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FINAL DECISION 
 

October 25, 2016 Government Records Council Meeting 
 

Bruce W. Hall 
    Complainant 
         v. 
Township of Lopatcong (Warren) 
    Custodian of Record 

Complaint No. 2015-46
 

 
At the October 25, 2016 public meeting, the Government Records Council (“Council”) 

considered the October 18, 2016 Supplemental Findings and Recommendations of the Executive 
Director and all related documentation submitted by the parties.  The Council voted unanimously 
to adopt the entirety of said findings and recommendations. The Council, therefore, finds that the 
Council adopt the Honorable Richard McGill’s September 29, 2016 Initial Decision in which he 
approved the Settlement Agreement signed by the parties or their representatives, ordered the 
parties to comply with the settlement terms, and further determined that the proceedings be 
concluded. 
 

This is the final administrative determination in this matter. Any further review should be 
pursued in the Appellate Division of the Superior Court of New Jersey within forty-five (45) 
days. Information about the appeals process can be obtained from the Appellate Division Clerk’s 
Office, Hughes Justice Complex, 25 W. Market St., PO Box 006, Trenton, NJ 08625-0006.  
Proper service of submissions pursuant to any appeal is to be made to the Council in care of the 
Executive Director at the State of New Jersey Government Records Council, 101 South Broad 
Street, PO Box 819, Trenton, NJ 08625-0819.   

 
Final Decision Rendered by the 
Government Records Council  
On The 25th Day of October, 2016 
 
Robin Berg Tabakin, Esq., Chair 
Government Records Council  
 
I attest the foregoing is a true and accurate record of the Government Records Council.  
 
Steven Ritardi, Esq., Secretary 
Government Records Council   
 
Decision Distribution Date:  October 27, 2016 
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
GOVERNMENT RECORDS COUNCIL 

 
Supplemental Findings and Recommendations of the Executive Director 

October 25, 2016 Council Meeting 
 

Bruce W. Hall1                  GRC Complaint No. 2015-46 
      Complainant 

 
 v. 
 
Township of Lopatcong (Warren)2 

Custodial Agency 
 
Records Relevant to Complaint: 
 

1) Copies of Councilwoman Schneider’s log of message transactions (Text Picture & Video 
messaging) for a specifically listed cellular telephone number, covering January 7, 2015, 
from 7:15 PM to 9:45 PM. 
 

2) Copies of Councilwoman Schneider’s log of message transactions (Text Picture & Video 
messaging) for a specifically listed cellular telephone number, covering January 21, 2015, 
from 7:00 PM to 9:45 PM. 

 
Custodian of Record: Margaret B. Dilts 
Request Received by Custodian: February 10, 2015 
Response Made by Custodian: February 13, 2015; February 20, 2015 
GRC Complaint Received: March 3, 2015 
 

Background 
 
November 17, 2015 Council Meeting: 
 
 At its November 17, 2015 public meeting, the Council considered the November 10, 
2015 Supplemental Findings and Recommendations of the Executive Director and all related 
documentation submitted by the parties. The Council voted unanimously to adopt the entirety of 
said findings and recommendations. The Council, therefore, found that:  
 

[B]ased on the insufficient and conflicting evidence in this matter, the GRC is unable to 
determine whether or not the Custodian unlawfully denied access to the requested 
records. Therefore, this complaint should be referred to the Office of Administrative Law 
for a hearing to resolve the facts. This complaint should also be referred to the Office of 
Administrative Law for determination of whether the Custodian or any other agency 

                                                 
1 No legal representation listed on record. 
2 Represented by Michael Lavery, Esq. (Hackettstown, NJ).  
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official knowingly and willfully violated OPRA and unreasonably denied access under 
the totality of the circumstances.  
 

Procedural History: 
 
On November 18, 2015, the Council distributed its Interim Order to all parties. On 

January 21, 2016, the GRC transmitted the complaint to the Office of Administrative Law 
(“OAL”). On September 29, 2016, the Honorable Richard McGill, Administrative Law Judge 
(“ALJ”), issued an Initial Decision, approving the settlement agreement and holding as follows: 

 
1. The parties have voluntarily agreed to the settlement as evidenced by their signatures 

or the signatures of their representatives. 
2. The settlement fully disposes of all issues in controversy and is consistent with the law. 
 
The ALJ “CONCLUDE[D] that the agreement meets the requirements of N.J.A.C. 1:1-

19.1 and that the settlement should be approved.”  The ALJ further “ORDER[ED] that the 
parties comply with the terms of the settlement, and . . . that the proceedings in this matter be 
concluded.” 

 
Analysis 

 
 No analysis required. 
 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

The Executive Director respectfully recommends that the Council adopt the Honorable 
Richard McGill’s September 29, 2016 Initial Decision in which he approved the Settlement 
Agreement signed by the parties or their representatives, ordered the parties to comply with the 
settlement terms, and further determined that the proceedings be concluded. 
 
Prepared By:   Husna Kazmir 

Staff Attorney 
 

October 18, 2016 
 

















New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer • Printed on Recycled paper and Recyclable

INTERIM ORDER

November 17, 2015 Government Records Council Meeting

Bruce W. Wall
Complainant

v.
Township of Lopatcong (Warren)

Custodian of Record

Complaint No. 2015-46

At the November 17, 2015 public meeting, the Government Records Council (“Council”)
considered the November 10, 2015 Findings and Recommendations of the Executive Director and all
related documentation submitted by the parties. The Council voted unanimously to adopt the entirety
of said findings and recommendations. The Council, therefore, finds that, based on the insufficient
and conflicting evidence in this matter, the GRC is unable to determine whether or not the Custodian
unlawfully denied access to the requested records. Therefore, this complaint should be referred to the
Office of Administrative Law for a hearing to resolve the facts. This complaint should also be
referred to the Office of Administrative Law for determination of whether the Custodian or any other
agency official knowingly and willfully violated OPRA and unreasonably denied access under the
totality of the circumstances.

Interim Order Rendered by the
Government Records Council
On The 17th Day of November, 2015

Robin Berg Tabakin, Esq., Chair
Government Records Council

I attest the foregoing is a true and accurate record of the Government Records Council.

Steven Ritardi, Esq., Secretary
Government Records Council

Decision Distribution Date: November 18, 2015
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
GOVERNMENT RECORDS COUNCIL

Findings and Recommendations of the Executive Director
November 17, 2015 Council Meeting

Bruce W. Hall1 GRC Complaint No. 2015-46
Complainant

v.

Township of Lopatcong (Warren)2

Custodial Agency

Records Relevant to Complaint:

1) Copies of Councilwoman Schneider’s log of message transactions (Text Picture & Video
messaging) for a specifically listed cellular telephone number, covering January 7, 2015,
from 7:15 PM to 9:45 PM.

2) Copies of Councilwoman Schneider’s log of message transactions (Text Picture & Video
messaging) for a specifically listed cellular telephone number, covering January 21, 2015,
from 7:00 PM to 9:45 PM.

Custodian of Record: Margaret B. Dilts
Request Received by Custodian: February 10, 2015
Response Made by Custodian: February 13, 2015; February 20, 2015
GRC Complaint Received: March 3, 2015

Background3

Request and Response:

On February 10, 2015, the Complainant submitted an Open Public Records Act
(“OPRA”) request to the Custodian seeking the above-mentioned records. On February 20, 2015,
the Custodian responded in writing, denying the request and forwarding a memo from the
Custodian’s Counsel. The Custodian stated that Councilwoman Schneider’s personal phone
records and texts are not subject to OPRA. The Custodian argued that such records are not
subject to OPRA because those records are not made, maintained, or kept on file in the course of
official business. The Custodian additionally argued that even if a public official were to use a

1 No legal representation listed on record.
2 Represented by Michael Lavery, Esq.
3 The parties may have submitted additional correspondence or made additional statements/assertions in the
submissions identified herein. However, the Council includes in the Findings and Recommendations of the
Executive Director the submissions necessary and relevant for the adjudication of this complaint.
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municipally-owned telephone, the identity of a caller to a public official is not subject to
disclosure under OPRA, pursuant to North Jersey Newspapers Co. v. Passaic County Bd. Of
Chosen Freeholders, 127 N.J. 9 (1992), Gannett New Jersey Partners, LP v. County of
Middlesex, 379 N.J. Super. 205 (App. Div. 2005). The Custodian also acknowledged a prior
GRC case concerning text messages, Alt v. City of Vineland, GRC Complaint No. 2013-205
(June 2014), where a request for text messages sent/received by the Mayor on his city-issued
and/or personal cellphone regarding city business was deemed invalid.

Denial of Access Complaint:

On February 27, 2015, the Complainant filed a Denial of Access Complaint with the
Government Records Council (“GRC”). The Complainant stated that he attended the Lopatcong
Council meetings on January 7 and January 21, 2015, where he witnessed what appeared to be
Councilwoman Donna Schneider texting. He further observed that when she stopped texting,
“some members in the audience proceeded to text as well.” Based only on his observations, the
Complainant’s “reasonable conclusion” was that Councilwoman Schneider must have been
texting members of the audience. The Complainant believed that the sequences of
communications appear to have influenced the Councilwoman’s comments and remarks.

The Complainant stated that he attended the Lopatcong Town Council meeting held on
February 4, 2015, and addressed the Councilwoman directly as to whether she was texting during
the meetings. According to the Complainant, she responded, “Yes, to my babysitter.” The
Complainant then stated that he verified the last four digits of the Councilwoman’s cellphone
number and that her carrier is Verizon.

The Complainant asserted that denial of his request was improper as the request was not,
in fact, broad and did not ask the Custodian to perform duties beyond her official capacity. The
Complainant argued that his request was analogous to requesting the private handwritten notes of
a public official during an official meeting, suggesting that if an OPRA request were submitted
for those handwritten notes, the Custodian would have an obligation as part of her normal duties
to request the public official to turn over the notes.

The Complainant additionally argued that the requested phone logs are electronically
captured and stored records, which Verizon makes available online for at least 18 months as part
of their billing services. The Complainant further asserted that cell phone numbers are not by
default considered “unlisted” just because they are cell phone numbers. He suggested that the
definition of “unlisted” is an official term whereby account owners request that the phone carrier
specifically record their telephone numbers as such and that typically phone companies charge
for the service. The Complainant argued that unless the owner of the number has specifically
requested the option from their carrier, it cannot be assumed that the number is by default
considered “unlisted” simply because it is a cell phone number.

The Complainant made additional arguments concerning the Open Public Meetings Act
(“OPMA”). However, the GRC will not consider those arguments, as the GRC has no
jurisdiction over OPMA, instead having jurisdiction only over OPRA, which provides that, “A
person who is denied access to a government record by the custodian of the record, at the option
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of the requestor, may institute a proceeding to challenge the custodian's decision by… [filing] a
complaint with the Government Records Council established pursuant to [OPRA].” N.J.S.A.
47:1A-6.

Statement of Information:

On May 27, 2015, the Custodian filed a Statement of Information (“SOI”). The Custodian
certified that she received the Complainant’s OPRA request on February 10, 2015. The
Custodian certified that she responded in writing on February 13, 2015. The Custodian made no
additional legal arguments, apart from noting that the Councilwoman’s private cellphone was not
paid for by taxpayers.

Analysis
Unlawful Denial of Access

OPRA provides that government records made, maintained, kept on file, or received by a
public agency in the course of its official business are subject to public access unless otherwise
exempt. N.J.S.A. 47:1A-1.1. A custodian must release all records responsive to an OPRA request
“with certain exceptions.” N.J.S.A. 47:1A-1. Additionally, OPRA places the burden on a
custodian to prove that a denial of access to records is lawful pursuant to N.J.S.A. 47:1A-6.

In Verry v. Borough of South Bound Brook (Somerset), GRC Complaint No. 2011-280
(June 2015), the GRC considered a request for the “destination location of telephone calls” made
by the Custodian on a cell phone used for official Borough business. The GRC sent the case to
the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) for a hearing to resolve the facts and ultimately
accepted the Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJ) Initial Decision in the matter. In that decision,
the ALJ determined that “[t]he mere use of a private cell phone at work to make private calls
does not trigger the statute.” Verry v. Borough of South Bound Brook (Somerset), OAL Docket
No GRC 6463-13 (June 2015), Id. at 3-4. The ALJ further reasoned that a basic privacy test did
not weigh in favor of disclosing personal cell phone bills simply because the Custodian may
have used a personal cell phone on occasion.

Here, the Complainant’s request sought copies of the Councilwoman’s log of message
transactions for her private cell number, during a particular time and date range. Although the
Complainant stated that he observed the Councilwoman texting during the town’s council
meetings, he provided no evidence that she was using her private phone number to conduct
township business other than to cite his mere suspicions and observations that others in the
audience were texting as well. The Custodian contends that the records requested are from the
Councilwoman’s private cell phone and not in the possession of the Township. Based on the
facts of record, the GRC is unable to determine whether an unlawful denial of access occurred in
the instant matter.

Accordingly, based on the insufficient and conflicting evidence in the matter, the GRC is
unable to determine whether or not the Custodian unlawfully denied access to the requested
records. Therefore, this complaint should be referred to the Office of Administrative Law for a
hearing to resolve the facts. The complaint should also be referred to the Office of
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Administrative Law for determination of whether the Custodian or any other agency official
knowingly and willfully violated OPRA and unreasonably denied access under the totality of the
circumstances.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The Executive Director respectfully recommends the Council find that, based on the
insufficient and conflicting evidence in this matter, the GRC is unable to determine whether or
not the Custodian unlawfully denied access to the requested records. Therefore, this complaint
should be referred to the Office of Administrative Law for a hearing to resolve the facts. This
complaint should also be referred to the Office of Administrative Law for determination of
whether the Custodian or any other agency official knowingly and willfully violated OPRA and
unreasonably denied access under the totality of the circumstances.

Prepared By: Husna Kazmir
Staff Attorney

Reviewed By: Joseph D. Glover
Executive Director

November 10, 2015


