
GENERAL COMMENTS – Commissioner’s Meeting – May 26, 2015 

 

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m. in Room 102 of the Borough Hall.  The 

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

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

Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford were present along with the Borough 

Administrator, the Borough Solicitor, and the Borough Clerk. 

 

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

approve them as posted for the Commissioner Meeting of May 12, 2015.  Commissioner 

Moscatelli seconded the motion, which was then approved unanimously by the 

Commissioners. 

 

Ordinance 2015-07 was introduced for second reading, which covers the non-union 

salary increases for 2015.  Mayor Kasko explained that these are the annual increases 

being provided to Borough Hall staff and show what their salaries are.  As there were no 

questions asked Mayor Kasko made a motion to close the Public Hearing and adopt 

the ordinance on second reading.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner 

Moscatelli and the Commissioners voted unanimously on the motion. 

 

Mayor Kasko, Commissioner Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford voted unanimously 

to pass the following resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2015-05-26-082 Authorization to Pay Vouchers 

2015-05-26-083 Authorization to Make Various Appointments 

2015-05-26-084 Authorization to Approve General Event Permit Applications – 

Various 

2015-05-26-085 Authorization for Partnership for haddonfield, LLC Event – Service 

Appreciation Day 

 

Once Resolution 2015-05-26-086, which authorizes the release of the performance bond 

for the Grove Street Utility Project, Kirk Peterson, Lakeview Avenue, asked if this was for 

work done by the Borough or for work to be done by New Jersey American Water.  

Commissioner Moscatelli replied that this is for the work done last year by the Borough.  

 

Mary Previte, Kings Highway West, asked if the Borough was going to be re-doing Grove 

Street and what the time frame for completion would be.  Commissioner Moscatelli 

replied that the County will be repaving the street and doing some concrete work 

there.  The Borough Administrator noted that we do not have an exact schedule as yet, 

but because this work is being completed using federal grant money there is a specific 

date in the fall when the work must be stopped due to weather conditions due to 

federal guidelines.   Therefore, it is not expected to be finished this year. 

 

As there were no further questions asked the Commissioners voted unanimously on the 

resolution. 

 

Mayor Kasko, Commissioner Moscatelli and Commissioner Rochford voted unanimously 

to pass the following resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2015-05-26-087 Authorization to Sign Escrow Agreement for Housing Trust Fund 

Between the Borough of Haddonfield, Republic First Bank d/b/a 

Republic Bank and Coalition on Affordable Housing (COAH) 

2015-05-26-088 Authorization to Hold Fireworks Display 

2015-05-26-089 Authorization to Award Bid – Interfaith Caregivers’ Building Painting 

 

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

himself, and ask any questions.  In attendance were Jeremy Diavolitsis, Trueman 

Avenue; and Nolan Bonawitz, W. Redman Avenue.  No questions were asked at this 

time. 

 

Mayor Kasko opened the public comment portion of the meeting.   

 

Mr. Peterson suggested that when the repaving of the beginning of Center Street is 

done that the Borough should incorporate some streetscaping into the work, like what 



was done on Mechanic Street.  Commissioner Moscatelli pointed out the Borough did 

not receive any State funds to get this project done, therefore, this work will not be 

done this year.  Mr. Peterson went on to state that when the work is done it should 

contain streetscaping.  He feels that something should be done to slow traffic between 

Ellis Street and Centre Street.  Additionally, the crosswalks should be emphasized.  Lastly, 

he suggested a walking tour to review the items that he is referencing.  He would like to 

see something nice done in this area since this is a gateway to the downtown area.  

Commissioner Moscatelli thanked him for these comments. 

 

Chris Mayne, Roberts Avenue, read the following statement into the minutes: 

 

Just over a month ago, Recovery Center of America’s CEO, Brian O’Neill, 

presented an overview of RCA’s plan for the Bancroft site.  During the 

Q&A session that followed, we voiced our concerns regarding the 

proposal and asked Mr. O’Neill to work with us toward a win-win solution 

which would allow RCA to carry out their mission at a suitable site within 

Camden County, while alleviating our concerns regarding the placement 

of an RCA facility directly next to our high school and so close to a 

walking grade school. 

 
Mr. O’Neill said that night that he would consider our request to seek a 

win-win alternative, and every indication we have is that he’s honored 

that commitment so far.  Specifically, RCA has held off on filing their 

zoning variance application and, while I’m not privy to any specifics, I’ve 

heard anecdotally that they are making a good faith effort to identify 

other sites in Camden County, with the assistance of our Freeholders and 

the CCIA -- and that other suitable sites have been identified. 

 
That leaves the burden on us, Haddonfield, and more specifically, you, 

the Commissioners to see this through to completion by getting a 

purchase deal done with RCA so that Haddonfield can ultimately control 

the future of the property. 

 
I realize that you’re not in an easy negotiating position.  RCA, as the 

effective owners of the property, is unlikely to flip it to the Borough without 

making a profit, yet the Borough is constrained by the need to support 

any purchase price by an appraisal, as well as a desire to keep property 

taxes at bay, and the not so distant memory of the 2013 referendum. 

 
Regarding the appraisal… It’s been widely circulated that RCA is buying 

the property for $11.5M from Bancroft -- that’s with the knowledge that 

there will be zoning and litigation hurdles, public resistance, and, possibly, 

engagement in the issue by the Board of Education, which has in its 

arsenal the powers of litigation and, as a last resort, even eminent 

domain, should it come to that.  RCA, being led by an experienced real 

estate investor, surely took these factors into account when bidding for 

the property, and it’s safe to say that these risks to their plan were 

accounted for when arriving at their $11.5M value.  

 
The Borough, on the other hand, were it to own the property, would not 

face the same risks as RCA -- because the Borough has the authority to 

put a redevelopment plan in place which could allow for just enough 

development to support its purchase price.  In other words, the property in 

the hands of the Borough is worth more than the property in the hands of 

RCA, so we can justify paying a reasonable premium over their $11.5M 

price -- to a point.  I emphasize “to a point” because I’m not saying that 

the sky’s the limit and that we should pay RCA whatever they ask for, 

because then you’d have to over-develop the property to support the 

price, and you’ll lose the broad support necessary to complete the deal. 

 The CCRC plan is a perfect and real example of how proposed 

overdevelopment at Bancroft might be opposed. 

 



But to illustrate how a reasonable Borough redevelopment plan could 

support a purchase price with a reasonable (say, 10-15%) premium over 

RCA’s $11.5M purchase price 

 
Take the Mews, across the street from Bancroft.  It has 41 units, each in the 

2000 sq ft +/- range, valued in the $400 - $500k range.  By allowing for the 

development of about ⅓ of the Bancroft property, which would be the 

same bulk footprint as the Mews, the Borough could add 60 units, about 

1300 sq ft each, 15 of which could be designated to satisfy the Borough’s 

affordable housing obligation.  These new units, 45 of them assessed at 

$350k and the 15 affordable units assessed at $175k each, would yield 

$475k in annual tax revenue to the Borough -- effectively tax-neutralizing a 

$12.5M purchase price.  If our purchase price was $12.25M instead of 

$12.50M then only 59 units would be needed in order to tax-neutralize the 

purchase.  Conversely, if the purchase price were $12.75M, then we’d 

need to allow for 61 units to tax-neutralize the purchase. 

 
But whether the Borough has to allow for the development of 59 units or 

61 units or even 65 units to tax-neutralize this purchase, a purchase by the 

Borough now is clearly preferable to years of uncertainty and spending 

millions in litigation -- with the possibility of the RCA facility still ending up 

inappropriately sited next to our high school and so close to our grade 

school. 

 
Regarding the $12.2M referendum purchase price that was rejected in 

2013… If you’re concerned about citizen backlash if you pay more than 

$12.2M now, just consider the following…   

 
There are two major differences between the situation in 2013 and the 

situation now, which should give you the confidence that you’ll have 

broad support even if you have to pay more than $12.2M now, which, 

realistically speaking, you’ll probably need to do. 

 
Number 1 is that it’s much clearer now what could actually happen if we 

don’t control the property.  Enough said on that.   

 
Number 2 is that the plan associated with the referendum was all “spend” 

with no income to offset the spending -- which was unpalatable to many 

voters.  Personally, I voted for the referendum, but I can understand and 

respect the concerns of those who voted against it.  Now I realize we 

can’t put a firm development plan in place in a week or two, but if you 

get a deal done with RCA and back it up with your commitment to 

pursue a balanced development plan for the property, with a mix of 

ratable development including affordable housing, and open space, with 

a portion leased to the BOE for their use, then you will have the broad 

support necessary to consummate the transaction. 

 
So… instead of sinking our tax dollars into legal fees and worrying for the 

next 2 or 3 years about what will become of the property, and possibly 

ending up lamenting about what might have been, let’s make an 

investment in Haddonfield now, and take control of this situation once 

and for all.   

 

Mayor Kasko replied that these were very good points.  The Borough is still in discussions 

with both Bancroft and Recovery Centers of America (RCA).  He does not have 

anything new to report at this time.  He believes that we are at least a few weeks away 

from having any new information to announce.  Commissioner Moscatelli noted that 

the Commissioners do understand that this is a tense situation for residents, but the 

Commissioners really cannot discuss any negotiation tactics at this point.  He can say 

that RCA has not submitted a Zoning Board Application at this point.  He finished by 

asking that residents be patient in this process, which could take months.  Mr. Maynes 

indicated that he was confident the Commissioners would know when a Zoning Board 

application was submitted for this project.  Commissioner Rochford cautioned that the 



Commissioners needed to hold off on having any conversations about this issue, as 

there was a chance that a Zoning Board decision could potentially be appealed to the 

Board of Commissioners. 

 

Ms. Previte asked for clarity in this process and questioned if the Borough was included 

in RCA looking at new sites.  Mayor Kasko replied that the County Freeholders were 

working with RCA on that end.  She then asked if what was being done was only for 

“window dressing” to make everything look good.  Mayor Kasko replied that this is not 

the case.  He is receiving updates routinely which show just how hard the parties 

involved are working. 

 

Mr. Peterson, in reference to the payroll increases for the Recreation Director, asked for 

clarification on his salary.  The Borough Administrator provided the necessary 

explanations. 

 

Travis Coley, Morehouse Lane, asked how the legal work being done in other states 

regarding the locations of a drug rehabilitation center affect this specific situation.  The 

Borough Solicitor replied this this does not have a bearing at this juncture.  Mayor Kasko 

replied that those cases have been instructive as to what is happening in other states, 

but the Commissioners need to discuss this more with the Solicitor. 

 

Jonathan Rosen, Kings Highway East, noted that the gentleman from RCA spoke about 

this being a “win/win situation” he also ended his presentation with a “no matter what 

he will be in Bancroft” type of statement.  He expressed his concerns about that 

statement and not hearing more about what is happening.  He questioned why there 

was such a state of urgency with the Freeholders and finding another town.  He asked if 

the Borough was setting up a legal fund to meet this sense of urgency.  Mayor Kasko 

replied that the sense of urgency is in coming to an agreement and not looking at the 

possibility of the facility being opened.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied that the 

Commissioners cannot talk about the Borough’s strategy.  It is his feeling that a win/win 

situation would be to come to an agreement with RCA, which is what the 

Commissioners are focused on at this time.  Commissioner Rochford stated that from a 

Public Safety standpoint he has spoken about the potential impact to the community 

could be with the Police Chief, but we need to see what RCA’s plan is first, then we 

need to sit down with the Board of Education. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:08 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Deanna Bennett 

Borough Clerk 


