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COMMISSIONER MEETING OF APRIL 27, 2021 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:32 p.m. via ZOOM.  The announcement of Public 
Meetings was ready by Mayor Rochford.  After the Pledge of Allegiance and moment of 
silence, roll call was taken.  In attendance were Mayor Rochford, Commissioner Kasko, 
and Commissioner Bianco Bezich, along with the Borough Administrator, Borough Solicitor 
and Borough Clerk. 
 
Commissioner Kasko made a motion to approve the minutes to the April 13, 2021 
Commissioner Meeting, which was seconded by Commissioner Bianco Bezich.  The 
motion was approved unanimously.  Commissioner Kasko then made a motion to 
approve the minutes to the August 17, 2020, September 14, 2020 and November 16, 2020 
Work Sessions.  Mayor Rochford seconded the motion, which was then approved 
unanimously. 
 
Once Ordinance 2021-05 was introduced for second reading, which is the non-union 
salary ordinance, Mayor Rochford opened the public hearing.  Commissioner Kasko 
briefly explained that this ordinance is done for those employees who are not members 
of a collective bargaining unit.  Mayor Rochford noted that this is for a 2% increase.  As 
there were no questions asked Mayor Rochford made a motion to close the public 
hearing.  Commissioner Bianco Bezich seconded the motion, which was then approved 
unanimously.  Commissioner Kasko then made a motion to adopt the ordinance on 
second reading, which was seconded by Mayor Rochford.  The motion was then 
approved unanimously. 
 
Ordinance 2021-06 was then introduced for second reading, which allows for the 
preservation of a CAP Bank.  Mayor Rochford opened the public hearing.  Commissioner 
Kasko explained that this is done annually at budget time.  The CAP Bank pertains to the 
amount of appropriations that can be banked by increasing the percentage from 2.5% 
to 3.5%.  As there were no questions asked Mayor Rochford made a motion to close the 
public hearing.  Commissioner Kasko seconded the motion, which was then approved 
unanimously.  Commissioner Kasko then made a motion to adopt the ordinance on 
second reading, which was seconded by Commissioner Bianco Bezich.  The motion was 
then approved unanimously. 
 
Next, Ordinance 2021-07 was introduced for first reading, which is for a multipurpose 
bond.  Mayor Rochford noted that this bond covers the 2021 capital projects and 
announced that the public hearing would be held at the May 11, 2021 Commissioner 
Meeting.  Commissioner Kasko further explained that this appropriates $1,490,000 and will 
result in the issuance of $1,415,000 in bonds or notes.  He then reviewed the items to be 
purchased through this ordinance.  As there were no questions asked the Commissioners 
voted unanimously to approve the ordinance on first reading. 
 
The Commissioners then voted unanimously to approve the following resolution with no 
questions asked: 
 
2021-04-27-063 Authorization to Pay Vouchers 
2021-04-27-064 Authorization to Issue Check(s) – Overpayment of Taxes 
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2021-04-27-065 Authorization to Grant a Total Exempt Veteran Deduction and 
Cancellation of Taxes for 2nd, 3rd & 4th Quarters 2021 

2021-04-27-066 Authorization to Sign Agreement for Governor’s Council on Alcoholism 
and Drug Abuse – Fiscal Grant Cycle FY22 

2021-04-27-067 Authorization to Reject Bid(s) & Re-Advertise – Heritage Road, 
Lafayette Avenue, Jefferson Avenue and Upland Way Stormwater 
Improvements (Re-Bid) 

2021-04-27-068 Authorization to Advertise for Sealed Bids – Homestead Avenue 
Drainage Improvements 

 
Once Resolution2021-04-27-069 was introduced, which authorized the approve of various 
General Event Permit Applications, Mayor Rochford reviewed the various events listed.  
The Borough Administrator then advised the Commissioners that the first item listed in this 
resolution, a request from the Cherry Hill Fire Department’s Ladder Co. Search and 
Rescue to utilize the Bancroft site for training purposes, was something that they had not 
previously had an opportunity to discuss.  Mayor Rochford noted that though he is happy 
to see firefighting personnel getting the training they need, there are concerns about 
safety hazards at these facilities and it was his opinion that the use of the facility for 
training purposes should be stopped once this training was concluded for the safety of 
the personnel.  Commissioner Bianco Bezich indicated that she is okey with approving 
this specific training and that a Certificate of Liability has been provided for this specific 
training.  She also agreed with the Mayor that these trainings should be stopped after 
this, and noted that she had already commented on the safety concerns for these 
facilities back in the fall of 2020.  She then suggested that the Borough should look into 
demolishing the non-historic buildings.  Mayor Rochford noted that for safety reasons at 
this point in time that these trainings should be stopped after this.  Commissioner Kasko 
echoed the safety concerns of the other Commissioners, but added that he was happy 
to see that there is still some usefulness to these building at this point.  He finished by noting 
that this is a great way for the Borough to be able to help our firefighters, police, and 
other first responders, as well as those from surrounding areas.  As there were no further 
comments or questions asked the Commissioners voted unanimously to approve the 
resolution.  The Commissioners voted unanimously to approve the resolution. 
 
The Commissioners the voted unanimously to approve Resolution 2021-04-27-070, which 
authorized the approval of taxi cab licenses for Premier Transportation, with no questions 
asked. 
 
Mayor Rochford then moved the Public Comment period of the meeting to after the next 
agenda item – the Court Order Public Hearing on Ordinance 2018-01. 
 
At 7:55 p.m. the Commissioners agreed to a short break to set up the for Court Ordered 
Public Hearing on the amendments to the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan under 
Ordinance 2018-01. 
 
Once the Commissioners returned at 8:00 p.m., Mayor Rochford asked the Clerk to 
announce the next item on the agenda.  Once that had been done the Mayor then 
confirmed that the Court Reporter from Veritext was present and asked that they 
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commence transcription of the meeting at this point through to the end of the meeting.  
The Court Report confirmed her attendance. 
 
Mayor Rochford then announced that the next item on the agenda is a public hearing 
regarding Ordinance 2018-01 of the Borough (copy provided at the end of these Minutes 
as Exhibit A), originally finally adopted by the Borough Commissioners on February 13, 
2018.  Then on April 6, 2016, the Borough Commissioners adopted Ordinance 2016-03 
which adopted the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan, which was dated April 6, 2016.  
Ordinance 2018-01 approved certain amendments to the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan, 
which will be discussed in greater detail tonight.  The Amended Redevelopment Plan 
itself is dated April 6, 2016, amended January 16, 2018. 
 
The Mayor then read the following in to the Minutes of the meeting: 
 

“Subsequent to the Borough Commissioners adoption of Ordinance 2018-
01, approving the Amended Redevelopment Plan, a group of Plaintiffs, 
including John Tarditi, Letitia Colombi, Chris Maynes, Ginny DeLong, 
Richard Wells, Richard Morris, Nils Herdelin and Daniel Tompkins filed with 
the Superior Court of New Jersey a Motion to Vacate Ordinance No. 2018-
01 or in the Alternative for Remand to the Borough for further proceedings.  
The Borough defended this lawsuit and the parties appeared before Judge 
Famular on March 3, 2021. 
 
On April 1, 2021, Judge Famular issued an Order denying the Plaintiff's 
Motion to Vacate Ordinance 2018-01 without prejudice and granting the 
Plaintiff's Motion for a remand to the Borough of Haddonfield. 
 
Judge Famular further ordered that the Borough Commissioners, upon 
notice to be duly provided to the public pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:49-2 and 
following the process set forth therein as to adoption of an ordinance, 
conduct a public hearing that is recorded and transcribed with regard to 
Ordinance 2018-01, at which public hearing the Borough Commissioners 
shall place on the record, and record and transcribe their specific reasons 
for deviating from and amending the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan 
previously adopted by the Borough in 2016, and explain their reasons for 
said actions in accordance with Sections 7(d) and (e) of the 
Redevelopment Law. 
 
On April 16, 2021, notice of tonight's public hearing appeared in The 
Retrospect in accordance with the requirements of N.J.S.A. 40:49-2.  It 
should be noted for the record, that on April 22, 2021, the Borough 
Commissioners received a letter from the attorney for the Plaintiffs in the 
lawsuit just mentioned, alleging that the notice appearing in the 
newspaper was deficient for reasons set forth in the letter.  The Borough 
believes that the notice is sufficient, and has elected to proceed with the 
public hearing as advertised. 
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The Mayor then announced the start of the Court-required public hearing 
and reviewed the procedure for the public hearing, which would be as 
follows: 
 

1. First, the Borough's Planner Brian Slaugh from Clarke Caton Hintz is going to, 
among other things, describe the amendments to the 2016 
Redevelopment Plan and provide his professional opinion with respect to 
the appropriateness of the amendments, including their applicability to the 
Borough's Master Plan. 

2. Second, at the conclusion of Brian's presentation, the Commissioners are 
going to take the opportunity to ask Brian any questions they may have 
with respect to his presentation. 

3. Third, we will give members of the public an opportunity to ask Mr. Slaugh 
any questions they may have with respect to his presentation.  This will be a 
time for questions only. 

4. Fourth, once those questions have been asked and answered, we will give 
members of the public an opportunity to provide public comment on the 
amendments to the Redevelopment Plan. 

5. Finally, once all members of the public have had a chance to speak, the 
Commissioners will provide their comments and vote on the amendments 
to the Redevelopment Plan.” 

 
Mayor Rochford asked if the Commissioners had any questions at this time.  As there were 
none he then asked for a motion to open the Public Hearing.  Commissioner Kasko stated 
that he had no questions and made the motion to open the Public Hearing.  Before 
seconding that motion Mayor Rochford asked Commissioner Bianco Bezich to provide 
information on her position during this public hearing.  She advised that upon consultation 
with Counsel and review of case law she would be abstaining from voting in this 
proceeding as she was not in office when the original Redevelopment Plan, as well as 
the amendments, were adopted.  She understood that she could vote in the 
proceedings, but after reviewing the records, she has made the decision to abstain 
because of the fact that this has gone through a review by the judicial system and 
remanded to the Commissioners by a Judge for a procedural deficiency she will be 
abstaining because not only was she not present for the redevelopment hearings and 
the amendment and the process involved in getting to that point, she was also not 
involved in the prior procedure or the subsequent adoption of the plan or a part of the 
agreement.  Mayor Rochford then seconded the motion, which was approved 
unanimously by himself and Commissioner Kasko. 
 
Mayor Rochford then opened the public comment portion of the hearing and 
introduced Mr. Brian Slaugh of Clarke Caton & Hintz, as the Borough’s Bancroft 
Redevelopment Planner and asked that he provide information on his background, 
education and employment history to establish his qualifications as the Borough’s 
Redevelopment Planner.  He also noted that he had worked extensively with Mr. Caton 
on the original 2017 report. 
 
After Mr. Slaugh provided that information he proceeded to explain the tools available 
to the Board of Commissioners, specifically the Local Housing Redevelopment Law, 
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which governs what governing bodies are permitted to do in redevelopment and 
reviewed the process for a redevelopment plan and amending such a plan.  He spoke 
on the Planning Board’s role and their submission to the governing body of their 
recommendations regarding a redevelopment plan and amendments to that plan.  He 
noted that a governing body may decide to adhere to those recommendations or not.  
If they choose not to follow those recommendations, they must note their reasons for not 
doing so on the record.   
 
He then reviewed his report to the Commissioners dated April 23, 2021 in detail, as well as 
the original report from November 1, 2017 prepared by Mr. Phil Caton of Clarke, Caton 
& Hintz, who was the Borough’s Redevelopment Planner at that time and has since 
retired, both reports are provided at the end of these Minutes, Exhibits C and D.   
 
Mr. Slaugh finished his review by specifically noting that the Planning Board resolution 
from 2018, a copy of which is provided at the end of these Minutes – Exhibit E, did not 
reference any inconsistencies with the Borough’s Master Plan and then reviewed that 
resolution in more detail, as well as the 1984 Master Plan as updated through 2009, a 
copy of which is provided at the end of these Minutes – Exhibit F. 
 
Mayor Rochford then opened the floor for any questions to Mr. Slaugh; noting that the 
Commissioners would ask their questions first and then the public would be able to ask 
their questions. 
 
Commissioner Kasko asked for a clarification again that in January 2018 the Board of 
Commissioners accepted the resolution by the Planning Board, and noted that it had 
been received beyond the 45-day limit allowed by law.  Mr. Slaugh stated that this was 
correct.   Commissioner Kasko then reviewed that the Master Plan being referenced is 
the 1984 Master Plan, which includes the 1991 re-examination report, and the re-
examination reports from 1997, 2000, 2003, 2009, and the 2005 and 2008 Open Space & 
Recreation Plan, and Green Building & Sustainability Element from 2015 that this is 
measured against by the Commissioners and the Planning Board.  Mr. Slaugh agreed that 
each of those elements provide support for the Redevelopment Plan’s goals and 
objectives.  He would also add to that list the 2019 Housing Element and Fair Share Plan.  
Commissioner Kasko then asked about Ms. Slaugh’s comments on the blight conditions 
that a redevelopment plan typically addresses.  Mr. Slaugh replied that the reason that 
we have the redevelopment law is that it allows for more active involvement of the 
municipal government, rather than just relying on zoning.  It provides a mechanism 
whereby a governing body to engage in improvements to a property.  Lastly, 
Commissioner Kasko asked Mr. Slaugh to clarify that there were 12 amendments to the 
2016 Redevelopment Plan and those amendments in your view are consistent with all of 
the elements to the Borough’s Master Plan, they are designed to effectuate the Master 
Plan, and they are intended to advance the redevelopment site by being responsive to 
trends in the market place within the parameters of redevelopment within Haddonfield.  
Mr. Slaugh stated that this is what the Plan and the amendments do.  Mr. Slaugh went on 
to state that the amendments to not disturb the relationship that the 2016 
Redevelopment Plan had to the Master Plan and to what the Planning Board had 
already approved.   
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Mayor Rochford asked, when the amendments were considered by the Planning Board, 
would they have had to understand that the Commissioners could accept or reject their 
recommendations per the redevelopment law; that as a matter of law we had the right 
to do what we did.  Mr. Slaugh replied that this was correct, and clarified that the 
Commissioners would have had to provide reasons for the rejection of their 
recommendations.  Mayor Rochford then asked if, therefore, it did not matter what the 
Planning Board’s vote was for each of the amendments, the Commissioners would have 
had the right to reject them if they so choose.  Mr. Slaugh replied that this is correct, as 
long as the reasons for the rejections were provided for the record, which was done as 
per the whereas clauses in the 2018-01 ordinance.  Mayor Rochford then talked about 
the sizes of the units and how the Planning Board was “in step” with the Commissioners 
until the time it was decided to increase the square footage.  He asked if the changes 
that were made increased the units by another bedroom, or if a basement was added, 
or any other such use; did these changes make any drastic changes in the amenities 
provided; i.e. a pool, tennis courts, play grounds, etc., or was there any consideration 
given to including retail on this site.  Mr. Slaugh agreed there were no such changes.  The 
Mayor then asked if these units were designed for active, over 55 adults and not for 
families, under the definition of age targeted.  Mr. Slaugh agreed they were for older 
adults and were designed for “age in place”.  Next, Mayor Rochford commented that 
he has heard people state that there are accessibility issues with townhouses because 
they create barriers for people with disabilities and asked if any, or none, of these units 
were made barrier-free and by law do they have to be.  Ms. Slaugh stated that there is 
a requirement that they have to be adaptable for the first floor, but is a marketing 
concept itself where the units are designed to be adaptable and is an age targeted 
concept.  Mayor Rochford asked for clarification that a Redevelopment Plan takes 
precedence over a Master Plan.  Mr. Slaugh stated that this was correct and then 
reviewed how a Redevelopment Plan could differ from a Master Plan.  The Mayor then 
asked if it was a common event, or did it happen rarely, that a governing body would 
go back to their Planning Board with amendments to a Redevelopment Plan.  Mr. Slaugh 
replied that this is very common.  In his opinion this is because in the housing market 
changes can come about rapidly and something that made sense previously no longer 
does.  The Mayor then asked if an increase in the unit size would drive up the price 
dramatically.  Mr. Slaugh stated this would depend upon what is in there and talked 
about the rooms that are considered the most-costly and how changes there could, but 
to increase the size of a bedroom does not affect the cost that drastically.  Lastly, in your 
professional opinion the Borough and the developer are not marketing these units to 
people that are not active, 55+ adults.  Mr. Slaugh replied that to his knowledge they 
were not. 
  
Mayor Rochford then opened up the floor to the public and noted that these are 
questions to the Planner, not for comments on the Plan. 
 
Rich Hluchan, Redman Avenue, regarding the Planning Board resolution, he asked the 
Planner if he recognized that the Planning Board conducted three (3) meetings in 
December 2017.  Ms. Slaugh replied the was aware of that.  Mr. Hluchan the noted that 
the Commissioners accepted that resolution and attached it to the original ordinance as 
an exhibit, correct?  Mr. Slaugh stated that he did not know about the latter, but he did 
know that referenced it in the ordinance.  Ms. Hluchan then noted that the 2018-01 
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ordinance had three (3) Exhibits – Phil Caton’s initial memo, the Planning Board resolution, 
and Phil Caton’s amended memo.  Mr. Slaugh stated if that if that was what Mr. Hluchan 
was stipulating then that was fine, but he could not say for sure.  Mr. Hluchen then 
commented that it is a little late now, three (3) years later, to claim that it was beyond 
the 45 days, isn’t that correct.  Mr. Slaugh replied the he was just pointing out a fact.  Mr. 
Hluchan then confirmed that Mr. Slaugh was not giving a legal opinion, which Mr. Slaugh 
agreed that he was not.  Mr. Hluchen then noted that Mr. Slaugh had mentioned about 
deterioration at Bancroft over the last five (5) years or so, and noted that this was not the 
reason for adopting the ordinance in 2018, correct.  Mr. Slaugh stated that the 
deterioration would have gone to the area in need of redevelopment.  Mr. Hluchen then 
noted that any deterioration over the last three (3) years would be on the owners of the 
property, correct.  Mr. Slaugh replied affirmatively.  Mr. Hluchan then asked if the primary 
reason for the design of the Redevelopment Plan was to make it attractive to downsizing 
seniors, which they called aged targeted housing, correct.  Mr. Slaugh replied that this is 
his understanding.  Mr. Hluchan stated that age targeted is not a legal determination 
that means that you can only sell units to those 55 and over, correct.  Mr. Slaugh replied 
that it is not age restricted, deed restricted housing.  Mr. Hluchan noted that in age 
targeted housing anyone could buy a home whether they have children or not.  He 
stated that age targeted was not a legal term and had no “legal teeth”.  Mr. Slaugh 
disagreed with that assessment.  Mr. Hluchan then reviewed the various principles in the 
2016 Redevelopment Plan.  Mr. Slaugh noted that what was being described is a 
concept of development.  Mr. Hluchan stated that what he would describing was 
elements that were in the 2016 Redevelopment Plan.  The final point was that the price 
points for these units had to be at or below the median price of homes in Haddonfield.  
Ms. Slaugh reviewed the definition in the Redevelopment Plan for age targeted, noting 
that the operative word was “may”.  Mr. Hluchan then stated that the overall intent was 
to have an affordable unit to downsize to.  He noted that the original plan called for 2,000 
square foot units, and now they are at 2,250 square feet and the cost for the bigger unit 
would exceed the cost of the 2,000 square foot unit.  Therefore, the price to a downsizing 
senior would be more under this proposal.  Mr. Slaugh noted that this would be the case 
if the developer elected to build them at that size.  Mr. Hluchen then talked about the 
single floor living element would now have an elevator and talked about the cost of an 
elevator and the periodic maintenance costs.  He then commented that this makes the 
units over the median price for seniors.  Mr. Slaugh noted that the median price of homes 
fluctuates, although he had not looked at the median cost in Haddonfield. 
 
As there were no further questions to the Planner, Mayor Rochford then opened to public 
for comments to the Commissioners.  Commissioner Kasko asked, in the interest of time, 
should anyone wish to speak be asked to limit their time to five (5) minutes.  Mayor 
Rochford indicated that he would go with a trust system and that he was trying to not 
give a specific time frame.  He finished by noting that they could hear a second round 
of comments if needed. 
 
Robert Baranowski – Hyland, Lavine, Shapiro – and is current representing the Plaintiffs 
challenging Ordinance 2018-01.  He started by addressed his concerns regarding notice 
of this hearing then he would ask the Commissioners about some of the substantive issues.  
He had submitted letters dated April 22, 2021 and April 27, 2021 and wanted to make 
sure that were made part of this record pertaining to defects in the notice provided 
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regarding the hearing that was published on April 16, 2021.  The key issues relating to the 
flaws in the notice were as follows: 
 

1. The notice referenced the date of the adoption of the ordinance regarding 
Redevelopment Plan amendments as January 18, 2018, and Mr. Slaugh just did 
the same.  It appears to him that this information is incorrect.  Ordinance 2018-01 
was adopted on February 13, 2018.  This results in an inaccurate and confusing 
notice to the public. 

2. The notice fails to comply with N.J.S.A. 40:49-2, which requires “a clear and concise 
statement of the purpose of the ordinance, and for a Land Use ordinance requires 
that the notice contain a “brief summary of the main objectives of provisions of 
the ordinance.  The statement provided in the notice is completely meaningless, 
and he then cited case law.  He stated that this type of statement fails to provide 
any meaningful notice to the public. 

3. The exhibits that were referenced in the ordinance were not provided with a copy 
of the ordinance posted online on the Borough’s website and the notice provided 
that copies were to be made available on the Borough’s website, but the posted 
ordinance failed to include any of these exhibits.  It also failed to include Exhibit 3, 
which was specifically referenced in the notice, which is another fatal flaw in the 
process. 

 
We submit that these flaws and the impact that it would have on anyone reviewing that 
notice from the public that might decide that without that information they may not wish 
to participate and that this hearing should not have proceeded tonight and should have 
been re-noticed.  Mr. Baranowski then talked about other issues that he wished to 
address and given that there are time constraints and there are a number of members 
of the public and other individuals involved in the litigation who wish to speak and ask 
questions, he would like to be able to just make his comments and have the 
Commissioners address them in turn.  Mr. Northgrave, Borough’s Legal Counsel from 
McManimon , Scotland  & Baumann, stated that the Commissioners wanted to hear what 
Mr. Baranowski, his clients, and anyone else have to say, but to expect them to answer a 
list of questions, which we will take on a case-by-case basis, but he wanted to be clear 
that this is not an opportunity for anyone to be cross examined.  He further noted that the 
letters and objections referenced have been received and noted, and they will be part 
of any record when we go before the judge.  Mr. Baranowski then provided his 
comments.  Given that the order of the Superior Court says that the Commissioners shall 
place on the record their specific reasons for deviating from and amending the Bancroft 
Redevelop Plan previously adopted by the Borough in 2016 and explain their actions per 
the statute referenced, he asked how Mr. Slaugh’s report is being used by the 
Commissioners to achieve that purpose and whether the report is a new consistency 
report, when the Order and the Statute speaks to reviewing the Planning Board’s report, 
not to obtain a new report.  He asked for comment on how this complies with the process.  
He also noted that he would like to hear comments, given the 7th Whereas clause of 2018-
01, which states that following adoption of the redevelopment plan in 2016, that the 
Borough determined that 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC was unwilling and unable to effectively 
develop the portion of the site contractually retained by it in a manner consistent with 
the adopted redevelopment plan, he asked the Commissioners how the proposed 
amendments benefit the Borough and not just the redeveloper.  Additionally, how do 
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the proposed amendments under consideration further the goals of the Master Plan and 
the 2016 Redevelopment Plan to provide downsizing seniors with appropriately sized and 
priced, age targeted housing.  He then asked that the following individuals are 
recognized for comments and questions and are present on this meeting:  Chris Maynes, 
Rich Hluchan, Jack Tarditi, and Ginny DeLong.  In closing he commented that he would 
like to hear from the Commissioners in this hearing, not from Mr. Slaugh, with their reasons 
for adopting this ordinance. 
 
Mayor Rochford reiterated that this is a comment period, not answering questions.  Mr. 
Barankowski understood the first question period was for the Planner and not the 
Commissioners.  He was looking to get answers from the Commissioners at this point.  Mr. 
Northgrave stated that if the Commissioners felt it necessary to address certain issues you 
may or may not address, but that is your decision as to how you make your record.  The 
Court ordered you to provide a more robust record of what you supported in 2018.  This 
is your opportunity to do so.  Mr. Baranowski and I will be doing battle in court at some 
point as to whether or not it was robust enough.  You can certainly respond to issues if 
you wish to, but you are not compelled to.  The Administrator commented that the Mayor 
had planned to address some issues at the end, but if he wished to do so now, he 
certainly could.  Mayor Rochford noted that he would prefer to wait until the end.  
Commissioner Kasko thanked Mr. Baranowski for his questions.  He wanted it put on the 
record now that we have considered the report from the Planning Board and Planner.  
Those are all being taken into consideration. As to how the amendments benefit the 
Borough, he will have forthcoming comments on that. 
 
Chris Mayne, Roberts Avenue, commented that the April 2016 Redevelopment Plan 
specified a number of principles for development of the site to ensure that housing is 
“attractive to empty nesters”.  Those principals specifically included modest unit size, 
single level living, common area improvements conducive to senior living, and very 
importantly price points that are at or below the median price of a home in Haddonfield.  
So, with respect to the Bancroft Redevelopment plan principle calling for a modest unit 
size, amendment 4e increases the size to 2,250 square feet and changes how the square 
footage is calculated by not including certain indoor spaces such as the attic and the 
basement, should there be one, meaning that the space could exceed 2,2250 square 
feet.  Mr. Slaugh’s report noted that the Mast Plan does not go to this level of specificity, 
which it should not and that is not appropriate, and therefore that the amendment is not 
inconsistent with the Master Plan.  Then his report talks about flexibility being a new type 
of housing for the borough, but at no point does it give a concrete reason for the 12.5% 
increase in square footage, which steers the development further from the overarching 
redevelopment principle of modesty in its size.  He asks Mayor Rochford and 
Commissioner Kasko if one of them could please provide a concrete clear explanation 
for how increasing the size makes the housing more attractive to empty nesters, many of 
whom will be attempting to move from housing that is already smaller in size that are 
obviously older construction to a larger home that is new construction that is going to be 
more expensive.  How does this increase in the square footage advance that principle?  
Commissioner Kasko responded by commenting on “empty nesters”, downsizing and 
modest size and how they could get 10 different opinions if you asked 10 different people 
what that means.  He then gave examples of what these terms meant to him, and noted 
that these terms are relative and subjective.  The goal for the price point is still at or near 
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the median house price, which we all know has been going up over the last three (3) 
years.  We cannot solve for everybody.  Mr. Maynes then commented that what it sounds 
like is being said is that this project is for the really rich people, and not for the rest of us.  
Mr. Maynes and Commissioner Kasko discussed the subjectiveness of the terminology 
being used.  He feels that this violates the overarching intent of the Master Plan.  You are 
already cutting out half the people from being able to live in Haddonfield.  What you are 
proposing here is unsuitable for probably 70% of the population.  Commissioner Kasko 
stated that he feels that a lot of this deals with opinion.  By definition, if you are going for 
the median or average price point, then half the town doesn’t qualify and stated that it 
was disingenuous to say this was only for really rich people.  He also noted that people 
can move into other areas in town with smaller homes in size and price.  This whole idea 
that there are no options is not accurate.  This plan is not meant to solve every problem 
for every person in town who wants to move. 
 
The Administrator advised that there was an email questions from David Hunter, Windsor 
Avenue, as follows: 
 

“Your planner has testified that the development is targeted to those age 
55+ and not to the general market.  Even so, as your planner has agreed, 
there is no restriction on those in the general market from purchasing units 
in this development, including families with children. 
 
Question:  In your view – Mayor Rochford’s view and Commission Kasko’s 
view, answering separately – about what percentage of the 80 market-rate 
units would need to purchased by those 55+ for you to consider the 
development to be successful in its goal of attracting those age 55+?  
Would it be 50%?  60%?  80%?” 

 
Mayor Rochford replied that he believes the success will be over 90% and talked about 
these won’t have any yards, or playgrounds. He further stated that he did not believe 
that people who wanted to take advantage of the school system wanted to move into 
a townhouse.  People who move into town to get the suburban experience don’s what 
a townhouse.  However, he noted that he personally wants something where his kids can 
come over for holidays with the grandchildren.  Commissioner Kasko stated that he would 
like to believe that the success rate of this will be 100%, but his guess is that it will be over 
80%.  Mayor Rochford commented on the situation where grandparents are now taking 
care of their grandchildren more and more – are going to have to ask the grandparent 
to leave because of this type of situation? 
 
Kim Custer, Norman Avenue in Delran, stated that she and her husband couldn’t afford 
to stay in town.  However, she was in the meeting on behalf of her father, who still lives 
on Birdwood Avenue.  She wanted to remind everyone that there is a legacy here and 
a responsibility to provide green space to the public.  She has worked on this project for 
many years and helped to write grants  for historic preservation.  She does not see that 
this plan owns up to all the work that has been done and talked about this historic nature 
of some of the buildings on site.  After this last year people what to be outside, people 
want to be appreciating this town.  We have a legacy of Margaret Bancroft to remember 
on that site and you have a responsibility to do something to really make this a legacy.  
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Please try to remember all the work that we did in trying to protect that site for anyone 
to use for open space. 
 
Ginny DeLong, Roberts Avenue, questioned regarding the redevelopment plan’s 
common area in connection to senior living, as well as the amendments that increased 
the number of units and the size.  These two amendments together decrease the 
available common area that is conducive to senior living.  This report just reasserts the 
amendments and asserts that it is in line with housing policies set forth in the Master Plan, 
but it does not address how the amendments doe not address a single one of the 
overarching goals of the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan.  Therefore, will you please 
provide an explanation as to how increasing the unit number from 70 to 80 and 
increasing the allowable unit size by 12.5% makes the housing more attractive to empty 
nesters when these amendments effectively eliminate any possibility of any meaningful 
common area improvements conducive to senior living.  Mayor Rochford stated that 
some of this was answered earlier when our planner suggested that we could go up to 
120 units easily on that site and we chose a number much lower than that, which is 90.  
We also have an open space component in our project for greenery and we also put in 
plans to save the historical buildings that Kim brought up earlier.  He feels that this has 
been addressed that in that they did not feel that the addition of 10 units and increasing 
the size, which are modest in his opinion, and that the project does meet the criteria that 
we set our goals for, which is 55+ aged targeted.  Commissioner Kasko added that these 
are independent living units and common areas are not necessarily a part of that.  This is 
not a senior community, or center.  Pools, centers, and common areas are not something 
that fit in with this type of development.  Whatever is put there is not going to hit every 
single one of those goals.  Ms. Delong commented that you keep calling this a place for 
seniors, but you are now saying it is not a senior complex, but the best part of senior living 
is for an area to gather and have that socialization.  What is the sense in having a principle 
in a place when you are not going to honor it?   
 
 
Jack Tarditi, Washington Avenue, wanted to reiterate a concern that many have had as 
to why many of our neighbors end up living in Uxbridge, because there are no 
alternatives for our seniors.  He has talked to realtors who state that millennials will be 
coming in by bus to buy these – 2 car garages, with elevators – and our seniors will never 
get a chance to buy them.  Most people cannot afford to spend $650,000 for a 
townhome.  We had an opportunity her.  He then talked about the February 11, 2020 
meeting with the Commissioners, where his group got left talking with only Commissioner 
Bianco Bezich when two Commissioners left the meeting because John Stokes joined the 
meeting with himself, Rich Hluchan and Chris Maynes to try and find an answer that 
would work better for our community that would meet the objectives of modest size, 
single level living, with price points below the median price, with a common area.  This 
amendment is just going to make things work in his opinion.  Commissioner Kasko thanked 
Mr. Tarditi for his comments and noted that we all have different opinions and that is why 
we are where we are at now.  He further commented on the February meeting that this 
was for the Commissioners to meeting with the plaintiffs, the people who sued us, and 
the attorneys.  This was for the defendants and their attorney, the plaintiffs and their 
attorney and when someone else showed up at the meeting that made it an open public 
meeting, which was not what we were having.  We cannot violate the law; having an 
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open public meeting was not advertised and we would have been breaking the law.  
That is why that meeting did not finish and why they could not stay there legally.  Mr. 
Tarditi reminded everyone that Mr. Stokes had been a part of a couple of meetings held 
with the Judge in her chambers.  This was not a violation of the Open Public Meetings 
Act to have John Stokes there.  Commissioner Kasko stated that when we were meeting 
in the Judge’s chambers that was not an open public meeting, that is something 
different.  Commissioner Bianco Bezich, as a member of public, stated that this was not 
breaking the law, or violation of the Open Public Meetings Act. 
 
Daniel Thompkins the Mayor has given us a sermonette about age targeted without 
much evidence.  Per Zillow the average price right now is around $900,000 and this is not 
the target audience that we are contemplating.  What does age targeting mean?  I 
have spent a number of days seriously looking for evidence on this for age targeting 
facilities in south Jersey or anywhere.  I could not find anything.  What you do find if you 
look around is that the wording used in the report is referenced to age restricted.  So, until 
the Commissioners can come up with examples of successful age targeting there is a 
good argument for not listening to them.  As for families’ needs in Haddonfield, again the 
report tells us that the dominant pattern of families in Haddonfield is one to two children 
and two adults and shrinking.  In finishing, Mr. Slaugh quotes from the 1984 Master Plan, 
although what he and the Mayor are telling us, is irrelevant.  There were omissions in the 
report of relevant sections of the Master Plan, so what we are getting is a push to forget 
about seniors. 
 
Rich Hluchan, Redman Avenue, talked about the costs of the elevators which violates 
the spirit of the law of the Redevelopment Agreement.  He questioned how gutting the 
requirement of 75% of the units having a master bedroom on the principle living area, 
although an elevator is now included at the cost of $50,000, makes this housing more 
attractive to empty nesters and how it advances the principle of single level living.  This 
concept was dreamed up by the developer and you capitulated to him.  What are the 
residents getting when you capitulated to him?  Commissioner Kasko noted that this will 
be addressed later and noted that not all of the units will have elevators.  Mayor Rochford 
pointed out that people will have the option to install an elevator; this is a consumer 
choice.  Mayor Rochford then made a general comment on something that has come 
up in this meeting, which is “What does the Borough get out of making these changes 
the Plan?”  We’ll talk about it more in a bit, but he pointed out now that by increasing 
the project by 10 units we increase the PILOT payments to the Borough, which could be 
a large amount of tax revenue.  We can do a lot with that increased income.  Not all of 
the units will be 2,250 square feet; some are going to be larger, some will be smaller and 
the market is going to dictate that, some will have elevators, some won’t have them, 
some people will want the master bedroom on the first floor and some won’t.  These will 
not produce a large number of school kids.  He doesn’t not see that these are going to 
be marketed to millennials. 
 
Dave Crutchfield, Greenmount Road, stated that he is not a plaintiff or a defendant.  As 
someone in the marketing industry he questions the premise that of the 400+ homes that 
are sold a year that roughly 20% of them are going to immediately move into 80 units in 
Bancroft.  He thinks the target audience is going to be broader than that than just 
Haddonfield residents.  The second is a question as to why we haven’t done a survey to 
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get quantitative data on how much would they be willing to spend, what is the right 
square footage; these questions can be answered, but right now it is literally two sides 
debating for years on opinion.  Ultimately, we are the stewards of this community.  Let’s 
step back and get some data.  In 100 to 200 years this is our legacy.  Commissioner Kasko 
thanked Mr. Crutchfield for his excellent comments.  Mayor Rochford read from the 
Planning Board report showing that there was a lot of public comment on this issue, and 
maybe people have forgotten how conclusive this decision was at the beginning of the 
process.  There had been enough input to show we are making a sound decision.  There 
is a small group that want to hijack this process.  We have followed the redevelopment 
process.  We have not taken one short cut.  We have had public meeting on this.  People 
are trying to change the rules.  He finished by pointing out that the Planning Board does 
not always follow the Historic Preservation Commission recommendations. 
 
Jen O’Neill, Cedar Avenue, stated that she spent 10 years on the Zoning Board and have 
presided over many Bancroft items.  The Bancroft dilemma has been going on for many, 
many years.  It has been a slow decline and what she believes the Borough really wanted 
as open space for the school, which was very narrowly defeated because it was pushed 
a little too quickly as a referendum.  Had that succeeded we would not be having this 
mess now and noted that change comes dynastically slow.  She stated that she is not 
happy about any homes built on the Cherry Hill side of the property, but hopes that the 
historic buildings are saved.  If we are to build there, then she echoed Ms. DeLong’s 
comments about amenities for senior focused for age targeted facilities.  When you 
downsize it is supposed to be the kids that are the hosting you.  Seniors should have 2,000 
square feet and under on one level.  She also felt that it is unreasonable to offer these 
elevators within the unit. 
 
Mario Iavicoli, Marques Avenue, talking as a resident and not the Borough Solicitor, talked 
about the Planning Board hearing and how there were other locations where single living 
was available.  There is empirical data from The Mews, which is now 60 years old.  This is 
predominately a senior living area.  Over the 60 years there have been very few children 
that have lived there.  That was not designed for senior housing.   There are units with 
elevators, there are lots of steps, parking outside, etc.  Feels that this is important. 
 
As there were no more people asking to speak, Commissioner Kasko made a motion at 
10:27 p.m. to close the public hearing, which was seconded by Mayor Rochford.  The 
motion was approved unanimously. 
 
Commissioner Kasko then read the following statement into the record: 
 

“I would like to thank Mr. Slaugh for his presentation and his report which 
was made available to the public with the release of the agenda late last 
week.  I agree with the conclusions reached by Mr. Slaugh in his report and 
as described here tonight. 
  
I am in favor of Amendment 1 as identified in Mr. Slaugh's report on Page 
14, which increases the number of units from 70 market rate and 10 
affordable units to 80 market rate and 10 to 12 affordable units.  I believe 
that the increase in the lowest number of units permitted in the 
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Redevelopment Area is consistent with our Master Plan and, in light of the 
fact that the higher number of units – 120 – hasn't changed, the potential 
increased demand for Borough services is not significant.  I understand the 
housing type for the higher number of units is different, but as Mr. Slaugh 
noted, there is a certain impact from the number of households allowed, 
notwithstanding the unit type. 
 
I am in favor of Amendment 2 as identified in Mr. Slaugh's report on Page 
14.  The redevelopment plan provides standards for the entire 
redevelopment area, not just the residential portion.  As a result, all 14 goals 
and objectives of the plan won't apply to all land uses in the plan. 
   
I agree with Amendment 3 as identified in Mr. Slaugh's report on Page 14, 
which allows for an increase in the number of affordable housing units if the 
total number of units exceeds 80.  This change ensures the Borough 
provides sufficient number of affordable housing opportunities within the 
Borough in accordance with our 2019 Housing Element and Fair Share Plan. 
 
Amendment 4A as identified in Mr. Slaugh's report on Page 14, like 
Amendment 1, addresses the increase in total units from 70 market rate and 
10 affordable units to 80 market rate and 10 to 12 affordable units.  For the 
reasons I provided with respect to Amendment 1, I agree with this 
amendment as well. 
 
Amendment 4B as identified in Mr. Slaugh's report on Page 14, like 
Amendment 3, modifies the affordable housing requirement to the higher 
of 10 units or 12.5% of total number of units.  For the reasons I provided with 
respect to Amendment 3, I agree with this amendment. 
 
I agree with Amendment 4E as identified in Mr. Slaugh's report on Page 15, 
which increases the average maximum floor area from 2,000 square feet to 
2,250 square feet and excludes basements, attics, porches and other 
areas.  I note Mr. Slaugh's conclusion that this change is not inconsistent 
with the Borough's Master Plan and I believe that it will effectuate the 
Master Plan by providing different housing types within the Borough.  
Further, one of the reasons to increase unit size from 2,000 to 2,250 – If you 
want single floor living with Master BR and a garage, the units need to be 
wider.  With that width adjustment comes additional square footage. 
 
Amendment 4F as identified in Mr. Slaugh's report on Page 15 permits the 
master bedroom to be on a different level than the main floor if there is an 
elevator.  I believe this amendment is consistent with the Master Plan for the 
reasons I just gave with respect to Amendment 4E.  In addition, I believe 
that not every empty nester enjoys master bedroom living on main 
floor.  Some want to separate living and bedroom area and some enjoy 
climbing steps as exercise.  Elevator is there to ensure you can use stairs, but 
as stairs become more difficult, the unit owner can remain in the unit and 
use elevator. 
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I am in favor of Amendments 4G and 4H for the same reasons I gave for 
Amendment 4E and adopt Mr. Slaugh's conclusion that it is consistent with 
the Master Plan. 
I also agree with Amendment 5.  Hopkins Lane will be tree lined like other 
streets within the Borough and the landscaping permitted by the 
amendment fits the Borough's historic preservation goals. 
 
Finally, I would like to add that I am in favor of the amendments, including 
Amendment 4D and Amendment 6, which the Planning Board found 
acceptable. 
 
For the reasons articulated by Mr. Slaugh, the reasons described by Mayor 
Rochford and for the reasons that I described earlier, I vote yes to the 
amendments to the 2016 Redevelopment Plan as set forth in Ordinance 
2018-01.” 

 
Mayor Rochford then read the following statement into the minutes: 
 

I would like to start by also thanking Mr. Slaugh for his work on behalf of the 
Borough.  I also want to thank the engaged residents of Haddonfield.  As 
you all know, the redevelopment of the Bancroft site has been 15 years in 
the making.  And over that time, there have been countless public hearings 
at this Commissioner Board and at the Planning Board where our residents 
have shared their views over the years.  It is that public participation that 
makes this Borough such a great place to live.  I'd also like to thank Judge 
Famular.  I know that may sound odd, but the reality is, her order gives us 
Commissioners the opportunity to set the record straight and make very 
clear to the public the reasons why we support the amendments to the 
Redevelopment Plan and, hopefully, the redevelopment of the Bancroft 
site, which is a very long time coming. 
 
To be clear, I fully adopt the reasons for moving forward on each one of 
the amendments discussed tonight for the reasons set forth by Mr. Slaugh 
and the detailed reasons described by Commissioner Kasko.  At the risk of 
being repetitive, I'd like to note a few of my reasons with greater specificity. 
I support Amendments 1, 3, 4A and 4B.  I believe the increase in the number 
of units, including the potential increase to the affordable housing units is 
necessary to effectuate the Borough's Master Plan.  I do not think the 
increase in unit count will have an adverse impact on impervious coverage 
as we are receiving a decrease in the impervious coverage compared to 
what is there today. I would note that the revised density per acre resulting 
from the amendment keeps the project materially similar to the density of 
The Mews across the street, which by all accounts is a successful project.  I 
also think the increase in the lowest number of units will not have a material 
change in demand on Borough services and would expect any such 
increases to be covered by project revenues to the Borough.  I am 
supportive of a potential increase in affordable housing opportunities within 
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the Borough for our young teachers, police officers and others just starting 
their first job. 
 
The redevelopment plan goals that are subject to Amendment 2 were 
never meant to be hard and fast rules.  They were meant to be goals.  The 
proposed Amendment reflects the original intent of our then Planner and 
us Commissioners. 
 
I'd like to note that Amendment 4D, noted in the Planning Board's report as 
Amendment #7 was modified by the Borough and accepted by the 
Planning Board, so there is no need for us to address that amendment here. 
I am in favor of Amendment 4E and 4F relating to the increase in maximum 
unit size by 2,250 square feet excluding the uses mentioned earlier, and 
permitting an elevator in lieu of a main floor with living space and a master 
bedroom.  I agree with Mr. Slaugh's conclusion that these amendments are 
not inconsistent with the Master Plan.  I believe they will effectuate the 
redevelopment of the site and I also believe they will lead to a different 
housing type that is needed within the Borough.  Increasing the unit sizes 
also permits double Master bedrooms which is a feature that empty nesters 
like to have.  Finally, I also believe that units with elevators provide age 
targeted residents with a similar living experience as those with the master 
bedroom on the main floor. 
 
For similar reasons to those I just stated, I also agree with Amendments 4G 
and 4H.  Principally, I believe they will effectuate the redevelopment of the 
site and I also believe they will lead to a different housing type that is 
needed within the Borough. 
 
I'd like to note that Mr. Slaugh's Amendment 6 was accepted by the 
Planning Board, and as a result, there is no need for us to comment here. 
Finally, applicable to all of the proposed amendments, including 
Amendment 2 and 5 which I didn't specifically articulate, I believe these 
amendments are consistent with the Borough's Master Plan, they are 
consistent with what is needed to effectuate the Master Plan, and they are 
smart planning principals in the best interest of the Borough as reviewed 
and approved by now 2 professional licensed and well respected planners.  
For all of these reasons, I will vote in favor of all of the amendments noted 
by the Planning Board in its report to us. 

  
The Borough Solicitor stated that if you are in favor of Amendment #6, which was 
approved by the Planning Board,  then you should state that as well.  Mayor Rochford 
stated that he agreed with Amendment #6.  The Borough Solicitor briefly described 
Amendment #6 for those present.  The Solicitor also advised Commissioner Kasko that he 
should comment on Amendment #6 as well.  Commissioner Kasko stated that he agreed 
with the amendment as well.  The Solicitor then asked both of the Commissioners to 
comment on Amendment 4D.  Mayor Rochford and Commissioner Kasko both also 
agreed with Amendment 4D. 
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Mayor Rochford then called for a call vote to adopt the Redevelopment Plan 
amendments as previously set forth in Ordinance 2018-01 and specifically as set forth in 
the January 17, 2018 Memorandum from Clarke Caton & Hintz to the Borough, included 
as Exhibit 3 to Ordinance 2018-01.  Commissioner Kasko made a motion to call for the 
vote, which was seconded by Mayor Rochford.  The votes are recorded as follows: 
 

- Commissioner Kasko stated that for the reason articulated by Mr. Slaugh, the 
reasons described by Mayor Rochford and for the reasons that he described 
earlier, he voted yes to all the amendments to the 2016 Redevelopment Plan as 
set forth in Ordinance 2018-01. 

- Mayor Rochford stated that as he described in detail a few minutes ago, he was 
am in favor of all of the amendments to the 2016 Redevelopment Plan as set forth 
in Ordinance 2018-01.  He also agreed with the conclusions reached by our 
licensed planner, Mr. Slaugh, and voted yes. 

 
Mayor Rochford stated that a lot of ground had been covered at this meeting.  He hoped 
that everyone felt that they had been given a chance to speak.  It is time now to move 
on a finish this project.  Everyone should see that we are trying to address all of these 
issues.  Commissioner Kasko stated that although we all have always agreed, this should 
get the Borough to the point were this can be implemented.  He looks forward to closing 
this portion of the Bancroft chapter.  
 
The Commissioners agreed that the Court Reporter could leave at that point. 
 
Mayor Rochford then opened the meeting for Public Comment. 
 
Mr. Hluchan stated that he had seen Mr. Jack Plackter’s name as being in attendance 
and asked him where does the submitted plan from the developer stand especially with 
relation to the NJ Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) wetland changes.  
Mr. Plackter stated that he would talk to Mr. Plackter directly the next day. 
 
No further questions were asked. 
 
Commissioner Bianco Bezich thanked everyone for their participation. 
 
Mayor Rochford made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:52 p.m., which was 
seconded by Commissioner Kasko.  The Commissioners then voted unanimously on the 
motion. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Deanna Bennett, RMC 
Borough Clerk 
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COURT ORDERED PUBLIC HEARING                 APRIL 27, 2021 
 

2018-01 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE CODE OF THE BOROUGH OF HADDONFIELD, 
IN THE COUNTY OF CAMDEN, STATE OF NEW JERSEY APPROVING 
AMENDMENTS TO THE BANCROFT REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 

 
 BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Commissioners of the Borough of Haddonfield in 
the County of Camden, State of New Jersey as follows: 
 
 WHEREAS, on April 25, 2006, the Borough of Haddonfield, in the County of Camden, 
New Jersey (the “Borough”), determined, after public hearings and recommendations of 
the Borough Planning Board, that the property commonly known as the Bancroft Site (the 
“Bancroft Site” or “Site”), consisting of two parcels, namely Block 13, Lot 25, which is a 6.7 
acre site located on the west side of Hopkins Lane, adjacent to the Haddonfield 
Memorial High School, and Block 14, Lot 2, which is a 13.15 acre site located on the east 
side of Hopkins Lane, adjacent to county parkland to the north and east, constituted an 
area in need of redevelopment according to the criteria set forth in the Local 
Redevelopment and Housing Law, N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-1 et seq., as amended (the 
“Redevelopment Law”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Borough has been presented with numerous proposals by Bancroft 
Neurohealth System (“Bancroft”) individually as the owner of the Site and 2 Hopkins Lane, 
LLC (which entered into a purchase contract with Bancroft to acquire the entire Site on 
March 15, 2015) over the past several years to provide an acceptable development that 
is compatible with the other properties in the Borough for some or all of the Bancroft Site, 
including, among others, several different dense multi use developments, a variety of 
housing developments of various densities, a 200+ bed continuing care facility, a drug 
and alcohol rehabilitation facility and other variations, all of which were considered by 
the Borough to be unacceptable and even a proposal by the Haddonfield School District 
to acquire the Site for both present and future school facilities, which was defeated by 
referendum in the Borough; and 
 
 WHEREAS, as a result of this process following the initial designation of the Site as a 
redevelopment area in 2006, the Borough ultimately entered into a contract with 
Bancroft and 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC to acquire the entire Bancroft Site which extinguished 
the rights to the Site held by Bancroft and 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC, with the exception of a 
right retained by 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC to reacquire a portion of the Site for future 
residential development in the context of an acceptable redevelopment plan for such 
portion of the Site; and 
 
 WHEREAS, as a result of many months of proposals, discussions and negotiations 
regarding the retained right of 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC, the Borough identified certain 
concepts needed to prepare a redevelopment plan; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Borough then, by Resolution #2016-01-12-019, adopted January 12, 
2016, redesignated the Site as an area in need of redevelopment under the 
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Redevelopment Law in order to reconfirm the 2006 designation of the Site regarding the 
condition as an area in need of redevelopment; and 
 
 WHEREAS, following that redesignation, the Borough by ordinance adopted on 
April 6, 2016, following public hearings and consideration by the Borough Planning Board, 
approved a redevelopment plan for the Site entitled, “Bancroft Redevelopment Plan” 
(the “Redevelopment Plan”) that it believed would enable the Site to be developed in 
an appropriate and feasible manner; and 
 
 WHEREAS, following the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan, the Borough 
determined, after several meetings and discussions, that 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC was, 
nevertheless, unwilling and unable to effectively develop the portion of the Site 
contractually retained by it in a manner consistent with the adopted Redevelopment 
Plan; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Borough concluded, after multiple discussions with 2 Hopkins Lane, 
LLC, that based on the long history of unsuccessful efforts to find an appropriate, feasible 
and compatible development for this Site that would be in the best interest of the 
Borough, that if certain amendments to the Redevelopment Plan were adopted, which 
it considered a minor deviation from the adopted Redevelopment Plan or at least 
amendments that did not alter the fundamental compatibility of the use of the Site from 
the Redevelopment Plan that was approved originally, the development of the Site by 2 
Hopkins Lane, LLC would occur to the substantial benefit of the Borough; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Redevelopment Law, the Borough 
authorized and directed the Planning Board to consider the proposed amendments to 
the Redevelopment Plan as set forth in the outline prepared by the Borough 
Redevelopment Planner, Clark Caton Hintz, P.C. (the “Proposed Amendments”), a copy 
of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Board considered the Proposed Amendments at three 
separate public meetings (November 29, 2017, December 5, 2017 and December 20, 
2017, respectively,) which collectively spanned almost 12 hours, all of which were 
attended by the Borough Commissioners, with significant questions and cross 
examination by the Planning Board of the Borough Planner, various officials and other 
professionals of the Borough and representatives of 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC and at each 
such session with significant comments from both the Planning Board members and the 
public about the Proposed Amendments, specifically as well as in their entirety; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on December 20, 2017, the Planning Board by voice vote, and then in 
a resolution on January 2, 2018 essentially codified its recommendations in favor of 
certain amendments and against others in the form attached hereto as Exhibit 2; and 
 
 WHEREAS, after consideration of the Planning Board recommendations as set forth 
in its January 2, 2018 resolution and the input from the Planning Board meetings referred 
to above, the Borough has determined to adopt amendments (the “Amended 
Redevelopment Plan”) to the originally approved Bancroft Redevelopment Plan as set 
forth in Exhibit 3 hereto with an explanation of the recommendations of the Planning 
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Board that the Borough Commissioners determined were not in the best interest of the 
Borough, and which in the opinion of the Borough Commissioners would have adversely 
affected the success of the proposed development in a manner contrary to the overall 
benefit and welfare of the Borough, all of which were fully discussed at the public hearing 
on this ordinance. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Commissioners of the Borough of 
Haddonfield, in the County of Camden, New Jersey as follows: 
 
 SECTION I 
 

The Amended Redevelopment Plan, as set forth in Exhibit 3, which reflects some 
changes from the Proposed Amendments that were presented to the Planning Board is 
hereby approved. 
 
 SECTION II 
 

Although the Planning Board considered each of the separate Proposed 
Amendments individually and made recommendations with regard to each as well as 
providing some general comments about the Proposed Amendments collectively, the 
Borough Commissioners believe that the benefit to the Borough overall is a product of 
the amendments as a whole, which provide a viable and achievable development of 
the Bancroft Site that has eluded the Borough for over 10 years, and that the benefits 
from the Proposed Amendments as incorporated into the Amended Redevelopment 
Plan approved by this ordinance will, in the opinion of the Borough Commissioners, result 
in a responsible and feasible market for the development of the Site and will thus enable 
the development to succeed and correspondingly will provide benefits to the Borough 
as an appropriate and successful public/private partnership between the Borough and 
2 Hopkins Lane, LLC.  Furthermore, the Borough believes that the following general 
comments of the Planning Board that the amendments: 
 
a)  fail to advance the objectives of the Borough Master Plan and the prior approved 

Redevelopment Plan,  
 
b)  that the stated goals and objectives set forth in the Proposed Amendments should 

constitute regulations more easily dealt with by the Planning Board at future site plan 
hearings, 

 
c) are less likely to provide dwelling units as alternatives to empty nesters in the Borough 

seeking to downsize from their current dwellings, 
 
d)  that smaller and less expensive units are preferable and 
 
(e) that other developers should have been considered 
 
are not the view of the Borough Commissioners, as discussed further below, as 
applicable, and are otherwise significantly outweighed by the overwhelming benefits of 
the proposed development that were reflected in the Proposed Amendments or the 
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Amended Redevelopment Plan set forth herein and that it was appropriate to consider 
the Proposed Amendments with 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC as opposed to other potential 
developers since it held contractual rights to the Site.  The goals and objectives are 
intended to be just that in general overall terms and in the opinion of the Commissioners 
are not appropriate or desirable to be regulations. 
 
 SECTION III 
 

The primary individual comments from the Planning Board that led to a 7-2 vote 
against adoption of the overall amendments but that approved 4 of the amendments 
and “disapproved” and recommended against 9 of the Proposed Amendments were, 
from the perspective of the Commissioners, related to the following: 
 
a) The Planning Board noted the change in the number of market rate units from 70 to 

80 and the affordable units from 10 to 12 does not support the objectives of the 
Borough Master Plan and impacts adversely on the impervious coverage on the 
Site.   
 
As to this comment, the Commissioners believe and hereby determine that even 
with the incorporation of the Proposed Amendments that are incorporated into the 
Amended Redevelopment Plan approved herein, the resulting Redevelopment 
Plan remains fundamentally consistent with the Borough Master Plan and 
Reexamination Reports as set forth in the April 6, 2016 Redevelopment Plan.  As to 
the Proposed Amendments related to the size of the units, the impervious coverage, 
building heights, density and other related components of the Proposed 
Amendments, there is nothing in the Master Plan with the exception of the 
disposition of the berm, which is dealt with later herein, which provides any 
particular guidance on such issue.  The Borough Commissioners, therefore, are of 
the opinion that the Amended Redevelopment Plan, like the original 
Redevelopment Plan, is not inconsistent with the Borough Master Plan. To the extent 
that it is, nevertheless, considered otherwise, the Borough Commissioners hereby 
determine that the Amended Redevelopment Plan supersedes the Borough Master 
Plan for very good and substantial reasons to foster a beneficial and compatible 
and proportional development on the Site, and compared to the prior use of the 
Site by Bancroft, that it reduces the impervious coverage and provides significant 
open space for active and passive recreation that did not exist previously on the 
majority of the Site, not only on the portion of the Site that is not part of the Proposed 
Amendments and not being developed but also on the portion of the Site that is 
being developed. The change in the impervious coverage from the original 
Redevelopment Plan to the Amended Redevelopment Plan as a result of the 
modest increase in permitted dwelling units is in the view of the Borough 
Commissioners minor and not significant particularly compared to the impervious 
coverage and lack of available active and passive open space evidenced by the 
current Bancroft use. 
 

b) The Planning Board noted that the permissible increase in the size of the proposed 
townhouse units from 2,000 square feet to 2,250 square feet and other changes to 
the height and living areas and the presumptive increase in sale prices were too 
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drastic and excessive as compared to the average size living areas of dwellings 
throughout the Borough.   

 
 The Commissioners disagree with this and view this determination by the Planning 

Board as too limiting and not in the best interest of the Borough and, regardless, is 
not a significant change from the original Bancroft Redevelopment Plan previously 
approved by the Planning Board. 

 
c) The Planning Board noted and recommended against the removal of the existing 

berm on the front of the Site along Kings Highway and some of the existing 
landscaping along Hopkins Lane.   

 
 The Commissioners accept this recommendation of the Planning Board and have 

determined not to amend the prior Redevelopment Plan in this regard, thereby 
retaining the existing berm on the Site as a requirement for any development therein 
even though it will likely result in the development being pushed further north on the 
Site and encroaching on some of the active and passive open space in that area 
which would otherwise be available as is part of the proposed development.  

 
 SECTION IV 
 

Finally, the Borough believes and hereby determines that the amendments will 
enable development of both market rate and affordable housing units that will be 
compatible with and proportional to other residential areas in the Borough consistent 
with the Borough’s Affordable Housing Plan without recourse to more dense 
development while providing the Borough with much needed active and passive open 
space that does not currently exist on the overall Site for general recreation and, where 
appropriate, for the high school adjacent to the Site. 
 

SECTION V 
 
If any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of the 

Ordinance shall be declared invalid for any reason whatsoever, such decision shall not 
affect the remaining portions of this Ordinance which shall continue in full force and 
effect, as to this end the provisions of the Ordinance are hereby declared to be 
severable. 
 
 SECTION VI 
 

This ordinance shall take effect in the time provided by law.  
 
 
 
 
First Reading – January 23, 2018 
Second Reading – February 13, 2018 
Court Ordered Public Hearing – April 27, 2021 
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Report to the Borough Commissioners 

of the Borough of Haddonfield 

Ordinance 2018-01 

Remand of Public Hearing, Docket L-1179-18 
 

 
Introduction and Outline of Purpose 

This report is submitted to the Board of Commissioners (the "Borough Commissioners") of the 
Borough of Haddonfield (the "Borough" or "Haddonfield") to assist the Borough Commissioners 
in connection with a public hearing to be held on April 27, 2021 regarding Ordinance 2018-01 of 
the Borough, finally adopted after second reading on February 13, 2018 ("Ordinance 2018-01"), 
at which public hearing the Borough Commissioners shall place on the record their specific reasons 
for approving the "Bancroft Redevelopment Plan", as amended on January 16, 2018 (the 
"Amended Redevelopment Plan"), pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-7(d) and -(e).   

Ordinance 2018-01 amended the "Bancroft Redevelopment Plan", dated March 17, 2016, which 
the Borough Commissioners had adopted on April 6, 2016 by Ordinance 2016-03 (the "2016 
Redevelopment Plan").  On March 17, 2016, the Borough Planning Board (the "Planning Board") 
concluded by unanimous vote that the 2016 Redevelopment Plan was consistent with the 
Borough's Master Plan, and the Borough Commissioners unanimously approved the 2016 
Redevelopment Plan thereafter.  The 12 amended paragraphs  to the 2016 Redevelopment Plan set 
forth in the Amended Redevelopment Plan are detailed in a memorandum to Sharon McCullough, 
Borough Administrator, from Philip B. Caton, PP, FAICP, dated January 17, 2018, which is 
attached to Ordinance 2018-01 as Exhibit C (the "Caton Summary").   

The adoption of Ordinance 2018-01 was challenged by the filing of a Prerogative Writs1 case on 
March 28, 2018.  On April 1, 2021, the Honorable Nan S. Famular, Superior Court of New Jersey, 
Law Division, Camden County, in her "Order Denying Motion to Vacate Ordinance 2018-01 
Without Prejudice and Remanding to Borough for Further Proceedings", directed the Borough to 
"move forward to have a hearing that is transcribed and place on the record their specific reasons 
for wanting to deviate from and amend…the [2016 Redevelopment Plan]."  This report is intended 
to assist the Borough Commissioners in conducting such remand as ordered by Judge Famular. 

History of Redevelopment Plan Consideration 

The Local Redevelopment and Housing Law, N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-1 et seq. (the "LRHL") 
establishes the procedural and substantive parameters under which municipalities may undertake 
redevelopment activities.  The governing body of a municipality may designate certain municipal 

 
1 - John J. Tarditi, Jr., et als. v. Borough of Haddonfield, Mayor Neal Rochford, Commissioner Jeffrey Kasko, and Commissioner 

John Moscatelli (Docket L-1179-18).  This is a paraphrase of the plaintiffs and defendants and not the official citation of the 
case. 
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entities as the redevelopment entity, create a redevelopment authority, or retain the powers granted 
in the LRHL.  In this instance, the Borough Commissioners have retained the redevelopment 
powers granted in the LRHL.  The Borough Commissioners referred the 2006 and 2016 
preliminary investigations of the Bancroft Site to the Borough Planning Board2 to determine 
whether the site qualified as an area in need of redevelopment, as required by the LRHL, but 
retained the drafting of the Redevelopment Plan itself under N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-7.   

As indicated below, following introduction of Ordinance 2018-01, the Borough Commissioners 
referred the Amended Redevelopment Plan to the Planning Board using the procedure found in 
N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-7(e): 

Prior to the adoption of a redevelopment plan, or revision or amendment thereto, 
the planning board shall transmit to the governing body, within 45 days after 
referral, a report containing its recommendation concerning the redevelopment 
plan.  This report shall include an identification of any provisions in the proposed 
redevelopment plan which are inconsistent with the master plan and 
recommendations concerning these inconsistencies and any other matters as the 
board deems appropriate.  The governing body, when considering the adoption of 
a redevelopment plan or revision or amendment thereof, shall review the report 
of the planning board and may approve or disapprove or change any 
recommendation by a vote of a majority of its full authorized membership and 
shall record in its minutes the reasons for not following the recommendations.   

The Planning Board reviewed the Amended Redevelopment Plan and the Caton Summary during 
three public meetings that culminated in the Planning Board adopting a resolution dated January 
2, 20183 memorializing the Planning Board's recommendations.  Mr. Caton subsequently revised 
his memorandum, dated January 17, 2018, which was attached to Ordinance 2018-01 as Exhibit 3 
at second reading (more on this below).  The difference between the Caton Summary that was 
attached to Ordinance 2018-01 and the November 1, 2017 Caton memorandum reviewed by the 
Planning Board is the elimination of the amendment to paragraph 4.C described below. Following 
is a paraphrase of the salient changes from the 2016 Redevelopment Plan to the Amended 
Redevelopment Plan, as reviewed by the Planning Board: 

1. Introduction, p.1 – an increase in the age-targeted townhouse option from 80 units (10 
affordable) to 90-92 units (10-12 affordable).  The affordable units are not age-targeted.   

2. Bancroft Redevelopment Plan Goals and Objectives, p.4 – clarifies that the goals and 
objectives are general design guidelines and that the lack of meeting one of more of them 
does not constitute a need to obtain a variance or exception. 

 
2 - N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-6(a) 
3 - The report from the Planning Board to the Borough Commissioners was not within the 45 days required by statute 

(N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-7(e)).  The effect of this failure is to relieve the Borough Commissioners of the requirement to 
review any report of the Planning Board with regard to its specific recommendations.  Nonetheless, the Borough 
Commissioners did consider the Planning Board’s report in its adoption of Ordinance 2018-01. 
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3. General Provisions - Affordable Housing, p. 12 (A) – changes the affordable housing 
required if the total number of units is more than 80 to 10, 11 or 12 units, whatever the 
housing element requires.  This number is to be codified in the Redeveloper’s Agreement.  
The December 2019 housing element requires 10 units. 

4. Area, Yard, Coverage and Other Requirements – General Regulations:  

A. The General Regulations, Section 1A, p. 17.  Same as no. 1. 

B. The General Regulations, Section 1D, p. 17.  Same as no. 1, plus reducing the three-
bedroom percentage to 20% from 30% (consistent with affordable housing rule).  

C. General Regulations, Section 2, p. 18 shall be amended to delete the reference to 
prohibiting development below the top of slope along the Kings Highway frontage.  
This is the amendment not enacted by Ordinance 2018-01 

D. General Regulations, Section 4, p.18 shall be amended to indicate that the required 
50-foot right-of-way of Hopkins Lane may be accomplished by the dedication of 
approximately 15 feet on either side of the existing 20-foot-wide cartway. 

E. Residential Principal and Accessory Uses, Section 1A, p. 18 - increases the maximum 
average floor area from 2,000 sf. to 2,250 sf. for townhouses and excludes, basement, 
attic, double-height ceiling or atrium space, unenclosed porches or porticos, bay 
windows and similar minor projections. 

F. Residential Principal and Accessory Uses, Section 1C, p. 18 – allows the master 
bedroom(s) not on the same level as principal rooms to be included in the 75% 
minimum requirement for the principal room floor if connected by an elevator. 

G. Residential Principal and Accessory Uses, p. 19 shall be amended to include a standard 
for townhouse building height. Maximum townhouse building height shall be 35 feet 
from the lowest ground elevation along the front building façade to the top of the 
roofline. For townhouses with garage space on a level below that of the first level of 
living space (which design may be utilized on sloping portions of the site), building 
height shall also be limited to 45 feet from the lowest ground elevation at the rear 
façade to the top of the roofline. 

H. Residential Principal and Accessory Uses, p. 19 shall be amended to permit the 
maximum horizontal length of an individual townhouse façade to be between 24 and 
35 feet and the maximum horizontal length of a façade or side wall of a townhouse 
building to be 125 feet. In addition, the maximum length of townhouse rooflines 
without a break of at least two feet shall be 60 feet.  

5. Performance and Design Standards – Landscaping, 2nd Paragraph, Perimeter Buffer 
Requirements, p. 23 – modifies to clarify landscape buffers are required only on the 
perimeter property lines along the Cooper River corridor and associated woods, and 
swaps the Kings highway berm for a “gateway” landscape treatment.   

6. Development Plan Review and Approval – Planning Board Review 3C (p.36) – clarifies 
that the Planning Board retains the right to approve applications for building height in 
excess of that permitted in the Redevelopment Plan so long as the deviation is not greater 
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than 10 feet or 10% of the permitted building height (the state law limit on variances that 
a Planning Board may hear).  

As noted above, the Caton Summary of January 17, 2018 removed the proposed elimination of the 
prohibition of development below the top of slope of the Kings Highway frontage (Item 4(C) 
above).  Accordingly, the proposed revisions were reduced to 12 from the 13  that the Planning 
Board responded to. 

Master Plan Consistency 

In reviewing the Amended Redevelopment Plan pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-7(e), the Planning 
Board found that Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4(A), a portion of 4(B), 4(C), 4(E), 4(F), 4(G), 4(H), and 5 
were inconsistent with the Master Plan, which is the main focus of the review powers of the 
Planning Board in N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-7(e).  However, the Planning Board’s review of the 
Amended Redevelopment Plan includes no specific reference to any provision in any Master Plan, 
Master Plan Reexamination Report, or stand-alone element with which the Amended 
Redevelopment Plan conflicts.  In fact, the Planning Board’s report indicates consistency with the 
1984 Master Plan and the 2009 Reexamination Report in the section of the 2016 Redevelopment 
Plan titled, “Haddonfield Borough Master Plan,” a section that is not being amended by the 
Amended Redevelopment Plan.  The Planning Board recommendation provides no factual basis 
for its Master Plan consistency conclusions.  

Other Comments 

The Planning Board is also empowered, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-7(e) to make comments on 
“any other matters as the board deems appropriate”.  In their comments on amendments 1, 3, 4(A), 
and 4(B), the increase in the number of townhouse units from 80 to 90-92 units was found to be, 
“inconsistent with the Master Plan insofar as it increases the number of units” (p. 6).  In the General 
Regulations section of the Amended Redevelopment Plan, the allowed maximum number of units 
ranges from 80 to 120 units on a tract of 7.0 to 8.2 acres.  The Amended Redevelopment Plan 
changed the lowest limitation from 80 to 90 units; up to 120 units are allowed on the site in either 
version of the redevelopment plan.  The higher number of units allowed is tied to specific building 
types; for example, multi-family dwellings versus townhouses.  There is a certain impact in a 
community merely from the number of households allowed.  The 2016 Redevelopment Plan allows 
up to 40 more households on the site (80 units versus 120 units, depending on housing type), while 
the Amended Redevelopment Plan narrows the difference to 28-30 (90-92 versus 120) households, 
but the greater impact of more households and a greater population remain.  This means that there 
is no significant difference between a townhouse development plan of 80 total units or one of 90-
92 units when the development impacts of 120 units have already been accounted for and endorsed 
by the Planning Board via the 2016 Redevelopment Plan.  

Development intensity is also controlled through limitations on the impervious surface coverage 
and building coverage on the tract.  The Amended Redevelopment Plan refers to the Borough’s 
Land Development Ordinance (LDO) and uses the Downtown District 1 limits of 75% maximum 
impervious surface and 50% building coverages.  Thus the intensity of the actual development has 
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not been expanded with the increase in allowed density and the redeveloper will need to address 
both of these limitations in its development application to the Borough.  The increase in allowed 
unit size, which could affect the building footprint, still has to occur within these overall limitations 
of the lot or lots. 

The Planning Board also did not factor into their comments on the Amended Redevelopment Plan 
the enhanced process that any redeveloper will have to go through prior to project commencement.  
In addition to the normal site plan and subdivision review process by the Planning Board, the 
development application must also undergo a rigorous examination of its architectural plans by the 
Borough's Historic Preservation Commission.  If anything, the 2016 Redevelopment Plan 
enhances that review process by specifically linking the subject redevelopment area to the 
preservation of Haddonfield’s historic character, as well as setting specific performance standards, 
such as lighting for Lullworth Hall, mechanical equipment screening with architectural elements, 
and the design of roofs.   

Further, it appears that the Planning Board did not consider the additional review material that is 
required to be submitted in an application, such as an initial concept plan, a market study of the 
type of units selected, a sustainable design assessment (assessing green building components) and 
the actual samples of materials proposed for the development.  These factors ensure that the 
project, whether for 80 or 90 townhouses, will fit within the character of the Kings Highway 
corridor and preserve the historic resources on the tract.  For example, important early stone 
buildings on the east side of Hopkins Lane will be set within a pocket park in the townhouse 
development. None of these performance and submission requirements have been disturbed by the 
Amended Redevelopment Plan. 

Borough Commissioners Determination of Master Plan Consistency 

The 2016 Redevelopment Plan and the Amended Redevelopment Plan are consistent with the 
adopted planning documents of Haddonfield, including prior and existing Master Plans, 
Reexamination Reports and Historic Preservation Plans, among others.  As required by the LRHL 
of all redevelopment plans, the Amended Redevelopment Plan must contain a statement of 
consistency with the Master Plan.  Beginning on p. 27, the Amended Redevelopment Plan contains 
a plethora of examples of the consistency of its goals and objectives with various adopted planning 
elements and components.  These are highlighted below: 

1984 Borough Master Plan 

The 1984 Master Plan sets forth six goals, three of which are related closely to the Amended 
Redevelopment Plan: 

• Maintain the visual attractiveness of the community and preserve the historic character of 
the central area. 

• Maintain the predominantly single-family residential character of the Borough.  
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• Continue to expand housing opportunities in the Borough to meet established needs for 
existing and future residents. 

The Amended Redevelopment Plan contains a set of design and performance standards to 
maintain the visual attractiveness of Haddonfield in its central area, which includes the Kings 
Highway corridor.  Single-family housing consists of both detached and attached housing.  
Single family attached housing, otherwise known as townhouses, is the main expected land 
use, along with open space, for the east side of Hopkins Lane in the subject redevelopment 
area.  Expansion of housing opportunities means allowing both other housing types in 
appropriate locations, such as the subject redevelopment area for multi-family housing, and in 
housing that is affordable to households with diverse incomes.  The Amended Redevelopment 
Plan is part of the Borough’s 2019 Housing Element and Fair Share Plan and creates new 
opportunities for households of low and moderate income to live in Haddonfield.  The housing 
plan includes 10 units and 10 family rental bonus credits from the redevelopment of the site. 

1991 Reexamination Report 

In the 1991 Reexamination Report, the Planning Board urged the Borough to explore the 
possibility of developing housing for senior citizens, intended as housing which would enable 
adults whose children have grown and left the single-family detached home in which they were 
raised to “downsize” into a smaller unit, perhaps on one level, with limited maintenance 
responsibilities. This is the primary development goal of the Amended Redevelopment Plan 
and it responds to a need which has been articulated in the Borough’s Master Plan and 
Reexamination Reports since at least 1984.  

1997 Historic Preservation Plan 

The Master Plan also promotes the preservation of the Borough’s historic character. The 
Amended Redevelopment Plan acknowledges that the subject redevelopment area is entirely 
within the Borough’s historic district and, as such, the development will be subject to the 
review of the Haddonfield Historic Preservation Commission pursuant to the Borough’s LDO. 
Additionally, the Amended Redevelopment Plan is supportive of the preservation of Lullworth 
Hall (and the historic outbuildings) through its plan to sell it to a private entity for a 
professional office, a bed and breakfast or a reversion to residential use. New development will 
need to be designed in such a manner as to fit within the character of the historic district’s 
standards and the surrounding existing built environment.  These nearby uses include 
townhouses in the Mews, single family and two-family houses, and Haddonfield Memorial 
High School. 

2000 Residential Land Use Element 

The growing land use incompatibility of the Bancroft school within a residential neighborhood 
of Haddonfield was specifically addressed in the 2000 Residential Land Use Element, as 
follows: 
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Bancroft School is included in a single-family detached residential district, 
although it is unlikely that it will be converted to such uses in the future. 
Currently, this pre-existing non-conforming use must apply to the Zoning 
Board of Adjustment whenever any changes to the site are proposed. This 
century old use has experienced significant growth and change over the past 
few decades and has adversely impacted nearby residential areas. The Borough 
should begin a process wherein the Borough moves to document existing uses 
and conditions at the Bancroft site, and to establish standards acceptable to the 
Borough for the Bancroft site (Block 13, Lot 25 & Block 14, Lot 2). Bancroft 
should be invited to participate in this process. Any campus plan by Bancroft 
must address the school’s current and potential adverse impacts on nearby 
single-family and other residential uses as well as the Borough as a whole, and 
demonstrate how the school will ameliorate any such adverse impacts. 

As we know, the business plan of Bancroft NeuroHealth eventually led to the creation of a new 
campus outside of the Borough, which has created the need for the Amended Redevelopment 
Plan. 

2003 and 2009 Reexamination Reports 

The 2009 Master Plan Reexamination Report specifically acknowledges the redevelopment of 
the Bancroft site and indicates its inclusion in the Borough’s 2008 Housing Element and Fair 
Share Plan4.  Additionally, said Reexamination Report details the Borough’s compliance 
towards addressing the 14 objectives and recommendations set forth in the 2003 Master Plan 
Reexamination Report. Of the 14 objectives indicated in the 2003 Master Plan Reexamination 
Report, three are the same objectives from the 1984 Master Plan, noted above.  The 2009 
Reexamination Report also acknowledges the potential benefit from the development of ‘twin’ 
houses (single family houses attached with a common party wall), which is a housing type in 
the 2016 Redevelopment Plan and the Amended Redevelopment Plan for affordable units. 

2005 and 2008 Recreation and Open Space Element 

Other Master Plan guidance related to the Bancroft property is found in the 2005 Recreation 
and Open Space Element which cites a “need to provide recreational opportunities for an 
increasing number of younger aged residents.”  In addition, passive recreation open space and 
trails are identified as forms of open space to be promoted.  In light of these recommendations 
the Amended Redevelopment Plan’s inclusion of both active and passive recreational land uses 
as part of its land use plan (which are equivalent to zoning districts in a zoning ordinance) is 
entirely consistent with the Master Plan. 

2015 Green Building and Environmental Sustainability Element 

 
4 - its inclusion carried over to the adopted 2019 Housing Element and Fair Share Plan that has received a judgment 

of compliance and repose from Judge Famular. 
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In 2015, the Planning Board adopted a Green Building and Environmental Sustainability 
Element of the Master Plan. The overarching intent of this Element is to ensure that planning 
and development in Haddonfield is undertaken in such a manner to ensure that future 
generations will be able to enjoy the same or better opportunities in terms of housing options, 
access to open space and the local ecology, vibrant community life and environmental health.  
The Amended Redevelopment Plan requires the redeveloper to submit, with any application 
for preliminary site plan or subdivision approval, a “Sustainable Design Assessment” which 
sets forth the ways in which the residential development will feature green building design and 
sustainable site planning and construction. This requirement is clearly consistent with the 
Borough’s Master Plan and the Green Building and Environmental Sustainability Element.  

In both the 2016 Redevelopment Plan and the Amended Redevelopment Plan, there is more than 
ample evidence of the connection between its goals and objections for the subject redevelopment 
area and the broader goals and objectives for development in Haddonfield.  In many specific 
instances such as: land use districts, allowed uses, limitations on land coverage for both buildings 
and site improvements, design standards and performance standards, height limitations, and 
historic preservation adherence in architectural design, the Amended Redevelopment Plan is 
designed to effectuate the goals and objectives of the Borough’s land development and 
preservation policies stemming back to at least 1984, 37 years ago. 

The Planning Board did not articulate how the addition of 10 to 12 more residential dwellings 
affecting just 8.2 acres of the 19.22 acre tract would make this broad level of Master Plan support 
for the Amended Redevelopment Plan null and void.  For the reasons set forth herein, we believe 
the addition of such dwelling units is consistent with the Master Plan.  As this recitation fully 
demonstrates, the amendments did not make the Amended Redevelopment Plan switch, like a light 
being turned on and off, from being consistent to inconsistent.    

Borough Commissioners Reasons for Adopting Ordinance 2018-01 

The preceding section of this Report details how the Amended Redevelopment Plan is fully 
consistent with numerous Borough master plan documents.  Nonetheless, the LRHL expressly 
permits the Borough Commissioners to adopt a redevelopment plan that is inconsistent with the 
Master Plan.  It is important to note that the redevelopment process in the LRHL further allows for 
procedures that would not otherwise be permissible.  The legislature, when crafting the LRHL, 
recognized that strong and forceful action may be necessary to address an unacceptable condition.  
Otherwise, the LRHL would never have, for instance, included the ability to acquire, through 
eminent domain and condemnation, private property.  Here, since the Borough negotiated a 
purchase from Bancroft NeuroHealth, the eminent domain powers conferred by the LRHL were 
not required.  The redevelopment plan operates as a special area plan and is accorded significant 
flexibility in order to address blighting conditions.  Accordingly, the LRHL permits the 
redevelopment plan to override zoning, allows for the acquisition of private property, allows for 
negotiation between the developer and the municipality, permits tax abatement and other financial 
arrangements between the municipality, or even for the municipality to act as a private developer 
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in the construction of new development5.  These powers mean that the redevelopment entity, in 
this case the Borough Commissioners, is given the capability to ensure that the redevelopment plan 
meets the needs of the municipality to address blight and may accept or not accept any 
recommendation from the Planning Board whether it pertains to the Master Plan, Zoning 
Ordinance (in this case the Land Development Ordinance) or to other recommendations.   

In addition, another major distinction is that in a redevelopment plan, the Borough Commissioners 
sets the land use policy, unlike the Master Plan, where the Planning Board sets such policy.  
Obviously, a governing body has complete jurisdiction over any ordinance implementing the 
Master Plan or a Redevelopment Plan, just like any other local law under their jurisdiction.   

The Borough first recognized the special nature of the Bancroft Site in 2006, fifteen years ago, 
when it declared it an area in need of redevelopment.  Bancroft Neurohealth System no longer 
occupies the site, having decamped to a larger and more modern campus in Mount Laurel 
Township.   Today, the redevelopment area is vacant and the former Bancroft buildings are 
boarded up and decaying.  In other words, blighting effects at the site have increased since 
Ordinance 2018-01 was adopted and then challenged, with the lawsuit itself affecting the ability 
to implement the Amended Redevelopment Plan.   

The Borough Commissioners set forth their reasons for disapproving certain recommendations of 
the Planning Board in Ordinance 2018-01 itself, beginning in Section II and continuing through 
Section IV.  The Borough Commissioners found that the amendments to the 2016 Redevelopment 
Plan would, taken as a whole, lead to an achievable redevelopment of the tract that is responsive 
to market trends.  If a redevelopment plan is not responsive to the real estate market, then no matter 
how much it meets certain objectives of the municipality, private developers will not invest in the 
project.  That is a main reason the LRHL allows for negotiation between the public and private 
sectors – to increase the possibilities for success and remove the blighting influences more quickly. 

Following are the Borough’s stated conclusions as set forth in Ordinance 2018-01 and our 
commentary. 

Section II of Ordinance 2018-01 

Although the Planning Board considered each of the separate Proposed 
Amendments individually and made recommendations with regard to each 
as well as providing some general comments about the Proposed 
Amendments collectively, the Borough Commissioners believe that the 
benefit to the Borough overall is a product of the amendments as a whole, 
which provide a viable and achievable development  of the Bancroft Site 
that has eluded the Borough for over 10 years, and that the benefits from 
the Proposed Amendments as incorporated into the Amended 
Redevelopment Plan approved by this ordinance will, in the opinion of the 

 
5 - Such as the Borough of Collingswood did with its Lumberyard project. 
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Borough Commissioners, result in a responsible and feasible market for the 
development of the Site and will thus enable the development to succeed 
and correspondingly will provide benefits to the Borough as an appropriate 
and successful public/private partnership between the Borough and 2 
Hopkins Lane, LLC. Furthermore, the Borough believes that the following 
general comments of the Planning Board that the amendments: 

a) fail to advance the objectives of the Borough Master Plan and the 
prior approved Redevelopment Plan, 

b) that the stated goals and objectives set forth in the Proposed 
Amendments should constitute regulations more easily dealt with by 
the Planning Board at future site plan hearings, 

c) are less likely to provide dwelling units as alternatives to empty 
nesters in the Borough seeking to downsize from their current 
dwellings, 

d) that smaller and less expensive units are preferable and  

e) that other developers should have been considered 
 
are not the view of the Borough Commissioners, as discussed further 
below, as applicable, and are otherwise significantly outweighed by the 
overwhelming benefits of the proposed development that were reflected 
in the Proposed Amendments or the Amended Redevelopment Plan set 
forth herein and that it was appropriate to consider the Proposed 
Amendments with 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC as opposed to other potential 
developers since it held contractual rights to the Site. The goals and 
objectives are intended to be just that in general overall terms and in the 
opinion of the Commissioners are not appropriate or desirable to be 
regulations. 

As previously discussed, it is entirely appropriate, necessary (and permitted by the LRHL) 
for there to be negotiations between the redevelopment entity (the Borough) and the 
anticipated redeveloper; in this case 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC.  Redevelopment plans are 
often tweaked because real estate markets are always in flux.  The residential real estate 
market is sensitive to population growth, demographic change within the population, 
financial rates on borrowed money, social changes, and the pace of change in dwelling 
design.  These can change rapidly and easily affect the calculus of the redevelopment 
scenario so that a development scheme must be adjusted in order to generate a feasible 
and viable redevelopment.  The amendments were proposed two years after the adoption 
of the 2016 Redevelopment Plan and five years have now passed.  Fifteen years have 
passed since the area was first identified as an area in need of redevelopment.  The lack 
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of redevelopment of the site prolongs the blighting influences caused by the vacant and 
boarded up buildings at the eastern gateway to Haddonfield. 

Section III of Ordinance 2018-01 

The primary individual comments from the Planning Board that led to a 7-
2 vote against adoption of the overall amendments but that approved 4 
of the amendments and "disapproved" and recommended against 9 of the 
Proposed Amendments were, from the perspective of the Commissioners, 
related to the following: 

a) The Planning Board noted the change in the number of market rate 
units from 70 to 80 and the affordable units from 10 to 12 does not 
support the objectives of the Borough Master Plan· and impacts 
adversely on the impervious coverage on the Site. 

As to this comment, the Commissioners believe and hereby determine that even 
with the incorporation of the Proposed Amendments that are incorporated into 
the Amended Redevelopment Plan approved herein, the resulting Redevelopment 
Plan remains fundamentally consistent with the Borough Master Plan and 
Reexamination Reports as set forth in the April 6, 2016 Redevelopment Plan. As 
to the Proposed Amendments related to the size of the units, the impervious 
coverage, building heights, density and other related components of the Proposed 
Amendments, there is nothing in the Master Plan with the exception of the 
disposition of the berm, which is dealt with later herein, which provides any 
particular guidance on such issue. The Borough Commissioners, therefore, are of 
the opinion that the Amended Redevelopment Plan, like the original 
Redevelopment Plan, is not inconsistent with the Borough Master Plan. To the 
extent that it is, nevertheless, considered otherwise, the Borough Commissioners 
hereby determine that the Amended Redevelopment  Plan  supersedes  the 
Borough Master Plan for very good and substantial reasons to foster a beneficial 
and compatible and proportional development on the Site, and compared to the 
prior use of the Site by Bancroft, that it reduces the impervious coverage and 
provides significant open space for active and passive recreation that did not exist 
previously on the majority of the Site, not only on the portion of the Site that is 
not part of the Proposed Amendments  and not being developed but also on the 
portion of the Site that is being developed. The change in the impervious coverage 
from the original Redevelopment Plan to the Amended Redevelopment Plan as a 
result of the modest increase in permitted dwelling units is in the view of the 
Borough Commissioners minor and not significant particularly compared to the 
impervious coverage and lack of available active and passive open space 
evidenced by the current Bancroft use. 
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In addition to the Borough Commissioners comments, we note that the impervious surface and 
building coverage limitations remain unchanged from the 2016 Redevelopment Plan to the 
Amended Redevelopment Plan even with the increase in the allowed number of units.  The 
redeveloper will still be required to comport with the Downtown District 1 limitations.  The 
redevelopment of the site also will improve water quality in the stormwater runoff from the site 
since the Bancroft complex was constructed before such environmental rules were in place. 

b) The Planning Board noted that the permissible increase in the size of the 
proposed townhouse units from 2,000 square feet to 2,250 square feet 
and other changes to the height and living areas and the presumptive 
increase in sale prices were too drastic and excessive as compared to 
the average size living areas of dwellings throughout the Borough. 

The Commissioners disagree with this and view this determination by the 
Planning Board as too limiting and not in the best interest of the Borough 
and, regardless, is not a significant change from the original Bancroft 
Redevelopment Plan previously approved by the Planning Board. 

There is no magic to a townhouse size of 2,000 sf. versus one that is 2,250 sf.  No bright line 
standard exists as to whether 2,000 sf. is representative of the median size of housing in 
Haddonfield, which is one of the objectives of the 2016 Redevelopment Plan as modified by the 
Amended Redevelopment Plan.  We also note that the median sale price of housing, which is 
another marker in the Amended Redevelopment Plan, has increased substantially in Haddonfield 
over the past two years.  As indicated above, the redeveloper will be required to submit a market 
study for the age-targeted townhouses which will address where size and price is in the real estate 
market. 

c) The Planning Board noted and recommended against the removal of 
the existing berm on the front of the Site along Kings Highway and some 
of the existing landscaping along Hopkins Lane. 

The Commissioners accept this recommendation of the Planning Board and 
have determined not to amend the prior Redevelopment Plan in this regard, 
thereby retaining the existing berm on the Site as a requirement for any 
development therein even though it will likely result in the development 
being pushed further north on the Site and encroaching on some of the 
active and passive open space in that area which would otherwise be 
available as is part of the proposed development. 

No additional commentary is necessary as the Commissioners accepted the Planning Board’s 
recommendation. 
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Section IV of Ordinance 2018-01 

Finally, the Borough believes and hereby determines that the 
amendments will enable development of both market rate and 
affordable housing units that will be compatible with and proportional 
to other residential areas in the Borough consistent with the Borough's 
Affordable Housing Plan without recourse to more dense development 
while providing the Borough with much needed active and passive open 
space that does not currently exist on the overall Site for general recreation 
and, where appropriate, for the high school adjacent to the Site. 

The residential portion of the Amended Redevelopment Plan is part of the Borough’s 
Housing Element and Fair Share Plan.  Haddonfield is a vacant land adjustment 
municipality, which means it lacks the adequate land resources and expected 
redevelopment to fully address its municipal obligation.  In these instances, sites that can 
reasonably be expected to redevelop, as well as vacant land that can be developed within 
environmental rules, are assigned affordable housing obligations.  These sites are called 
Realistic Development Sites (RDP).  The subject redevelopment site generates an 
obligation of 60 of the Borough’s 83 RDP units.  In the court-approved Housing Element 
and Fair Share Plan, the Bancroft redevelopment site is slated to address 10 units and 10 
family rental bonus credits, for a total of 20 credits6 towards the 83-unit obligation.  It is 
of significant importance that the redevelopment of the Bancroft Site moves forward 
expeditiously in order to meet the scheduling requirements of the Borough’s Housing 
Element and Fair Share Plan and Court-approved settlement with Fair Share Housing 
Center. 

Presumption of Validity 

The properly adopted Ordinance 2018-01 is granted a presumption of validity based on well-
established case law7.  The case cited affirms the proposition that the “[C]ourts should not question 
the wisdom of an ordinance, and if the ordinance is debatable, it should be upheld.”, citing, Bow 
and Arrow Manor v. Town of West Orange, 63 N.J. 343 (1973).  Furthermore, as the Court has 
already indicated in its remand, it is the burden of the plaintiff to overcome the presumption of 
validity.  Specifically, the plaintiff bears the burden to show that the ordinance is arbitrary or 
unreasonable or plainly contrary to fundamental principles of zoning or redevelopment statutes.  
Plaintiff alleges that the Amended Redevelopment Plan was adopted to benefit only a single entity 
– the anticipated redeveloper - and not for the general health, public safety and welfare of the 
Borough.  As has been demonstrated, these allegations have no basis in either the procedural and 
substantive components of the adoption of Ordinance 2018-01.  The amendments to Ordinance 
2018-01 are based on sound planning and zoning principles serving the purposes of the Municipal 
Land Use Law and the LRHL and are supported by the Master Plan of the Borough.  Accordingly, 

 
6 - The difference is being made up with other affordable housing sites in the Borough. 
7 - Riggs v. Township of Long Beach, 109 N.J. 601, 610 (1988). 
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the action to be taken by the Borough Commissioners should be the same as it took in March 2018 
when the amendments were first approved. 

Summary and Borough Commissioners Reasons for Action 

As detailed in this report, the proposed amendments to the 2016 Bancroft Redevelopment Plan 
contained within the Amended Redevelopment Plan as approved by Ordinance 2018-01 are either 
consistent with the various Master Plan elements adopted by the Planning Board over three 
decades or more, or if not, reasonable exercises of the powers vested in the Borough 
Commissioners by the LRHL.  A number of amendments relate to development standards that are 
too specific to expect them to be included in a Master Plan, which is more concerned with broader 
land use policy encompassing the entire municipality.  The following is a summation of each of 
the 12 amendments to the 2016 Redevelopment Plan as contained in the Amended Redevelopment 
Plan, and our conclusions as to whether such amendments are consistent with the Borough's Master 
Plan, designed to effectuate the Borough's Master Plan and/or should be undertaken by the 
Borough for the reasons set forth herein. 

1. Amendment 1. Increases the number of age-targeted townhouses in the main development 
scenario from 70 to 80 units on 8.2 acres of the 19.22 acre tract.  The number of affordable 
units in the 2016 Redevelopment Plan and Amended Redevelopment Plan is 10 to 12.  In 
accordance with the Housing Element and Fair Share Plan, the number of affordable units 
is 10.  This is consistent with housing policy set forth in the 1984, 1991, 2003 and 2009 
Master Plans/Reexamination Reports to “expand housing opportunities in the Borough to 
meet established needs for existing and future residents”. 

2. Amendment 2. Clarifies that the goals and objectives are guidelines for development and 
not standards from which a variance or exception is required, if one or more is not met.  
This is the common understanding of goals and objections.  Both Redevelopment Plans 
encompass more land than just the area for residential development and not all goals and 
objectives would necessarily apply to all land uses in the Plan. This clarification does not 
rise to the level of a consistency or inconsistency determination; it merely states the factual 
basis of how goals and objectives relate to the substantive parts of the Amended 
Redevelopment Plan, or for that matter, a master plan. 

3. Amendment 3. Allows for an increase in the number of affordable housing units if the 
market rate units exceed 70 units.  The Amended Redevelopment Plan allows for 10, 11 
or 12 affordable units.  As approved by the Court, the 2019 Housing Element and Fair 
Share Plan requires 10 affordable units to be produced at the subject redevelopment site.  
Thus the Amended Redevelopment Plan is fully consistent with the Master Plan in both 
quantity of affordable housing and its location at the subject redevelopment site. 

4. Amendment 4A. This amendment addresses the same issue as Amendment 1 and is 
consistent with the Master Plan for the reasons set forth above. 

5. Amendment 4B.  This amendment addresses the same issue as Amendment 1 and is 
consistent with the Master Plan for the reasons set forth above.  In addition, reducing the 
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3-bedroom percentage for low and moderate income units to 20% matches the 
requirements set forth in the 2019 Housing Element and Fair Share Plan; accordingly, it is 
fully consistent with the Borough’s Master Plan policies and recommendations. 

6. Amendment 4D8.  Sets a standard for the width of Hopkins Lane that is consistent with 
the Residential Site Improvement Standards and how that may be accomplished.  Both the 
Planning Board and the Borough Commissioners agree that this is consistent with the 
Borough’s Master Plan. 

7. Amendment 4E.  Increases the allowed square footage of age-targeted townhouses from 
2,000 sf. to 2,250 sf. and changes how the square footage is calculated by not including 
certain indoor spaces as floor area.  This level of specificity is very rarely addressed in a 
master plan and is not expressed in any Haddonfield Master Plan documents.  
Accordingly, this amendment is not inconsistent with the Borough's Master Plan.  In 
general terms, the amendment relates to the overall policies for housing in Haddonfield as 
it is intended to further opportunities for different housing types; in this instance age-
targeted townhouses, which is a new type of housing for the Borough.  Its inclusion in the 
Amended Redevelopment Plan confers flexibility in addressing existing market 
conditions, while still maintaining the age-targeted townhouse definition. 

8. Amendment 4F.  Allows the master bedroom(s) not on the same level as principal rooms 
to be included in the 75% minimum requirement for the principal room floor if connected 
by an elevator.  The reasons for this amendment are the same as Amendment 4E and 
consequently are consistent with the Borough's Master Plan to enable a redeveloper 
flexibility to build age-targeted townhouses, a new building type in Haddonfield that 
expands housing opportunities, particularly for existing residents.  

9. Amendment 4G.  Clarifies the allowed height of townhouses to be 35 feet at the front and 
45 feet at the rear, provided the ground slopes from the front to the rear and the lower level 
and the lowest floor has garage space.  The reasons for this amendment are the same as 
Amendment 4E and consequently are consistent with the Borough's Master Plan to enable 
a redeveloper flexibility to build age-targeted townhouses, a new building type in 
Haddonfield that expands housing opportunities, particularly for existing residents.   

10. Amendment 4H.  Sets maximum standards for townhouse width and depth.  Requires a 
roofline break at least every 60 feet.  The reasons for this amendment are the same as 
Amendment 4E and consequently are consistent with the Borough's Master Plan to enable 
a redeveloper flexibility to build age-targeted townhouses, a new building type in 
Haddonfield that expands housing opportunities, particularly for existing residents.  

11. Amendment 5.  Clarifies where a perimeter buffer is required and sets a type of 
landscaping scheme for the Kings Highway and Hopkins Lane frontages.  Kings Highway 
is to gain a “gateway” design instead of a higher berm and Hopkins Lane will be treated 
like other residential streets in Haddonfield, which are typically tree-lined with foundation 

 
8 -  Amendment 4C pertaining to development on the Kings Highway slope was removed from Ordinance 2018-01 

prior to adoption. 



Report to the Borough Commission – Remand of Ordinance 2018-01 April 23, 2021 

 

  PAGE 16 

 

plantings in the front yards of dwellings.  This type of landscape treatment fits in with 
historic preservation goals and objectives of the Borough's Master Plan since these are the 
typical street views characteristic of the historic district in which the Bancroft Site is 
located.   

12. Amendment 6. Clarifies that the Planning Board retains jurisdiction over height variances 
for buildings in the redevelopment area consistent with the Municipal Land Use Law (the 
"MLUL").  Since the MLUL is foundational with respect to both planning and zoning, 
both the Planning Board and Borough Commissioners found it to be consistent with the 
Borough’s Master Plan. 

As this summary indicates, the 12 amendments to the 2016 Bancroft Redevelopment Plan are 
either consistent with the Borough's Master Plan, designed to effectuate the Borough's Master Plan 
and/or are intended to advance the redevelopment of the site by being responsive to trends in the 
marketplace with the parameters of land development policy in the Borough, as represented by the 
land use components, open space and recreation plan, green buildings and sustainability element 
and historic preservation element.  To the extent the proposed amendments to the 2016 
Redevelopment Plan are not consistent with the with the Borough's Master Plan or designed to 
effectuate the Borough's Master Plan, the Borough Commissioners may proceed with the 
Amended Redevelopment Plan for the reasons set forth herein, as expressly permitted pursuant to 
N.J.SA. 40A:12A-7(d) and 7(e). 

 
 
 

Brian M. Slaugh, PP, AICP 
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To:  Sharon McCullough, Borough Administrator  

 

From:  Philip B. Caton, PP, FAICP 

 

Re: Proposed Amendments to the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan 

 

Date:  November 1, 2017 

 

 

Per your request, this Memorandum sets forth the amendments which should be made 

to the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan (adopted April 6, 2016) in order to provide greater 

consistency with the most recent concept plans for redevelopment of the eastern side of 

the site by 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC.  

 

1. Introduction, p.1 

 

The reference to the option of 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC to construct no more than 

80 dwellings on the east side of Hopkins Lane comprised of 70 market rate, age-

targeted units and 10 affordable units shall be amended to permit 80 market 

rate, age-targeted units and a minimum of 10 and a maximum of 12 affordable 

units (as determined by the Borough’s Third Round Housing Element and Fair 

Share Plan). 

 

2. Bancroft Redevelopment Plan Goals and Objectives, p.4 

 

The first paragraph shall be amended to clarify that the 14 goals and objectives 

which are set forth in this section are intended to provide general guidance for 

the design of the development; however, a lack of adherence to one or more of 

the goals and objectives does not necessitate the Redeveloper applying for and 

receiving a variance or waiver as part of the site plan/ subdivision approval 

process.  

 

3. General Provisions - Affordable Housing, p. 12 

 

A. The reference to the percentage of affordable housing units being 12.5% if 

the total number of dwelling units exceeds 80 units shall be amended to 

indicate that the number of affordable housing units shall be a minimum of 

10 and a maximum of 12 units for any townhouse development in excess of 

80 units. The precise number of affordable housing units shall be 
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consistent with the Borough’s Third Round Housing Element and Fair 

Share Plan and shall be set forth in the Redevelopment Agreement between 

the Borough and 2 Hopkins Lane, LLC. 

 

4. Area, Yard, Coverage and Other Requirements – General Regulations  

 

A. The General Regulations, Section 1A, p. 17, shall be amended to permit, on a 

parcel of approximately 8.2 acres as determined by the Borough, up to 80 

market rate townhouses and 10-12 duplexes affordable to low and moderate 

income households, for a total development of 90-92 units. 

 

B. The General Regulations, Section 1D, p. 17 shall be amended to clarify that a 

development of 80 market rate townhouses shall include a minimum of 10 

and a maximum of 12 affordable housing units. In addition, the 30% three-

bedroom requirement shall be reduced to 20% consistent with COAH rules 

(Uniform Housing Affordability Controls - N.J.A.C. 5:80 -26.3 (b)).  

 

C. General Regulations, Section 2, p. 18 shall be amended to delete the 

reference to prohibiting development below the top of slope along the Kings 

Highway frontage of the redevelopment site. 

 

D. General Regulations, Section 4, p.18 shall be amended to indicate that the 

required 50-foot right-of-way of Hopkins Lane may be accomplished by the 

dedication of approximately 15 feet on either side of the existing 20 foot wide 

cartaway. 

 

E. Residential Principal and Accessory Uses, Section 1A, p. 18 shall be 

amended to increase the maximum average floor area per town house unit 

from 2,000 square feet to 2,250 square feet, not including basements, attics, 

space within a double height ceiling or atrium, unenclosed porches or 

porticos, or bay windows or similar minor projections. 

 

F. Residential Principal and Accessory Uses, Section 1C, p. 18 shall be 

amended to include within the 75% minimum requirement not only units 

with the master bedroom on the same level as the principal communal 

living spaces but also units with elevators which connect the master 

bedroom to the level of the principal communal living spaces and units with 

two master bedrooms even if the bedrooms are not on the same level as the 

principal communal living spaces.  
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G. Residential Principal and Accessory Uses, p. 19 shall be amended to include 

a standard for townhouse building height. Maximum townhouse building 

height shall be 35 feet from the lowest ground elevation along the front 

building façade to the top of the roofline. For townhouses with garage space 

on a level below that of the first level of living space (which design may be 

utilized on sloping portions of the site), building height shall also be limited 

to 45 feet from the lowest ground elevation at the rear façade to the top of 

the roofline. 

 

H. Residential Principal and Accessory Uses, p. 19 shall be amended to permit 

the maximum horizontal length of an individual townhouse façade to be 

between 24 and 35 feet and the maximum horizontal length of a façade or 

side wall of a townhouse building to be 125 feet. In addition, the maximum 

length of townhouse rooflines without a break of at least 2 feet shall be 60 

feet.  

 

5. Performance and Design Standards – Landscaping  

2 Perimeter Buffer Requirements, p. 23 

 

Landscape buffers shall be required only on the perimeter property lines along 

the Cooper River corridor and associated woods. The requirement that the 

existing berm and vegetation along the Kings Highway frontage of the 

Redevelopment Area be preserved and enhanced shall be modified to require 

that the existing trees within the “parking strip” along Kings Highway be 

preserved and that the landscape treatment for the entire Kings Highway 

frontage accentuate the “gateway” character of this location and be consistent 

with the Redevelopment Plan. 

 

6. Development Plan Review and Approval – Planning Board Review 3C (p.36) 

 

The Redevelopment Plan shall be amended to clarify that the Planning Board 

retains the right pursuant to the Municipal Land Use Law (N.J.S.A. 40:55 D-60) 

to approve applications for building height in excess of that permitted in this 

Redevelopment Plan so long as the deviation is not greater than 10 feet or 10% 

of the permitted building height.  
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Please let me know if you have any questions or comments concerning these proposed 

amendments.  

 

c. Mario Iavicoli, Esq. 

 Edward J. McManimon, Esq. 

 Joseph Rocco, Esq. 

 Jack Plackter, Esq. 

 Tim Kernan, PE 

 Dennis Dougherty, PE 

 Angelo Alberto, AIA 

 Josh Eckert, AIA 
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April 22, 2021 

 
 
 
Via Regular Mail and E-Mail 
 
Mayor Neal Rochford (nrochford@haddonfield-nj.gov) 
Commissioner Jeff Kasko (jkasko@haddonfield-nj.gov) 
Commissioner Colleen Bianco Bezich (cbbezich@haddonfield-nj.gov) 
242 Kings Highway East 
Haddonfield, NJ 08033 

 

 
Re: Ordinance 2018-01, hearing April 27, 2021

Dear Mayor and Commissioners: 

As you know, this firm represents the Plaintiffs in litigation regarding a challenge to 
Ordinance 2018-01.  I have reviewed the notice of public hearing published on April 16, 2021, 
advising of a second reading of the Ordinance to be conducted on remand pursuant to the Order 
of the Superior Court entered by the Honorable Nan S. Famular, P.J.Ch., on April 1, 2021, 
requiring that the Mayor and Commissioners “shall conduct a public hearing that is recorded and 
transcribed with regard to Ordinance 2018-01, and the Commissioners shall place on the record, 
and record and transcribe, their specific reasons for deviating from and amending the Bancroft 
Redevelopment Plan previously adopted by the Borough in 2016, and explain the reasons for 
said action pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-7(d) and (e).”   

Be advised that the legal notice published in advance of the hearing announced for April 
27, 2021 regarding Ordinance 2018-01 is defective.  Strict compliance with statutory notice 
requirements is considered by the courts to be jurisdictional, which means that failure to comply 
renders any action taken null and void. Rockaway Shoprite v. Linden, 424 NJ Super. 337, 352 
(App. Div. 2011). 

First, the notice indicates that “the Borough Commissioners shall place on the record 
their specific reasons for approving the ‘Bancroft Redevelopment Plan’, as amended January 
16, 2018 . . . .” (Emphasis added).  This date is incorrect; no portion of the Redevelopment Plan 
was approved or amended on January 16, 2018.  In actuality, Ordinance 2018-01 was adopted on 
February 13, 2018.  As such, the notice is factually inaccurate, confusing and misleading.  
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Second, the notice fails to comply with N.J.S.A. 40:49-2, which requires “a clear and 
concise statement . . . setting forth the purpose of the ordinance.”  Moreover, N.J.S.A. 40:49-
2.1(a), applicable to land use ordinances such as Ordinance 2018-01 that amends a 
redevelopment plan, requires that the notice contain “a brief summary of the main objectives or 
provisions of the ordinance.”  In Carteret Indus. Project v. Borough Council of the Borough of 
Carteret, No. A-1893-05T1, 2007 N.J. Super. Unpub. LEXIS 463 (App. Div. Jan. 23, 2007), the 
Appellate Division applied this statute to an ordinance adopting a redevelopment plan. 

Here, the notice states that “the purpose of the forgoing ordinance is to amend the 
‘Bancroft Redevelopment Plan’ to reflect as set forth in Exhibit 3 to Ordinance 2018-01.”  
(Emphasis added).  This statement utterly fails to satisfy the standards above.  It is neither a clear 
and concise statement setting forth the purpose of the ordinance, nor a brief summary of the main 
objectives or provisions of the ordinance.    

In Wolf v. Mayor & Borough Council of Shrewsbury, 182 NJ Super. 289 (App. Div. 
1981), certif. denied, 89 NJ 440 (1982), the notice published was as follows: “An ordinance to 
amend the code of the Borough of Shrewsbury by amending Chapter 94-Zoning.”  Id. at 292.  
(Emphasis added).  The court held that this notice failed to satisfy the statutory standard because 
the notice “was not sufficient to alert a reasonably intelligent reader as to the nature and import 
of the substantial changes” proposed by the borough.  Id. at 296.  A notice “must be reasonably 
sufficient and adequate to inform the public of the essence and scope of the proposed changes,” 
according to the court.  Id.  

In the present matter, the notice published by the Borough states that the “purpose of the 
forgoing ordinance is to amend the ‘Bancroft Redevelopment Plan’ to reflect as set forth in 
Exhibit 3 to Ordinance 2018-01.” (Emphasis added).  Like the notice in Wolf, this notice says 
nothing about the nature and import of the proposal, and fails to inform anyone of the essence 
and scope of the proposal. “[T]o reflect as set forth in Exhibit 3,” without any indication of what 
is in Exhibit 3, fails to provide meaningful notice of the essence and the scope of the proposal. 

In Cotler v. Township of Pilesgrove, 393 NJ Super. 377 (App. Div. 2007), the notice in 
question provided as follows: “Revise and supplement zoning and land use regulations, and 
submission requirements for applications for development pursuant to the Municipal Land Use 
Law, including revisions to the zoning maps, zoning districts, zoning district regulations, and 
development application checklists.”  The court concluded that this notice failed to satisfy the 
statute because “it did not contain sufficient information concerning the nature and scope of the 
changes to the municipality’s zoning that would result from adoption of the proposed amended 
ordinance.”  The court specifically found that a notice cannot “simply state that the amendment 
will result in changes to the municipality’s zoning, without indicating the nature or scope of 
those changes.” 
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A meaningful notice of the essence and scope of the proposal here would indicate that the 
real purpose of the ordinance is to amend the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan to, inter alia, 
increase the number of townhomes from 70 to 80; to increase their size from 2,000 sf to 2,250 sf; 
and to allow expensive elevators in lieu of providing living space and a master bedroom on the 
same floor.  As such, the ordinance will make the townhomes more expensive, more profitable to 
the developer, and less likely to be affordable to downsizing seniors, in contravention of the 
intent of the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan.  A reasonably intelligent person would have no idea 
that this is the actual intent of the proposed ordinance from reading the description provided by 
the Borough.  Persons who might otherwise wish to appear and make comments or ask questions 
at the time designated for the hearing might therefore not do so, for lack of being properly 
advised of the actions the Borough intends to take.  

As noted above, the notice requirement is jurisdictional; failure to give proper notice can 
and would likely result in invalidation by the court if second reading on the Ordinance is 
conducted by the Commissioners under these circumstances.   

Based on the above, we respectfully request that the Commissioners table this matter on 
April 27, 2021, and publish proper notice of any future hearing prior to taking any further action 
regarding Ordinance 2018-01. 

I trust the Borough will proceed in accordance with the legal requirements cited above. 

Very truly yours, 

 
 
Robert S. Baranowski, Jr. 

RSB/amb 
 
cc: Mario Iavicoli, Esq. (miavicoli@comcast.net) 
 William Northgrave, Esq. (wnorthgrave@MSBNJ.com) 
       Deanna Bennett, Municipal Clerk (dbennett@haddonfield-nj.gov) 

Sharon McCullough, Borough Administrator (smccullough@haddonfield-nj.gov) 
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April 27, 2021 

 
Via Regular Mail and E-Mail 
 
Mayor Neal Rochford (nrochford@haddonfield-nj.gov) 
Commissioner Jeff Kasko (jkasko@haddonfield-nj.gov) 
Commissioner Colleen Bianco Bezich (cbbezich@haddonfield-nj.gov) 
242 Kings Highway East 
Haddonfield, NJ 08033 

 

 
Re: Ordinance 2018-01, hearing April 27, 2021 

Dear Mayor and Commissioners: 

 As you know, this firm represents the Plaintiffs in litigation regarding a challenge to 
Ordinance 2018-01.  In addition to the deficiencies noted in my letter dated April 22, 2021, 
regarding the Borough’s faulty notice of public hearing published on April 16, 2021, as to which 
I have received no response, I further note that the agenda and documents posted on the 
Borough’s website with regard to tonight’s scheduled meeting lack the exhibits to Ordinance 
2018-01, including Exhibit 3, which contains the substantive provisions the Borough seemingly 
intends to adopt.  This is a further violation of the statute which requires proper notice to be 
given of the Ordinance to be adopted.  We are again advising that the flaws in the notice of the 
hearing to be conducted on remand are fatal to the process, and should be corrected before the 
Commissioners proceed further.  Please be guided accordingly. 

Very truly yours, 

  
Robert S. Baranowski, Jr. 

RSB/amb 
 
cc: Mario Iavicoli, Esq. (miavicoli@comcast.net) 
 William Northgrave, Esq. (wnorthgrave@MSBNJ.com) 
       Deanna Bennett, Municipal Clerk (dbennett@haddonfield-nj.gov) 

Sharon McCullough, Borough Administrator (smccullough@haddonfield-nj.gov) 
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