
GENERAL COMMENTS – Commissioner’s Meeting – March 24, 2015 

 

The meeting was called to order at 7:36 p.m. in the Auditorium of the Borough Hall.  The 

announcement of Public Meetings was read by Mayor Kasko.  After the Pledge of 

Allegiance and a moment of silence, roll call was taken.  Mayor Kasko, Commissioner 

Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford were present along with the Borough 

Administrator, the Borough Solicitor, and the Deputy Borough Clerk. 

 

Commissioner Rochford made a motion to waive the reading of the minutes and 

approve them as posted for the Commissioner Meeting of March 10, 2015. 

Commissioner Kasko seconded he motion, which was then approved unanimously by 

the Commissioners. 

 

A Proclamation was read out by Commissioner Kasko naming the month of March as 

Women’s History Month.  Ms. Cynthia Kolaski, a high school teacher who lives in 

Haddonfield, was presented with this proclamation. 

 

Ordinance 2015-04 was then introduced for first reading, which preserves a CAP bank.  

As there were no questions asked the Commissioners voted unanimously to approve 

the ordinance on first reading. 

 

Mayor Kasko, Commissioner Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford voted affirmatively 

to pass the following resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2015-03-24-040 Authorization to Approve Transfer of Appropriation Reserves 

2015-03-24-041 Authorization for Emergency Temporary Appropriations 

2015-03-24-042 Authorization to Pay Vouchers  

2015-03-24-043 Authorization to Cancel Water & Sewer Charges 

2015-03-24-044 Authorization Introduce 2015 Business Improvement District Budget 

2015-03-24-045 Authorization to Advertise for Sealed Bids – Solid Waste Collection 

Services 

2015-03-24-046 Authorization to Support the Haddonfield Soccer Club for Seeking 

Camden County Open Space Funds for the Improvement of 

Haddonfield Anniversary Field 

2015-03-24-047 Authorization to Support the Haddonfield Girls Softball League for 

Seeking Camden County Open Space Funds for the Improvement of 

Haddonfield Crows Woods 

2015-03-24-048 Authorization to Support the Haddonfield Youth Basketball Association 

for Seeking Camden County Open Space Funds for the Improvement 

for Haddonfield’s Radnor Field 

 

The fourth grade student from Elizabeth Haddon School was asked to stand, introduce 

himself, and ask any questions.  In attendance were Beckett Kreismer, W. Euclid 

Avenue; Jack Hansen, Estaugh Avenue; Caden Macmillan, Treaty Elm Avenue; and 

Alison King, Westminster Avenue, who asked if the pot holes were going to be fixed.  

Commissioner Moscatelli replied that this cold weather this winter had not been good 

for the roads.  The Department of Public Works (DPW) has been filling pot holes 

throughout the winter.  He noted that the County roads were in dire need of repair and 

that Grove Street is scheduled to be repaved this year.  The DPW is continuing to work 

on our streets, though.  He finished by asking that residents call in to DPW if there are 

any really bad ones. 

 

Mayor Kasko opened the public comment portion of the meeting by announcing that 

the Borough does not know any more than everyone else with regards to the Bancroft 

property, in relation to the recent articles in the various local newspapers and the 

company purchasing that property.  He noted that this would require Zoning Board 

approval as it is not a permitted use for that site.  He specifically pointed out that the 

Commissioners must be very careful about what they say on this subject because there 

can be a perceived influence on the Zoning Board.  The Commissioners have been told 

that there will be a public meeting by the purchaser, Recover Centers of America 

(RCA), sometime in April.  He understands that there are a lot of questions and anxiety 

by the residents and the Commissioners share those concerns as tax payers, residents 

and parents.  The Borough has not received any plans or drawings from RCA to-date.  

Nothing will be done behind closed doors and this process will be handled fairly, 



opening, thoroughly and transparent.  He finished by stating that it will take many 

months before anything is finalized.   

 

Kim Custer, Evergreen Avenue, asked for the current status on the sub-division of 

Boxwood Hall and what do we have in our open space accounts so far.  Commissioner 

Moscatelli replied that the Engineers are working on the sub-division before it goes 

before the Planning Board and are being as meticulous as possible so as to ensure that 

there are as few variances necessary for non-conformance after everything is done.  

Expect this to go before the Planning Board within the next two months.  The Borough 

Administrator stated that there is approximately $1 million in the Open Space Tax Fund.  

Mayor Kasko replied that the Borough currently collects approximately $115,000 

annually for this fund.  Ms. Custer asked if the Borough still had access to the Open 

Space Grants that had previously been awarded to the Borough.  The Administrator 

noted that they are still available at this time, but will expire soon.  Mayor Kasko noted 

that these grants will expire unless we use them for either this purchase or for something 

else. 

 

Chris Maynes, 7 Roberts Avenue, read the following statement into the record: 

 

I just wanted to express my concern, which I know is shared by many, 

regarding the possible sale of the Bancroft property and the expected 

proposal to transition the property’s use from a special education facility 

to a drug and alcohol rehabilitation facility serving a transient population 

of up to 300 abusers of heroin and other narcotics, in addition to alcohol. 

While we hold no discriminatory views against individuals seeking 

addiction treatment, such a use of the Bancroft site is not permitted under 

the property’s residential zoning designation, which, since being adopted 

in 1939, has never permitted such a use. 

 

Currently, the site’s zoning designation acknowledges Bancroft’s use of 

the property for a school as a “pre-existing non-conforming use.” We 

should be prepared to hear the developer argue that his proposed use is 

a continuation of the “pre-existing non-conforming use.”  However, use of 

the property as a drug and alchohol treatment and recovery facility is not 

a continuation of Bancroft's current use of the property as a special 

education school. Therefore, when Bancroft vacates the property, it must 

return to conformance with its designated zoning, which only permits 

three uses: (1) single-family detached dwelling; (2) a publicly owned park, 

playground, or recreation area; or (3) municipal building or use. 

 

The developer is also likely to argue that his proposed use is “inherently 

beneficial” and therefore a variance should be granted. However, many 

facilities are beneficial to communities, and our zoning ordinances exist to 

ensure that such facilities are placed appropriately. A hospital, radio 

tower, church or other facility might benefit a community but doesn’t 

belong in a residential neighborhood if the negative criteria associated 

with the facility being in a residential neighborhood (e.g. increased 

density, 24-hour traffic, visual impairment, diminishment in property values, 

etc.) outweigh the inherent benefit of the facility -- unless those negative 

criteria can be reasonably mitigated.  In this case, the following negative 

criteria, among others, exist and cannot be reasonably mitigated: 

 

     - Safety risk to the adjoining HMHS and Tatem population.  While 

certainly not implying that all, or even most, of RCA's patients are 

criminals, drug abuse is highly correlated with crime, and it is a certainty 

that at least some of RCA's patients will be criminals.  Per RCA, it would be 

illegal for RCA to prevent felons, including sex offenders, from attending 

RCA... although RCA will use a screening process based on patients' SELF-

DISCLOSED criminal history.  They cannot prevent a patient from leaving 

their facility, and RCA is a startup and has never actually run one of these 

facilities before.  It is a certainty that there is an increased safety risk to our 

students from the existence of a round-the-clock drug rehab facility... run 

by a startup company with zero track record of safely and effectively 

running such a facility... who is screening their own patients based on the 



patients' SELF-DISCLOSED criminal history... when the company cannot 

prevent the patients from leaving the facility... which is located next to a 

high school and within a stone's throw of an elementary school. 

 

     - 24-hour traffic.  Per RCA's website, RCA will operate a 24-hour "black 

car" service to get patients to treatment as quickly as possible (as quickly 

as possible after self-disclosing their criminal history, that is). 

 

     - Diminishment in property values.  A 2014 Longwood University 

(Virginia) study concluded the following:  "In this study, we find evidence 

that residential substance abuse treatment centers adversely impact the 

price of neighboring homes. We find that homes within 1/8 mile of a 

treatment center sell for approximately 8% less than otherwise 

comparable homes that are located further away. Furthermore, we find 

that the market differentiates between potential risks that nearby 

treatment centers may carry, as living near a methadone clinic that treats 

opiate addictions such as heroin or morphine may be associated with a 

reduction in home values by as much as 17%."  RCA will treat opiate 

addictions, per its Chief Clinical Officer, Deni Carise, who is on record as 

stating that “some patients will receive medication-assisted treatments 

such as buprenorphine products and injectable naltrexone” -- which are 

used to treat addictions to opiates, namely heroin.  This means that a 17% 

reduction in home values is a genuine possibility. 

 

O'Neill will dangle the high-school-side of the property as a carrot to 

entice us to give in to his demands.  He’ll mention the ratables (which only 

remain if he does not choose to flip RCA into non-profit status.)  He'll hold 

community information sessions in the interest of 'transparency.'  (These 

info sessions will really just be an opportunity for him to con any attendees 

into his warped point of view that a medical facility use = an educational 

use.)  In the end, the facts won't change:  (1) His primary proposed use as 

a drug and alcohol treatment and rehabilitation center is not the same 

use as Bancroft's primary use for the property as a special education 

school, and (2) While a drug and alcohol rehab center may be inherently 

beneficial, the unmitigatable negative criteria associated with having 

such a facility near our homes and schools outweigh the inherent benefits. 

 

Lastly, O'Neill will threaten our Zoning Board with lawsuits if they don't 

capitulate.  The threat of a lawsuit, however, does not relieve the Zoning 

Board of their responsibility to cast their votes based on the zoning and 

the facts.  As guardians of our quality of life, we hope and expect that our 

Zoning Board will not shrink in the face of O'Neill's demands, and that they 

will have the courage to deny his unreasonable variance request, lawsuit 

or not. 

 

With all that having been said, why are we here tonight, since it’s not a 

zoning board meeting and you the commissioners aren’t in a position to 

actually do anything tonight? 

 

First, many of us would like to be on record as encouraging the 

commission not to sit back as this unfolds, but to rather to recognize the 

real possibility that, based on the zoning and the fact that the inherent 

benefits of the facility are clearly outweighed by the unmitigatable 

negatives, this proposal will not gain zoning approval.  We don’t know 

what the developer will then do, but we should be prepared.  The 

Commission should move forward with a development plan and consider 

asking Bancroft if they are open to taking a backup offer from the 

Borough for the property in the event that their deal with O’Neill falls 

through.  Whether you were for or against the BOE referendum, it’s now 

more evident than ever that an undesirable outcome really could 

become reality if we don’t control the outcome ourselves.  That having 

been said, a reasonable development plan with a balance of ratable 

medium-density age-targeted housing similar to the Mews, combined with 

athletic field space next to the high school, and a some public open 



space with a real, usable, wooded trail connecting Evans Pond to Hopkins 

Pond, would be a reasonable, balanced, budget-neutral solution. 

 

Dorothy Rivers, The Mews, appealed to the Commissioners that they will be notified by 

the Borough as to updates about this property.  The people at The Mews are very 

concerned about this development as this is very close to our property.  They would like 

to get early notification so that they could have the chance to represent The Mews.  

Mayor Kasko replied that any public meeting will be well publicized and residents will 

definitely get adequate notice. 

 

Eileen Stillwell, Potter Street, commended Mr. Maynes on outlining his issues.  In the 

interest of transparency she then asked when the Commissioners found out about this 

issue.  Mayor Kasko replied that both Bancroft and RCA gave the Borough a heads ups 

a couple of weeks prior and that they would be making an announcement on this.  The 

Commissioners agreed to give them the chance to make their announcement.  We do 

not have any additional details from what was reported in the newspapers.  Ms. Stillwell 

then asked if there was an Agreement of Sale at this time and if it would be contingent 

upon Zoning.  Mayor Kasko replied that we do not know about that at this time, but we 

do know there is an Agreement of Sale, but we do not know any particulars at this time.  

This is an agreement between two private organizations on private property, so at this 

point we don’t have any details.  Lastly, Ms. Stillwell asked if there was a representative 

in attendance at tonight’s meeting.  Mayor Kasko replied that he was not aware of 

anyone from RCA attending the meeting. 

 

Tom Kenny, Roberts Avenue, thanked everyone who attended tonight’s meeting.  This is 

the type of response that stopped a continuing care retirement facility (CCRC) at the 

Bancroft site previously. 

 

Simone Kane, Kings Highway East, stated that this is our chance to work together.  It is 

more than just residents and property taxes, it is also business owners.  Please help 

people to become more informed and to put the history in the past and move forward 

working together. 

 

Angela Melzi, Maple Avenue, asked how important the Zoning Board is in making this 

decision.  Please explain this in laymen’s terms.  The Borough Solicitor explained Use 

Variances in general terms.  Only the Zoning Board is authorized to approve Use 

Variances.  There must be a proper hearing on this variance.  The Solicitor reviewed the 

specific criteria in general terms.  This can be appealed directly to the Superior Court or 

to the Board of Commissioners.  This is why the Commissioners are prohibited from 

commenting on this issue or discussing the merits of this project; they cannot make a 

pre-determination since it make be appealed to them. 

 

Matt Kane, Kings Highway East, asked if the standards consistent as you elevate each 

step through the courts.  The Borough Solicitor replied that they are exactly the same; 

they are statutory.  The problem that develops is that every time you go up a step it 

becomes more difficult to overturn what has already occurred below.  Mr. Kane then 

asked if there were quantifiable local standards.  The Solicitor replied that the Land Use 

Act has standards that apply throughout the state, but the problem is that they do not 

create a “bright line”; they are fact intense.  Mr. Kane finished by asking if we will see 

what locals standards have been set previously when we evaluate that criteria.  The 

Solicitor replied affirmatively. 

 

Ken Kolaski, Roberts Avenue, as far as the development of evidentiary record, asked 

what happens if the developer gets a positive response from the Zoning Board and 

then the appeal comes to be Commissioners.  Is the evidentiary record allowed only 

that from the Zoning Board?  The Borough Solicitor replied that it is generally the record 

before the Zoning Board, but the Commissioners do have the right to augment the 

record.  Mr. Kolaski then asked if members of the public have the right to call 

representatives of RCA as witnesses at the Zoning Board hearing.  The Solicitor replied 

affirmatively.  He further noted that groups of residences have generally retained legal 

counsel.  Mr. Kolaski then asked for various other legal procedures in reference to 

applications before the Zoning Board, which the Borough Solicitor replied appropriately.  

He finished by asking if pro bono counsel is allowed at the Zoning Board.  The Solicitor 



replied affirmatively.  Mayor Kasko stated that the Zoning Board Solicitor will be 

requested to make clear the procedures so that there is no confusion. 

 

Linda Baker, Mt. Vernon Avenue, in Mr. Maynes’ statement he suggested that a backup 

plan be developed for the Bancroft property.  Is that a possibility and what would be 

the steps to create something?  Mayor Kasko stated that anything is a possibility and 

any alternative plan would have to be a better offer than what Bancroft current has on 

the table from RCA.  We will look into this ourselves, but there would be a cost to the 

residents.  Just remember that this is a private deal between two private entities.  The 

Solicitor explained that if the agreement fell through and the property went back out 

onto the open market, that would be one thing, but the Borough does not have the 

right to interfere with an existing agreement of sale. 

 

Eric Viehlehr, 620 Cedar Avenue, asked if the Bancroft site was ever declared an area 

in need of redevelopment.  Mayor Kasko replied that it was declared as such.  He 

further explained the previous steps that had been taken with regards to a 

redevelopment zone.  There were several possible plans that were discussed by 

previous Boards of Commission and the various processes that were worked through.  

The Mayor stated that the Borough’s Redevelopment Attorney has advised him that 

due to the amount of time that has elapsed since the first declaration as a 

redevelopment zoning it may be necessary to go through that process again.  Mr. 

Viehlehr asked if there was a time limit for how long something is determined to be a 

redevelopment zone.  The Borough Solicitor replied the steps taken and how Bancroft 

was amenable, when the redevelopment zone was established, to dismiss the lawsuit 

challenging the redevelopment zone designation back when it was first done, agreeing 

to see what the redevelopment plan entailed.  The Borough then never actually 

adopted a redevelopment plan. 

 

Devon Perry, Kings Highway West, indicated that she is representing a group of 

entrepreneurs both in the non-profit and for-profit sector.  They were approached by a 

university from the west in reference to the Bancroft property.  Although they did have 

discussions with Bancroft, no offer was made. Therefore, if there is a “Plan B” or “Plan C” 

maybe this is a group you would be interested in talking to. 

 

Mary Fagan, Merion Avenue, there is one avenue of appeal that the Solicitor did not 

mention, which is through the federal court system.  She noted that those will substance 

abuse issues are a protected class through the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  

She then asked what triggers can start that kind of appeal.  The Borough Solicitor 

replied that something in that nature would be filed by the developer.  At this time he 

does not know the intensions of the developer, but it was his belief that they were going 

through the Use Variance application. 

 

Amy Viehlehr, Hopkins Lane, asked if the residents would be kept informed if the 

developer decided to go this route.  The Borough Solicitor replied that the 

Commissioners will do so, but the Borough does not know that they will be going this 

route; everything is speculative at this point. 

 

Heather Paoli, 825 Princeton Avenue, asked what people could say to trigger that type 

of valid defense.  The Borough Solicitor reviewed various types of discriminatory 

statements, which should never be said. 

 

Disk Eastwick, 400 Beechwood Avenue, asked whether or not there were times that the 

ADA law would not apply.  The Borough Solicitor replied that there are a multitude of 

issues involved in ADA cases, which is why the courts would be involved. 

 

Dan Keenan, Hickory Lane, asked what the criteria is for something to be “inherently 

beneficial?”  The Borough Solicitor replied that “inherently beneficial” is not only for the 

community, but for society also.  Mr. Keenan then asked how something like this, being 

located near a school, could be located within a drug free zone.  The Solicitor replied 

that there is nothing like that which applies to a drug rehabilitation center.  A drug free 

zone is for the sale of drugs only. 

 



Kim Lamaina, Kings Highway W., asked if the developer retained a law firm to represent 

them.  Mayor Kasko replied that this information is not known at this time, but he felt sure 

that they had lawyers on their staff who would represent them in such an issue. 

 

Brian Kirwan, Hawthorne Avenue, is there any way the Commissioners can work 

proactively with concerned residents to help prevent a Zoning Board or ADA claim.  The 

Solicitor replied that the Commissioners have to be objective throughout this process 

and cannot work with the residents in such a manner.  Mr. Kirwan then asked if the 

Commissioners could decide to move forward with the purchase of this property, can 

that be done.  Mayor Kasko replied that the Commissioners would have to confer with 

the Borough Solicitor on that topic. 

 

Ms. Lamaina then asked the Commissioners for a list of attorney who do pro-bono work.  

Mayor Kasko stated that the Borough cannot provide that information.  The Solicitor 

explained that lawyers within the town usually come forward to offer their services to 

the neighbors. 

 

Richard DeMichee, Washington Avenue, asked about moving forward with a 

redevelopment plan at this time.  Mayor Kasko replied that this question has been 

asked of our Redevelopment Attorney, so we need to meet with him to determine if 

that is feasible and what the pros and cons of doing so are.  Mr. DiMichele then asked 

how long it would take to find that out.  He noted that if you could move forward with 

that it would severely impact this issue.  Mayor Kasko replied that they did not know at 

this point, but it could be a month or so.  We need to determine our position under the 

laws of the state before we can do anything.  The Borough Solicitor stated that this is a 

very complicated procedure and there are many items to be weighed in this matter. 

 

Ms. Custer thanked the Commissioners for the new sound system as it was much easier 

to hear the Commissioners comments. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:52 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Kate Lafferty 

Deputy Borough Clerk 


