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MINUTES OF THE BOARD MEETING 

THE SOMERSET RARITAN VALLEY SEWERAGE AUTHORITY    

MAY 19, 2025 

 

 

Minute 1 - Opening of Meeting 

 

The Board Meeting of the Somerset Raritan Valley Sewerage Authority was called to order at 

7:01 P.M. by Chairman Edward Machala. 

 

Minute 2 - Open Public Meetings Announcement 

 

The Open Public Meeting Announcement was read by the Executive Director, Ronald S. 

Anastasio. 

 

Minute 3 - Roll Call 
 

Robert Albano Absent* John Murphy Present  

Pamela Borek Present  Michael Pappas Absent** 

Daniel Croson Absent  Philip Petrone Present 

Gary DiNardo Present Reinhard Pratt Present 

Vincent Dominach Present Frank Scarantino Absent 

Michael Impellizeri Present Edward Machala Present 

Joseph Lifrieri Present   

 

*Mr. Albano joined the meeting at 7:06 pm 

**Mr. Pappas joined the meeting at 7:08 pm 

 

Authority Staff 

Ronald Anastasio, P.E., Executive Director Present  

Sherwin Ulep, P.E., Asst. Executive Director/Manager of Engineering Present 

Anthony Tambasco, Plant Superintendent Present (Teams) 

Michael Ingenito, Chief Plant Operator Present (Teams) 

Ellie Hoffman, P.E., Regulatory Compliance Engineer Present (Teams) 

Linda Hering, Human Resources Manager Present 

Christian Santiago, Staff Engineer Present (Teams) 

Gerry Zielonka, Maintenance Supervisor Absent 

Timothy Wojcicki, Asst. Chief Plant Operator Present (Teams) 

Peter Wozniak, Chief Financial Officer Absent 

  

Professional Staff 

Thomas Schoettle, P.E., CDM Smith Present  

Brad Carney, Esq., Maraziti Falcon, LLP Present  

 

Minute 4 – Pledge of Allegiance 

 

All in attendance saluted the flag. 
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Minute 5 – Approval of Minutes: 

 

1. Board Meeting Open Session Minutes –  April 28, 2025  

 

Upon a Motion of Ms. Borek, Second of Mr. Lifrieri, the Minutes of the April 28, 2025 Meeting 

(Open Session) were approved, by the following Roll Call Vote:      

 

Roll Call Vote: 

 

Robert Albano Absent* John Murphy Yes 

Pamela Borek Yes Michael Pappas Absent** 

Daniel Croson Absent Philip Petrone Abstain 

Gary DiNardo Yes Reinhard Pratt Yes 

Vincent Dominach Abstain Frank Scarantino Absent 

Michael Impellizeri Yes Edward Machala Yes 

Joseph Lifrieri Yes   

 

 

2. Board Meeting Closed Session Minutes –  April 28, 2025  

 

Upon a Motion of Ms. Borek, Second of Mr. Impellizeri, the Minutes of the April 28, 2025 

Meeting (Closed Session) were approved, by the following Roll Call Vote:      

 

Roll Call Vote: 

 

Robert Albano Absent* John Murphy Yes 

Pamela Borek Yes Michael Pappas Absent** 

Daniel Croson Absent Philip Petrone Abstain 

Gary DiNardo Yes Reinhard Pratt Yes 

Vincent Dominach Abstain Frank Scarantino Absent 

Michael Impellizeri Yes Edward Machala Yes 

Joseph Lifrieri Yes   

 

 

Minute 6 - Public Hearings -  NONE 

 

 

Minute 7 – Public Participation – Mr. Machala indicated that there was no one present from 

the public. 

 

 

Minute 8 – Consent Agenda: Resolutions for Consideration and Possible Formal Action 

 

Mr. Machala asked if anyone had any questions or comments about the Consent Agenda.  Mr. 

Pratt had a question about Resolution 25-0519-4, regarding loans from the State of New Jersey. 

Does the State of New Jersey give us money? Mr. Anastasio answered, No.  This resolution is 

regarding the State Revolving Fund, which we know as the I-Bank, the Infrastructure Bank. The 

State puts up roughly half the money, the federal government puts up the other half.  That’s what 

this resolution is all about because the federal government is looking to cut the EPA budget and 
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the State Revolving Funding.  This is regarding loans.  If we ever get a grant, that is outside of 

this. Although, grants have been pulled back too.  Mr. Pratt commented regarding an email he 

sent about a meeting with respect to Fox Hollow development.  The owner, developer, invited 

the community and someone raised their hand and commented that the SRVSA are at capacity. 

Are they going to raise our rates, etc. Even the developer said don’t worry about that because 

they get money from the State. When I read this resolution, I was just curious, for my own 

edification, if that is the case or not.  The Township Committee sent a letter to the residents as a 

follow up, and they were a little upset that their township official was turned away.  They stayed 

to listen to the statements by the developer.   

 

Mr. Machala stated, as a follow up to the question on loans, sometimes we get a preferred 

interest rate and the percentage for that would vary.  That’s where we save.  The standard is 

roughly half of the market rate because the federal government’s portion comes interest free and 

the State’s portion is generated by the sale of State or municipal bonds at market rate. So, half 

the loan being zero, and the other half being market rate, the yield is roughly half market rate for 

us to pay back. 

 

Mr. Albano stated that the revolving fund we were discussing has no teeth in it. If there is any 

lobbying, not that we could lobby, but what could we do other than send a note.  Mr. Anastasio 

said that we are just letting our voices be heard. The AEA will collect them and send them along 

to our representatives. 

 

Ms. Borek asked if we, as far as the municipalities are concerned, are we going to be bringing 

this to your elected officials to have them do it as well?  We at the MUA are going to do it. Mr. 

Albano said that is a good idea and maybe we should go to our council members and talk about 

cutting all these funds. Probably wouldn’t hurt.   

 

Mr. Anastasio stated that this is from the AEA, that they are looking to rally its members to get 

these resolutions passed and they asked Directors to call or email our congressional 

representatives which I did last week.  And it can’t hurt.  The more voices the better.   

 

Mr. Machala asked if maybe we should email a copy of this letter to all the towns to make them 

aware of it.  Then they can get it to the appropriate people.  Mr. Anastasio indicated that he 

would do that. 

 

1) Res. No. 25-0519-1 – Resolution Authorizing the Chairman, Four (4) Commissioners, 

the Executive Director, Assistant Executive Director/Manager of Engineering, Chief 

Plant Operator and the Staff Engineer to Attend the Water Environment Federation 

(WEFTEC) 98th Annual Water Environment Federation Technical Exhibition and 

Conference in Chicago, Il 

 

2) Res. No. 25-0519-2 – Resolution Authorizing the Reissuance of a Non-Domestic 

Wastewater Discharge Permit to Viscofan USA Inc. 

 

3) Res. No. 25-0519-3 – Resolution Authorizing the Reissuance of a Non-Domestic 

Wastewater Discharge Permit to Wyeth Holdings LLC 

 

4) Res. No. 25-0519-4 – Resolution Supporting the Funding of the State Revolving Funds 

and Other Key Water Project Funding Sources 
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5) Res. No. 25-0519-5 - Resolution Authorizing the Executive Director, Plant 

Superintendent and the Regulatory Compliance Engineer to Attend the Central States 

Water Environment Association Sewage Sludge Incineration Conference (SSICON) in 

St. Paul, Minnesota 

 

Upon a Motion of Mr. Lifrieri, Second of Mr. Pratt, the Consent Agenda above, was approved by 

the following Roll Call vote: 

 

 

Roll Call Vote: 

    

Robert Albano Yes Joseph Lifrieri Yes 

Pamela Borek Yes John Murphy Yes 

Daniel Croson Absent  Michael Pappas Yes 

Gary DiNardo Yes Philip Petrone Yes 

Vincent Dominach Yes Reinhard Pratt Yes 

Michael Impellizeri Yes Frank Scarantino Absent 

  Edward Machala Yes 

 

 

Minute 9 – Board Committees – None 

 

 

 Minute 10 – Chairman – No Comments  

 

 

Minute 11 – Reports  

 

A. Executive Director’s Report 

 

1. Update on Plantwide Mechanical Rehabilitation Project 

 

Mr. Anastasio stated that we continue to work with CDM and work through the design of the 

various aspects of this project.  We also had a kickoff meeting with PS&S who is going to be 

kicking off the design of the headworks building.  We are working on designing various pieces 

of the project.  With the clarifiers, we should get the 90% of those designs soon. Most other 

things are at 30%. Different spots of the job are at different points in design, but it is moving 

forward. We are having a lot of conversations. We are getting PS&S ramped up too in the design 

of the headworks building and they are going to be working on their base mapping.  We are also 

having discussions about the flood hazard elevation and some specific aspects of that.  CDM 

Smith is working on a Resiliency Memo which we have to do for the I-Bank loan program. They 

don’t want to fund any project that will get flooded out. We want to know what we are doing to 

harden it and make sure it won’t be damaged from floods.  Mr. Ulep commented that we have 

received a couple of design packages. Storage building final layouts and odor control layouts.  
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Mr. Albano asked how the multi-media redesign is going.  Mr. Anastasio stated that it is going 

well.  There is a replacement unit that is basically, plug and play, and is commercially available. 

We are pursuing that. We are at the 30% mark with the design of that.  A legacy company that 

was the municipal equivalent of this industrial water filter, is still commercially available.  The 

legacy company, which was acquired by a company, and then by another company, will provide 

the necessary parts to replace that.  The 3-D scan of the filter was done also. 

 

2. Update on Main Interceptor & Force Main Rehabilitation Project  

 

Mr. Anastasio stated that we have been waiting to schedule a meeting with Duke Farms to talk 

about this easement issue.  We finally have that meeting scheduled for a week from now. It is a 

virtual meeting and we meet with Duke Farms representatives and their legal counsel. Brad 

Carney will be on representing us, and we will discuss what we need to do together with them to 

approach the Federal Government to see about obtaining an easement in an existing wetlands 

easement that they have money for. The area that we are looking to get the new easement in is 

within an existing PSE&G easement. Getting an easement from PSE&G usually isn’t a problem 

and they have already given us a positive response to our application.  We’ve done this in the 

past and they do it all the time.  This thing with the federal government and Duke Farms is a 

little unique to us. I’m sure it’s been done somewhere in the country where a utility had to put an 

additional pipeline through a wetlands easement that was already existing. We will explore it but 

will explore it together with Duke Farms.  That is what we will talk about next week, making 

sure they are still in favor of that approach rather than us cutting down all the trees down along 

the river where our existing pipeline is, disturbing all those trees, having to replace the trees, we 

would rather not do that. We would get a better result by running the pipeline out away from the 

river, along the route of our 2005 pipeline. Under the PSE&G easement, it would be a better 

solution.   

 

Also, Mr. Ulep and Mr. Tambasco have a field trip. They are doing a factory tour of one of the 

pipe manufacturers that we are specifically looking at Houston, TX. They are flying there next 

week to get a factory tour and possibly out to a job site at Hobas Pipe.  

 

We need to break loose the Duke Farms issue so we can move the whole project together to the 

permitting phase.  The design is about 60% and it’s a pipeline.  It is not going to change that 

much between 60% and 90%.  Dukes is the big wildcard.  If it’s not going to succeed, we need to 

go back to our old pipeline.  Mr. Impellizeri asked, going through Dukes, as far as 

environmentals go, it is more efficient and less damaging to the environment that we go that 

way. Is that how we are going to approach it?  Mr. Anastasio indicated that it is. If we would 

have to rehabilitate our existing pipeline, which is very close to the riverbank.  We would have to 

cut down very large trees and replace them with much smaller trees. This pipeline runs out into a 

farm field which is no longer farmed, it is wetlands. This is a better solution. A year after we go 

through there, you won’t have any idea that we built a pipeline. The staff has indicated that they 

are in favor of it. We met with the federal government’s staff a few years ago, and they are in 

favor of it.  We just have to get it to the next step. We’re not sure if there is a contrarian, but we 
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have to get the lawyers to talk first.  We can’t be the first one in the country to get a utility 

easement through a wetlands easement.   

 

Mr. Schoettle stated that the impact could potentially be related to protecting the area during 

construction.  What requirements are they going to necessitate, like silt fencing and potentially 

temporary roadways in and out of there?  Those are the types of things that might come from this 

coordination. Obviously, we want to minimize the cost to the authority, to provide those 

temporary soil and erosion stabilization measures during construction.  Our goal will be to 

minimize that, to the extent that we can, and still protect the environment.  Mr. Anastasio stated 

that the vehicles needed to dig up the ground and put a pipeline in are track excavators and dump 

trucks that are for off-site. It is typical construction.  If we have to rehabilitate the existing 

pipeline along the Raritan River, and the contractor has to install mud mats. They have to make a 

roadway out of timber pieces because we are going to have delivered the new lining material. 

Think of it as a thousand-foot-long tube sock made out of fiberglass that has to come in a trailer 

that drive on this road.  We have to make a better road there than we would need for the pipeline.  

 

We have been waiting a very long time for this meeting and we are eager to meet with them and 

get the ball rolling. We are also eager to get some insight into the manufacturer of the pipeline 

and the manhole.  If we were to opt for the Hobas-type pipe which is fiberglass reinforced pipe, 

they also make a manhole section and we would utilize that as well.  Mr. Albano asked if the 

fiberglass pipe is reinforced with metal.  No because of the stray currents.  Either way will be 

good because FRP or PVC pipe and both are good products.   

 

3. Update on the Storm Control Pumping Station Flood Mitigation Project 

 

Mr. Anastasio indicated that we are underway with that. We are working through the local 

building construction department with electrical submittals and other building permit submittals 

for that. We are looking into possibly setting up a field visit for us to go look at a similar 

electrical enclosure which was constructed similar to the one that the contractor is proposing.  

We are gearing up to try and get out there and get to the point where we can construct the 

foundation for the generator which I think is coming in July. The pumps are probably still on the 

ship approaching the United States from Sweden. No tariffs on the cost of the pumps. A lot of 

administrative type things by the contractor, and they are communicating with Sherwin and our 

project engineer. We are waiting to get a little further in and we can actually start seeing 

mobilization once we know we can get some building permits for the generator foundation and 

get going.  I am looking forward to when we first get invoices from the contractor so that we can 

get reimbursed from the County and start getting some of our American Rescue Plan Grant 

funds, which is still hanging out there.   

 

4. Update on the Design of the New Administration Building 

 

Mr. Anastasio stated that he put a memo in the book regarding where we are at with this. We got 

a cost estimate for the building. The architect prepared two versions of cost estimate. One is just 
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based on construction costs and typical contingencies. The second one added a 4.5% tariff 

contingency as well.  Not everything will have a tariff. They looked at that as a blend of the 

overall project.  Construction costs right now are $4.3M for the bare construction costs but when 

you put in all the contingencies on top of that, it is about $6.2M without the tariffs.  We don’t 

know all of the contingencies, some may not come in.  A question arose, what items are we 

purchasing that would require a tariff?  We’re not sure. Maybe some fixtures or things like that. 

It is going to be a wood frame construction.  Unless the timber is Canadian, I’m not really sure. I 

don’t envision a lot of it will be impacted by the tariffs. A lot of these materials are obtained 

domestically. There is a generator so that could possibly be, depending on the vendor selected.  It 

will be low bid. A question arose, there may be some things that even with the tariff, would still 

be below cost? We’re not sure. The generator is probably one of the largest things that could be 

foreign sourced. We have domestic options for that too. They wanted to have something out as 

an additional contingency because we don’t know how things will be settled.  The steel trusses 

may be impacted, but we won’t know.   

 

We have talked a lot about the height of the building and the flood elevation. We asked the 

architect to give us the differential cost for the additional 3’ of floor elevation for the building 

because it has to be 3’ higher, the foundation walls are 3’ higher. There is an additional cost 

there, the handicap ramp is longer. It is almost half a million dollars construction costs for the 

additional 3’ of floor height. Another idea we got in the interim since we last talked about this, is 

Wyeth Holding Company built a very expensive treatment plant across the street. They designed 

that in the late 2010’s, well after hurricane Floyd, Irene, and Sandy, and after the flood numbers 

were all updated and they set the finished floor elevation at 51’ and our best case was 52’. We 

talked about going higher. Yes, we don’t want things to ever flood and I feel we have to 

guarantee that it will never flood, but no one knows.   

 

A question arose, this has to be insured, yes?  Yes, it will be part of our JIF policy. A discussion 

then ensued:  Is there a difference in cost at a different elevation? If they say you are going to be 

one foot higher than you should be, will our insurance be a percentage less?  Not usually.  

Insurance usually looks at it as if you are in the flood plain or are you not in the flood plain.  It 

doesn’t matter. But the elevation of where you are at is not considered a flood plain.  Up to a 

point elevation…47’ is the number and we’re at 52 and we looked at 55.  Those new numbers 

were calculated more than the 500-year storm.  They took the base number, the 500, and then on 

top of that, added it to it.  If the water does get to 52, there is still 6’ of water inside the 600 

building, there is 6 ½’ of water in the IPS main floor, and the whole pump station. What is the 

elevation of the land around it?  It is like a knob up there.  The ground is at 47’.  So, the reason 

we are going to 52’ is to make sure we don’t flood, which means that we would have to have 

ramps to come up to the first floor.  There is a handicap ramp and steps.  So, it is not like it has 

anything to do with where the foundations are. People who were never in a flood zone found out 

that because of the new numbers, they raised the elevations and you find out that your house is 

now in a flood zone.  That’s how conservative they were.  If you can save a half million dollars 

and only be at 52’, you’re really doing the right thing for the budget.  There is concern for 

aesthetics.  Because the increase of 3’, an 8 or 9’ retaining wall is like a prison wall. It makes the 

building start to look a little bit weird.  Those renderings are the 52’.  We are going to spend 

$500,000-600,000 now and if something were to happen, we have bigger problems and we might 

not spend half a million dollars to clean up that building.   

 

Mr. Anastasio wanted to confirm that the Board is good with elevation 52’?  Consensus was yes.  

We are going to proceed with the architects and are moving into the phase of preparing contract 
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documents and also starting to work up the plans to go to Bridgewater Township for our capital 

review hearing, probably late summer/early fall.  The final color selection is light gray/dark gray 

which is the clear favorite and we are going with that.   

 

 

B. Engineer/Consultants – Thomas Schoettle, P.E. (CDM Smith) Engineer’s Report for  

April 2025 

 

Mr. Schoettle indicated he had nothing more to add unless anyone had any questions. 

 

 

C. Attorney – Mr. Brad Carney, Esq., Maraziti Falcon, LLP – No report this evening. 

 

 

D. Department Reports: 

 

1.  Operations 

2.  Regulatory Compliance 

3.  Laboratory 

4.  Maintenance 

5.  Special Projects 

 

E. Facility Engineer Reports: 

 

1.  Facility Engineers Monthly Report  

2.  Capacity Allocation   

3.  Capacity Assurance  

4.  Monthly Flow Report 

 

Minute 12 – Communications – Standard monthly communication submittals to the State are in 

the Board book. 

 

 

Minute 13 - Res. No. 25-0519-6  – Payroll 

 

Upon Motion of Mr. Impellizeri, Second of Mr. Albano, the above Resolution was approved by 

the following Roll Call Vote: 

 

Roll Call Vote: 

    

Robert Albano Yes Joseph Lifrieri Yes 

Pamela Borek Yes John Murphy Yes 

Daniel Croson Absent Michael Pappas Yes 

Gary DiNardo Yes Philip Petrone Yes 

Vincent Dominach Yes Reinhard Pratt Yes 

Michael Impellizeri Yes Frank Scarantino Absent 

  Edward Machala Yes 
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Minute 14 - Res. No. 25-0519-7 – Cancellation of Checks  

 

Upon the Motion of Ms. Borek, Second of Mr. Lifrieri, the above Resolution was approved by 

the following Roll Call Vote: 

    

Robert Albano Yes Joseph Lifrieri Yes 

Pamela Borek Yes John Murphy Yes 

Daniel Croson Absent Michael Pappas Yes 

Gary DiNardo Yes Philip Petrone Yes 

Vincent Dominach Yes Reinhard Pratt Yes 

Michael Impellizeri Yes Frank Scarantino Absent 

  Edward Machala Yes 

 

 

Minute 15- Res. No. 25-0519-6 – Bills  

 

Upon the Motion of Mr. Albano, Second of Mr. Lifrieri, the above Resolution was approved by 

the following Roll Call Vote: 

 

    

Robert Albano Yes Joseph Lifrieri Yes 

Pamela Borek Yes John Murphy Yes 

Daniel Croson Absent Michael Pappas Yes 

Gary DiNardo Yes Philip Petrone Yes 

Vincent Dominach Yes Reinhard Pratt Yes 

Michael Impellizeri Yes Frank Scarantino Absent 

  Edward Machala Yes 

 

Minute 16 – Adjournment of Meeting 

 

Upon a Motion of Mr. Albano, Second of Mr. Lifrieri, the Meeting was adjourned at 7:35 p.m. 

 

All in Favor Voice Vote: 

 

Robert Albano    

Pamela Borek Yes Joseph Lifrieri Yes 

Daniel Croson Yes John Murphy Yes 

Gary DiNardo Absent Michael Pappas Yes 

Vincent Dominach Yes Philip Petrone Yes 

Michael Impellizeri Yes Reinhard Pratt Yes 

 Yes Frank Scarantino Absent 

    

 

 

NEXT BOARD MEETING WILL BE HELD ON 

JUNE 23, 2025 


