OCEAN COUNTY SOIL CONSERVATION
DISTRICT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SPECIAL MEETING

March 2, 2026
Minutes

Pursuant to the Open Public Meetings Act, Chapter 251, P.L. 1975, CIO: 4-18, the Board of
Supervisors of the Ocean County Soil Conservation District (OCSCD) hereby announces a
Special District Meeting to be held on March 2, 2026, at 9:00 a.m. This hybrid meeting will
take place at the District office and via Microsoft Teams. The link will be posted on the
District’s website at www.soilDistrict.org

This announcement was forwarded to the Asbury Park Press, The Press of Atlantic City, and
the Ocean County Clerk.

l. CALL TO ORDER

Dr. Pollock called the meeting to order at 9:00am.
11, FLAG SALUTE

.III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA- Roll call vote

Dr William Pollock (Pollock) announced council for the Ocean County Soil Conservation
District (District) present at this meeting as Francis Rupp Esq. (Rupp).

Ramon Mejia (Mejia) requested approval of the agenda with a roll call vote which will
also serve to take attendance.

Pollock, here. Gary Paxton, here. Ray Bukowski, here. John Teidemann, here. Dr
Michael Gross, here. Also present were Christine Raabe, District Director, Ramon
Mejia, Assistant District Director, and Jessica Pinto, Senior Erosion Control Specialist,
serving as recording secretary for the meeting documentation.

Pollock requests a motion to discuss the details surrounding compliance with the
NJSESC and the report of compliance (ROC) issued for 11 Sanders Way, Bayville, NJ
and the final report of compliance (FROC) issued for SCD#22689.

Ray Bukowski makes a motion to discuss the details. Michael Gross seconded the
motion.

IV.  DISCUSSION OF DETAILS SURROUNDING COMPLIANCE WITH THE
NJSESC AND THE ROC (Report of Compliance) ISSUED FOR 11 SANDERS
WAY, BAYVILLE, NJ AND THE FROC (Final Report of Compliance) ISSUED
FOR SCD#22689 AND THE RECONSIDERATION AND STAY OF SAME.

Pollock: Does the board have any questions about the events surrounding the issue of
11 Sanders Way. Specifically, the four things requested to discuss including compliance
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was properly sequenced the basis of the inspection on 8/20/24, the meeting Held by
Ocean County Engineering Department in September 2025 in which Soil District
administration was invited and if this project was discussed as part of that meeting and
if any official record of said meeting exists.

Rupp: Ramon can explain the events timeline, which was distributed to the board in
advance of the meeting.

Mejia: The project name is Edgewood Properties Subdivision Block 882 Lot 37, 38,
40.01 and 43.01, Berkeley Township. The applicant is Arya Properties at Golden Eagle
Estate, the engineer is Morgan Engineering, and the SCD number is 22689. Application
was received on 8/20/21. The project was certified in October 2022. The project
proposed 16 dwellings; limit of disturbance was 14.87 acres and is subject to soil
restoration on 10.49 acres. As seen on the prepared timeline, about 90% of the
dwellings had received a ROC by 7/8/24, with two remaining lots. Those two remaining
lots and the final report of compliance were issued 10/6/25. The lot in discussion today
is 11 Sanders Way. On 6/11/24, the District received the first request for inspection. The
inspector was Georgie Lennon. At that time, she did not issue a Conditional Report of
Compliance (CRC) because the lot did not meet the requirements the New Jersey Soill
Erosion and Sediment Control Standards (Standards). The applicant did perform the
restoration test at that time and provided the verification form that it had passed. 6/17/24
second request for inspection, the CRC issued with a due date 9/15/24 for completing
the permanent stabilization work. On 8/20/24 CRC extension request was received,;
Lennon issued the extension with a due date of 10/30/24. As per the log notes, the
project still did not meet the requirements for permanent stabilization.

No additional requests were received until 6/13/25 by the homeowner, Mr. Peppard.
Simultaneously the District was contacted by Angela Devoe from the Department of
Community Affairs. Ms. Devoe requested a copy of the ROC and wanted to discuss the
project with the new inspector Rachel Hammack and District Director Christine Raabe.
At that time Ms. Devoe informed the District that a Certificate of Occupancy (CO) was
issued by Berkeley Twp., even though the ROC was not issued by the District. The
municipality, Berkeley Twp., issued inappropriately a CO without proper ROC from the
District.

6/18/25 another request for extension was received by the District and an extension
was issued for the 2 remaining lots with a due date of 9/15/25. This was at the request
of the property owner Mr. Peppard. On 9/15/2025 the former Assistant District Director
Jean Baluski asked me (Mejia) to support Hammack, the inspector, by accompanying
her on site during her field inspection. The entire site was inspected including the 2
remaining lots 38.06 and lot 38.08, all common areas and the entire drainage system.
Mr. Peppard and his wife met District staff on site that day. Peppard mentioned some
compaction concerns and dissatisfaction with the dwelling. Mejia and Hammack noted
lot 38.06, 11 Sanders Way, did not look that great but did meet minimum requirements
for stabilization as per the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control (SESC) Standards. No
evidence of compaction such as standing water was seen. On 9/17/25 Baluski
contacted Frank Minch, Director of Agriculture and Natural Resources for assistance
with the project. Mr. Minch responded on 10/2/25 noting that the District should inspect
the drainage structures and common areas for the project when issuing the FROC. This
approach should be adopted because the homeowners of the two remaining lots had



independently completed additional work on their properties. On 10/6/25 Hammack
reinspected the site and determined all common areas and drainage structures met
SESC requirements and issued ROCS for the 2 remaining lots and FROC for the
project.

Rupp: Mr. Mejia was your title at the time of the issuance of the ROC/FROC Resource
Conservationist and your current title Assistant District Director?

Mejia: Correct.

Rupp: This is a request to reconsider the ROC for 11 Sanders and FROC for
SCD#22689. Is there reason to revoke the ROC or FROC?

Mejia: The inspection completed in Oct 2025, as per my expertise, the project met
SESC standards and Mr. Minch had clarified via email that the homeowners hired their
own landscaper and had additional work done on the individual lots and so the ROC
and FROC should no, definitely not be revoked.

Pollock: We approve the FROC based on trust in the abilities of the scientists who work
at the District. Does the board have any additional questions?

Bukowski: What was the date of the original inspection and the FROC?

Mejia: 6/11/24, major issue here is the Berkeley Twp. issued a CO before the District
issued ROC.

Rupp: The procedure as per administrative code states that the township cannot issue a
CO without the District first issuing a ROC.

Mejia: As per the SESC Act, no one is allowed to start soil disturbance without a
certified plans and a township is not allowed to issue a CO for any unit without the
proper report of compliance from the District for each lot.

Rupp: The township cannot issue a CO without ROC.

Mejia: The District had only issued a CRC at that time that the township issued the CO.
Rupp: The District requested guidance from the state on how Districts should proceed
when new homeowners purchase a lot within a project and perform their own work on
the land?

Mejia: The District reached out to the state, and Mr. Minch sent email guidance to the
District that when there is a title transfer to a new homeowner who then once a specific
property (or portion thereof) is transferred to new ownership, the responsibility for SESC
compliance is also transferred.

Rupp: So the District did inspect the project and issued a ROC and FROC with
inspection of entire project based on the verification by Hammack that all areas of the
project were stabilized to the minimum 80% uniform coverage.

Pollock: Are there are any other questions from the board?

Pollock: Motion to open to public comment.

Tiedemann: Yes, so moved.

Gross: Yes.

V. PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Peppard: This is a request for reconsideration to the state and to ask the board a
procedural question. Using the Districts file and documentation, was the final soil
compliance documentation in place when the township issued the CO on 9/9/247 On
8/20 the conditional extension for 11 and 15 Sanders Way was due to Temporary
Certificate of Occupancy issues. What were the TCO issues. And was an inspection



completed. The file references TCO issues, not stabilization determination.

Mejia: The CRC was issued 8/20. The applicant emailed the District asking for an
extension due to TCO related issues. The CRC also indicated that the 80% stabilization
was not achieved at that time.

Peppard, requests who sent the email to the District in 8/20. He notes the email was
from the applicant.

Mejia: Since the lot was not at 80% uniform coverage the CRC was extended. The
extension was until 10/30/24 this gives the applicant the full seeding season to complete
the stabilization work. The municipality issued the CO in September there’s nothing we
can do about that, that is between the builder and the municipality.

Peppard: Can we reference an email sent from Arya Properties? Shahen Gharibian sent
it specifically to Georgie Lennon, Jennifer Cirz and Darryl D Erasmo the project
manager. And it says subject 11 and 15 Sanders Way, Georgie the temporary
compliances (CRC) are expiring soon. Please extend the expiration date. The mortgage
company will not accept TCO with expiration date coming on 9/7. Please let me know.
Thanks Shaheen.

Mejia: Yes that is when she provided the extension of the CRC. If the lot is not
permanently stabilized as per Standards, we are not allowed to issue a ROC. That is
way she moved forward with the extension until 10/30/24.

Peppard: Is there field notes backing that up? No inspection was completed as per log
notes.

Mejia: This type of request is common, CRC extension. The builder is requesting the
extension and the District extends the document to allow ample time for compliance
with the SESC Standards and final stabilization.

Peppard: Extension is based on transactional not inspection related? Every detail in the
report is very articulated but not this, it just refers to TCO issues.

Mejia: This type of extension is common. We have a good relationship with the
municipalities and builders, they request the extension and we grant it, it is based on
stabilization, that’s why it's on the conditional, number 1 refers to the need to
stabilization.

Peppard: So the extension is transactional not inspection based?

Mejia: | don’t understand your question. It was not a final. He just requests and
extension of the conditional.

Peppard: Who?

Mejia: The builder, the applicant, the owner of the project. We have hard copies of all
this information.

Peppard: Arya the builder yay.

Mejia: Because you are a homeowner. You are not a builder or applicant. We have
communication with the municipality and builders, this was the first complaint we had on
this project.

Peppard: For the records | think you guys are thrusted in the middle of this. | don’t think
the District has not done anything wrong.

Peppard: When | received the CO from the township in September 2024. No inspection
was completed by the District and | brought up to the builder that my yard was not
stabilized. The builder replied that the CO was issued because the lot was bonded by
the township. Is this common?



Mejia: No it's not common practice.

Rupp: Mr. Mejia, do you have any control of what the township does?

Mejia: No. We are a different entity, our administrative regulations which require the
issuance of a ROC before a final CO. When the plans are okay with the current field
conditions, that’s what we are verifying and confirming. What the township and builders
do is out of our control.

Peppard: Another question, about conveyance. Maintenance responsibility is
transferred upon conveyance but that doesn’t retroactively validate the issuance of a
CO while soils status is CRC. This seems uncommon, when a CO is issued without
ROC what does the District do when this happens.

Mejia: This is confusing, but the process is ROC for all lots then FROC. If there is a
vacant lot, we request revised plans for the design engineer to remove it and the
applicant permanently stabilizes the lot. There is no way to FROC any project without
the ROC for individual lots.

Peppard: When the ownership conveyance is changed who is responsible to notify the
District?

Mejia: We receive this all the time from the original applicant. When we issue the FROC
that file is closed for us.

Raabe: Once the FROC is issued the project is closed.

Mejia: Except in Lakewood, we have bond release and additional inspections in this
township.

Pollock: When a new owner purchases the lot, they are responsible for compliance.
Peppard: | visited the District and requested copies of paperwork for the lot. The
secretary asked me to pay the fee for the final. So that wasn’t done at that time either
was it?

Rupp: Based on the inspection by Mejia and Hammack, and the communications with
Mr. Minch of the state committee, and then Hammack going back out on 10/2 that is
when the ROC and FROC were issued for the property 11 Sanders Way and the entire
project was in compliance, correction 10/6.

Peppard: What year?

Mejia: 2025.

Peppard: | am referencing stuff that happened in 2024.

Mejia: 2024 we have what we have after that it was between the builder and Berkeley
Municipality.

Peppard: | am asking you to confirm that the builder did not follow the administrative
code and issued a CO from the township without District ROC or FROC.

Mejia: When the builder requests an inspection by the District, that is when we come out
to inspect.

Peppard: It is on the builder as they progress through developing including notifying the
District of ownership conveyance, it says so in your certification packet.

Mejia: Ownership of the entire project is the responsibility of the builder to complete the
project, get a FROC and the CO.

Rupp: Once District issues a ROC township can issue a CO, the applicant requests an
inspection then we go out, is this correct?

Mejia: Some townships when they see a CRC will issue a violation that you’re not in
compliance and send you back to soils for reinspection.



Peppard: If I'm understanding correctly, the builder did not follow state laws, procedures
and policies.

Rupp: Were we contacted by the builder for inspection?

Mejia: We were contacted by the builder for an inspection however the CO was issued
prior to the District issuing the ROC or FROC.

Rupp: The question is did the applicant request a final ROC so they can obtain a CO
from the municipality after the CO was issued.

Mejia: Correct we issued the ROC after the twp. issued the CO.

Peppard: Did Hammack’s inspection lead to work being requested for the site?

Mejia: The conditional was issued, there was a lot of back and forth between Mr.
Peppard, the District and the builder.

Peppard: Please confirm there were conditions on the CRC June 18%, 2025. | had
already done additional work on my yard, power seeding and irrigation and still has wet
spots that wouldn’t grow.

Rupp: It might make sense to refer to the project notes from June 18™, 2025.

Mejia: She (Hammack) issued a conditional report of compliance with a due date of
September 15t 2025.

Peppard: Conditions of permanent stabilization 80% germination of lots, basin slopes,
de-compact areas of poor drainage on 11 Sanders Way. And basin bottom of vegetation
and riprap.

Rupp: 9/15/25 you (Mejia) went out with Hammack and observed the property. The
conditions were based on Hammack’s inspection on her own. Based on your
observations on 9/15 and Hammack’s report from 10/6 the final ROC was issued for
#11.

Mejia: No signs of compaction were observed at that time 9/15/25 and the site met state
requirements.

Peppard: June 18" to September 15" did the builder give any proof that work as
requested in the CRC.

Mejia: There is no proof that the builder did the work. Peppard had informed the District
during this time to improve landscape and irrigation.

Peppard: On the 9/15 inspection | pointed out areas of mud and patchy lack of grass.
Was there any proof that the builder touched my property or reseeded it?

Majia: The only information | received was when you told me you spent a lot of money
reseeding and installing sprinklers on your own.

Peppard: | specifically did that work on the same week that the hold was on.

Mejia: We are running in circles. You are trying to meet the municipalities requirements
not the Districts.

Peppard: | am trying to demonstrate that the builder and township has made multiple
errors in not following proper protocol.

Peppard: The builder of these properties do you know who owns that?

Mejia: | do not know.

Peppard: Do you know who owns Arya Properties? County Commissioner Frank
Sadeghi, it's common knowledge.

Mejia: The District manages an estimated 2500 projects at any time from throughout the
entire county. Ocean County is our jurisdictional boundary., as long as they provide the
affidavit form we process the application and certify the projects.



Raabe: We only became aware of the owner of Arya Properties during this time when
you (Peppard) informed us.

Mejia: The District handles 2500 projects and as individuals we are not aware of each
project owner by name. We are not part of county government.

Peppard: Next questions. A meeting took place on 9/24/2025 between the county and
soils. Sadeghi and others were there. What was discussed at this meeting?

Raabe: The meeting was called by Mr. Ernst, Ocean County Engineer, to discuss
District related activities in the county, it was generic. Mr. Sadeghi, Mr. Ernst, Mr. Fiure
among others were there. Former assistant District director Jean Baluski, myself
(Raabe) and Ramon attended. They wanted to discuss what has changed with the way
the District does reviews and inspections within the county as the county has received
complaints about the District. The general complaint was we (the builders) have been
doing things in the county for 30 years and there have been changes.

Peppard: Who said they have been doing this for 30 years?

Raabe: Mr. Sadeghi mentioned he had been in the development business for 30 years,
not speaking from his public role.

Peppard: In his public role as Ocean County Commissioner, he referenced one of his
personal properties?

Raabe: No he did not name any personal property at all, he was speaking generally.
Peppard: We have been doing this for 30 years, so in a public capacity he said we in a
private capacity have been doing this for 30 years as a developer/builder.

Raabe: | (Raabe) agreed that yes, many things have changed in 30 years, the
standards have changed twice, the staff at the District has changed multiple times. |
(Raabe) am proud of District staff for doing their due diligence on project and working
hard to provide enforcement. We are not just rubber-stamping things. That meeting
ended with a request from the county for an educational workshop for all
builders/municipalities/engineers in the county. | (Raabe) said we would be happy to
host and organize such a thing and to let us know when and where. We have not heard
from them since. | suggested the county college set up an open house or do
presentations, discussing the new standards. So, we left on a positive note that we are
here to help, all we want is compliance from everyone, we don’t want to dragging
people out of their homes.

Peppard: | think you guys have done a wonderful job through this whole process and |
think you guys have been put in the middle of all this. That actually why | wanted to
have this meeting on public record to say guys did a good job. Followed up every time |
had a question, the District was responsive and informative

Mejia: Thank you.

Peppard: At that meeting was scd22689 brought up?

Raabe: No. No specific jobs were discussed. Mr. Sadeghi was not a known man by the
District at that time. The we/builders comment came before the District was aware of the
role Mr. Sadeghi has outside of being a County Commissioner.

Peppard: But did he speak in his capacity as a developer in private?

Raabe: It was a passing comment, not specific. | didn’t know much about Sadeghi
except that he was a county commissioner. Again, we are not county government, we
are under the NJ Department of Agriculture, we are not tax payer funded and have our
own board of directors. | did not take it as him speaking about his own projects until it



came to light when you (Peppard) contacted us. | cannot speculate on anything else.
Peppard: Conclusions the builder didn’t follow protocol with the township and the CO
was issued illegally, without proper protocol.

Raabe: Inappropriately.

Rupp: Not in compliance with the administrative code.

Peppard: There you go, not in compliance with the administrative code. | know the
conveyance of responsibility comes to me when | bought the home. It was a dust bowl
like condition on my lot, look at google earth. | am a combat veteran and it reminded me
of a dust storm at times. | went to the municipality and the builder and got nothing but
excuses. | contacted the District with great response; you guys took care of me. Can the
District issue a memorandum of the noncompliance with the admin code by the builder?
Rupp: There is nothing in the administrative code directives for the District to be able to
provide that. Now we are faced with the reconsideration of the issuance of the ROC and
FROC and it would come down to the presentation of Mr. Mejia and his observations
when we went out in person.

Pollock: We need a motion to go out of public comment, Dr. Michael Gross: motion to
come out of public comment, Gary Paxton: second. John Teidmann: yes, Ray
Bukowski: yes.

Pollock we need a motion for a vote if the District followed all necessary rules and regs
and issued the ROC and FROC .

VI. BOARD DECISION AND ROLL CALL VOTE

Rupp: Explained the parameters for the vote on the request to reconsider the granting
of the ROC for 11 Sanders Way and the FROC for the whole project. A vote for yes
supports the District’s decision and the ROC and FROC stay. A vote for no is to
reconsider and revoke the ROC and FROC.

Ray Bukowshki: | make a motion to take the vote.

Pollock: yes.

Paxton: Yes.

Gross: Yes.

Teidmann: Yes.

Bukowski: Yes.

VIl.  ADJOURNMENT 9:58
Pollock motion for adjournment
Paxton second

Roll call vote unanimous



