authority rather than
the City.  We have established an ordinance covering rules and regulations
for them, making sure their staff is properly licensed, that they don’t serve
intoxicated patrons and so forth.  Because of the nature of the ordinance, we
have sent it to the State ABC in Trenton.  I have not heard back yet.  I am
hoping we heard back by the March 26 meeting. 

M&M Building – Gym Floor Options:  We are working diligently to
get the building moving forward and get ready for spring use.  Mayor and
Council have two options of the floor.  Option one is the Indian head seal and
option two is a very large H.  Both would be with or without a blue border of
the gym floor that would read Hackensack Recreation.   The other option is to
add the volleyball lines in as well.  

Mayor Labrosse responded -   I have no problem with the H and Hackensack
Recreation border.  Kathy bought up a great point if you split the gym into
two, you would cut Mr. Oritam in half.  

Deputy Mayor Canestrino responded – I like the H.  Let’s just see how the
seating is to be sure. 

Deputy Mayor Sims responded – The border will  be blue with Hackensack
Recreation in gold and the volleyball lines will be grey.  

PILOTs:  Deputy Mayor Canestrino -   It seems like right now there is a
lot of misinformation floating around about PILOTs.  Stephanie and I had our
monthly meeting with the BOE and we have reviewed all of this with them.
There are three ways you can make payments to support the city. The first is
regular taxes which are computed by your property which is assessed at a
certain value, the city has a tax rate, multiply the tax rate by the assessed
value and that is what you pay which is distributed 7% to the County, and
the remainder is almost evenly split between the City and the schools.  To
encourage folks to make investments, in areas of towns and cities that are
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almost  blighted,  the  State  has  two  tools.   One  of  them is  a  5-year  tax
abatement and the other is a PILOT (payment in lieu of taxes).  In order to be
considered for a 5-year abatement, the property has to have a rehabilitation
designation.  The State defines certain criteria that needs to be met.   The
planner goes out and does a study, it gets sent to the state to prove this
particular area is  in need of rehabilitation.   Once that is  done,  it  doesn’t
mean they automatically get a 5-year abatement.   It just means they are
able to ask for one.  Your original taxes stay the same, the improvements will
be phased in over 5 years.  At the 5th year, you will be up to paying full taxes.
The distribution of that money is the same for regular taxes with a certain
amount going to the county, school, and the city.  The third is a PILOT and in
order to even be eligible,  you have to have a redevelopment designation
which is a similar process to the rehab designation.  The criteria are just a
little tougher.  Once that happens, what we do in our city which isn’t a State
requirement,  we  require  the  requestor  to  submit  a  fiscal  impact  analysis
which details all of the project’s financials and any impact to the city such as
schools, sewers, etc.  The projected numbers are based on studies.    The
State  allows  you  to  base  the  PILOT  on  two  things,  either  the  cost  of
construction or  the revenue in  the city  that  the property is  making.   We
always go with the revenue-based PILOT.  Construction is static.  Once that
money  is  determined  and  paid,  it  is  not  going  to  grow over  time where
revenue is going to increase.  The more money the project makes, the more
money the city makes.  The State requirement is that they pay between 10
and 15% of their gross revenue.  The way the payments are distributed with
a PILOT is different than the other two.  PILOT 5% of that go to the county
and the remaining 95% of that goes to the City.  To be determined as an area
in need of redevelopment, there is generally infrastructure requirements to
make the project feasible.    We know there is sewer work and street work
that needs to be done.  Just to have developers come in to develop Main
Street, they wanted it to be a two-way street.  All the expenditures come
back to the city to be funded.  The State also requires that if these projects
make more than a 12% profit, that money comes back to the city as well.
The State says you can give PILOTs between 10 and 30 years.  The City has 3
things it looks at before we decide on a PILOT. The first thing we ask is does
it  align with the city’s vision?  Redeveloping the downtown is part  of  our
vision.  We have recently expanded it to areas near the train station.  The
next  thing  we  look  at  is,  does  this  project  retain  the  integrity  of  our
neighborhoods?  We are not putting apartments in residential areas by single
family  homes.   The  third  question  is,  is  there  a  financial  return  on  our
investment?  If we are going to invest and let you be part of this process,
what is in it for us?  Here is what they are paying now, here is what they will
be paying in the first year of the PILOT.  A PILOT can never pay less than
what they are currently paying in taxes.  It can never go backwards.  This
enables the developers to get the financing they need.  Why are we doing
this?  We are doing this to bring more revenue into the city.  It has been
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decades since we saw any significant residential project in the downtown.
This rehab zone was defined a number of years ago, just for the downtown
which  provided  zoning  for  mixed  use  and  the  ability  to  have  a  5-year
abatement.    When they wish to have more than a 5 year, they pay for and
go through the redevelopment study for them to even be able to apply for a
PILOT.   In  addition  to  providing  infrastructure  support,  we  also  want  to
provide  tax  relief  for  the  residents.    The  bottom  line  by  getting  more
revenue, this will eventually enable us to control and keep the taxes level.
Do we leave the downtown as it is and not recognize its true potential?  Do
we offer the PILOT as an incentive?  I think you see by all the projects on
Main Street that our decision was yes, we are going to take that step forward
and  offer  these  incentives  to  bring  development  into  the  city.   The  old
Oratani Field Club was paying $56,000 in taxes per year prior to developing
into a 254-unit apartment complex.  Year one PILOT payment on that along is
projected to be $700,000.  In addition, you are taking a property that was
falling apart  and making it  into something that is  beautiful.   Without  the
PILOT,  the banks will  not  fund them.  The PILOT provides stability to the
banking institutions.  Right now we are only receiving payments from one
project which is on State and Warren.  As of 2018 their PILOT payment was
$266,000 a year.  We recently renegotiated it with them as this PILOT was
defined before we came into office.  It  will  up that number to $468,000.
Since 2017, we have bought in close to a million dollars in new things that
are fully taxable such as The Vue apartments on Polifly by Rt 80, Westy’s
self-storage, ALDI’s, the changes to Giant Food Market.    We are hoping to
see the  payments  grow to  $5 million  by 2021 and $10 million  by  2024.
Timelines are difficult to manage, I am giving you dates that the developers
are  giving  to  us.   This  is  a  very  safe  plan  to  downtown  success.   The
misinformation is  let’s  get the developers to pay for a new school,  other
towns are doing this.  I did some research and will tell you why that is not a
realistic option.  You can not go in and tell a developer to build you a new
school.  Let’s talk about Jersey City.  Up until recently, they were an abbot
district and the State builds all of those schools for free.  Jersey City has been
doing this for 20-30 years, we just started.  Jersey City currently receives
$139 million a year in PILOT payments, compared to our $266,000.  In 2017,
they  started  to  give  10% of  their  PILOT  payment  to  the  schools.   Their
infrastructure upgrades that the City had to do are pretty much over at this
point, while we are just beginning.  Woodbridge has also been doing PILOTs
for a while and they are anticipating $30 million a year in PILOTs.  They are
funding a bond for a new school from their PILOT money, a $44 million-dollar
bond. North Bergen is receiving about $2.5 million in PILOTS now and they
expect a large increase should they build this powerplant.  They are looking
to bond for a school but again it is only a $34 million-dollar bond.  We are just
not there yet.  We are just starting.  Our commitment to the schools has
always been if there is an impact on your schools, we will sit down with you
and give you money to support that impact.  The analysis does not project
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that there will be a lot of kids but until we get through it, we don’t know.  We
are not now and we never plan to be Jersey City.  We are not planning on 20
or 30 story building.  We have one that will be 14 stories, but everything else
is 5 or 6.  We want to make this downtown an amenity for our residents.  If
we can get to the $10 million-dollar mark by 2024 that’s almost 10% of our
city budget.  Just to recap, developers are not paying for schools, it is not a
negotiated item.  Cities that have been and continue to collect these large
amounts of money from their PILOTs, they may use a percentage of that to
help fund some things for the schools and when we are there, we will talk
about that too but we are not there.  The schools that are being built are 34
to 44 million-dollar bonds, not even close to the $170 million-dollar bond that
was being proposed here.   This  type of  redevelopment does not  support
school  children.  These PILOT payments can reasonably fund a lot  of  the
infrastructure  improvements  we  need  in  the  city  and  our  goal  is  to
accomplish this without hurting the taxpayers.  When you pay your taxes, it
is a single check so if your taxes increase by $100, does it matter to you that
the  $100 came from the schools  or  from the city?   Our  schools  got  the
largest increase in State aid this year throughout the county.  The schools are
receiving  $22  million  in  State  aid  this  year.   This  is  an  increase  of
approximately $8 million over the last 3 years.  The State aid to the schools
has increased substantially.  The city would never think of asking the schools
for a portion of this money because it is meant to be for the schools, the
same is true with PILOT money being meant for the City.    This is something
the  state  provides  so  cities  like  ours  that  are  aging  can  update  their
infrastructure.   The city  is  also  in  the  process  of  paying  back 30 million
dollars in tax appeals.  The city didn’t receive the entire 30 million, part goes
to the county and about half goes to the schools, so we only got 13 million of
the 30 million but we have to pay it all back.  We are not complaining about
that.  That is just how it works.  Our plan is to work with the schools and get
the  renovations  done  as  soon  as  possible.   That  is  a  commitment  from
everyone sitting here.   I  know it  is  difficult  to understand some of  these
things, how this really works, so my intent tonight was to try and enlighten
folks with a few more facts.  

Mayor Labrosse responded – All this work also creates a tremendous amount
of  jobs  in  the  area  and  will  create  a  very  vibrant  pedestrian  friendly
downtown.  It will create a lot of new businesses coming into the rehab zone
which will create more jobs.  The PILOT program is a state program designed
to help aging downtowns redevelop.  The money from the PILOTs are meant
to repair our aging infrastructure and to give tax relief to the residents which
it will do.  

A motion to open to the public was offered by Deputy Mayor Canestrino and
seconded by Deputy Mayor Sims.
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Regina DiPasqua – Parker Avenue – Hackensack – I understand there is no
addition taxes on the PILOTs until they make money. None goes to the school
however in the meantime are they paying the base tax on the land and will
the school continue to get their 43% on the land even though there is PILOT?

City Manager responded – The taxes are maintained on the property even
during the redevelopment.  All taxes that the BOE would be owed is paid.  

Deputy Mayor Canestrino responded – That was the original intent but I think
that has changed recently.  I think that was the old arrangement.  Let me
check with Brian and find out when it goes into effect.  The change may be
that it all gets incorporated into the PILOT payment.  

Tom Losissoro – Second Street - All Points Towing – Hackensack – I have a
question on resolution 106-19 on the commercial vehicle parking ordinance.
There is  a  schedule  6 that  lists  the streets  of  commercial  vehicles  being
banned from parking there.  I could not find it.  

City Attorney responded – There is a reference to Chapter 170, Section 55.
Second Street is not on the list.  On the streets listed you are not allowed to
park  any  vehicle  above  4  tons  unless  you  are  actively  picking  up  or
delivering  materials.   Any  other  street  not  listed,  whatever  rules  and
regulations are in effect for those streets would apply.  We could send this to
the appropriate person to decide if there should be additions or deletions.
The last ordinance change to the list was 2007.  There is not much change
because these trucks are already excluded from these streets except for the
pick up and delivery of materials.  All the ordinance change tonight does is
authorize the towing of those vehicles.  This just gives us another option
instead of just ticketing it.  

John Evans – Linden Street – Hackensack – I would like to thank Bridget from
the Building Department for being so helpful in explaining some changes on
the property adjacent to mine.  With respect to the winter 2019 newsletter, it
references  2018  road  repaving  three  streets  in  the  Fairmount  section,
Fairmount, Elm, and North Prospect and I disagree with that.  They have been
patched  numerous  times  but  have  not  been  re-paved  since  the  Zisa
administration.  In 2018, only a couple of blocks on Lewis Street were re-
paved.  The state of the streets in the Fairmount section are an irritant to the
residents and a risk to their property values.  Lincoln has been re-patched
every year for about 20 years.  I would request that we do the job properly
and remove the pavement, resurface, and be up front with taxpayers.  

City  Manager  responded  –  The  city  has  set  aside  2  million  dollars  for
repaving, and milling.  There is a complete list of the streets that we are
going to pave in 2019.  We have reached out to the utility companies to
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make sure we don’t repave streets that they are going to dig up.  We have
hired a traffic engineer to do a 5 year assessment of our roads.  We have
also hired an outside contractor to assist us with pot hole patching.  

No one else wished to speak.

A motion to close to the public was offered by Deputy Mayor Canestrino and
seconded by Deputy Mayor Sims.  

Council
Member

Intr
o

Secon
d Yes No

Abstai
n

Absen
t

Excuse
d

Von 
Rudenborg X  
Deputy 
Mayor 
Canestrino X X  

Deputy 
Mayor Sims X X  

Battaglia X  
Mayor 
Labrosse X  

CITY OF HACKENSACK

A RESOLUTION CALLING FOR AN EXECUTIVE MEETING OF THE CITY
COUNCIL FOR THE FOLLOWING PURPOSES:

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of the City of Hackensack deem it
necessary to discuss certain actions under Section 7b7 & 7b8 of the Open
Public Meetings Act which pertains to matters falling within attorney-client
privilege,  on-going  litigation  and  personnel  matters  concerning  the
employment of a current or prospective public employee(s).

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of the City of Hackensack is of the
opinion that such circumstances may presently exist; and

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to discuss the following issues:

1. Personnel Matters 
2. On-going  Litigation  –  Zisa  v.  Hackensack,

Nunnermacker v. Hackensack
3. Matters involving attorney/client privilege 
4. Matters involving the purchase, lease or acquisition of

real property 
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5. Any  pending  or  anticipated  litigation  or  contract
negotiations 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council of
the City of Hackensack deem it necessary to exclude the public from this
discussion.  The outcome of the discussion will be disclosed within 90 days or
at such time as the interests of the City do not require confidentiality.

Motion to adjourn Executive Session meeting was offered by Councilwoman
Von Rudenborg and seconded by Deputy Mayor Sims.  Meeting adjourned at
8:08 PM. 

Motion  to  adjourn  COW  meeting  was  offered  by  Councilwoman  Von
Rudenborg and seconded by Deputy Mayor Sims.  Meeting adjourned at 8:09
PM.

APPROVED by the Mayor and Council on March 26, 2019.

ATTEST:  ____________________________
CITY CLERK
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