
GENERAL COMMENTS – Commissioner’s Meeting – February 13, 2018 

 

The meeting was called to order at 7:34 p.m. in the Auditorium of the Borough Hall.  The 

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

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

Commissioner Kasko and Commissioner Moscatelli were present along with the Borough 

Administrator, Borough Solicitor and Borough Clerk. 

 

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

approve them as posted for the January 23, 2018 Commissioner Meeting and the May 1 

and 15, 2017, as well as June 19, 2017 Work Sessions.  Commissioner Kasko seconded he 

motion, which was then approved unanimously by the Commissioners. 

 

Ordinance 2018-01 was introduced for second reading, which amends the Bancroft 

Redevelopment Plan.  Mayor Rochford announced that this is the Public Hearing on this 

ordinance.  Commissioner Moscatelli then gave a brief history of the reason for the 

amendments and the multiple meetings that were held by the Planning Board (PB) in 

their review.  He further noted that this has nothing to do with the Developer’s 

Agreement, which is the next step in this process.  The various amendments were then 

reviewed individually.  He noted that most members of the Planning Board (PB) and the 

public did not want to allow the berm on Kings Highway to be removed, therefore the 

Commissioners agreed to change that portion of the amendments to allow the berm to 

stay.  Next, the Developer will begin to generate a plan that is compliant with the new 

Redevelopment Plan, as long as this ordinance is approved.  Once he has that, it will 

have to go through the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and PB for approval.  

The Commissioner are also going to hold a public meeting when we have at least one 

site plan to show people and get some input on it, as well as show some building 

elevations as the Developer has given us several different elevation styles in his plans to-

date.  Therefore, there will still be plenty of time for public comment and none of the 

changes being made tonight approve anything from the Developer.  What it does do is 

allows the Developer to generate a plan and then move forward to get the necessary 

approvals from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), HPC and the PB.  That 

would be the process for them to actually get an approved plan that they can begin 

construction on.  Mayor Rochford stated that anyone wishing to comment or ask 

questions was welcome to do so. 

 

Jack Tarditi, Washington Avenue, stated that the most telling factor relative to this 

ordinance is an article from the February 9, 2018 edition of The Retrospect entitled 

“Commissioners Part Company with Planning Board on Bancroft Redevelopment”.  He 

then reviewed the process followed by the PB and the number of meetings they held 

on these amendments.  He asked what the Developer was going to give the Borough in 

exchange for what the Commissioners are now going to give him.  Mr. Tarditi then 

referenced two specific portions of the ordinance and read them in full: 

 

“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” 

 

Therefore, in essence the Developer has rejected our Redevelopment Plan and now 

wants to modify the plan to fit his needs.  He then asked the Commissioners how many 

other developers they had talked to relative to this site.  Commissioner Moscatelli 

replied that given the contractual position we are in we cannot talk to any other 

developers.  Additionally, while Mr. O’Neill’s rights are in question under this agreement 

no other developer is going to talk to us about it.  Mr. Tarditi then stated that in his 

opinion the Commissioners could have done this without breeching the contract.  

Commissioner Moscatelli pointed out that there is a contract in place and there are 

certain obligations that we have under that contract.  Until we can determine what Mr. 

O’Neill’s rights are there is no point in talking to anyone else.  We bought the property 

from Mr. O’Neill with the understanding that he would essentially first shot at developing 

it.  It took us 1½ years to get them to a point where the Commissioners felt we were 

close to the Redevelopment Plan.  Had they not moved on their position we would be 

in court with them trying to terminate their legal rights.  That would be a long, costly 

process.  It would take a lot of time and the residents of Haddonfield would end up 

eating the debt service on that in the meantime.  We have gotten close enough, in the 

determination of the Commissioners, to the spirit of the original Redevelopment Plan 

that we feel we can move forward with them.  It is clearly the most expeditious way to 

go for the Borough.  What the Borough gets out of this is a plan that moves forward, 

that satisfies most of the goals of the Redevelopment Plan and it is going to get done a 

whole lot sooner than later at a much lower cost because we are not going to have a 

lawsuit to worry about.  Mr. Tarditi commented on the fact that all of the negotiations 

with Mr. O’Neill were done in closed session after the purchase had been made, and 

the public never knew what was going on.  This was why he came to a work session 

back in October 2017.  Commissioner Kasko replied that this was not true about 

everything being done in closed session.  He had dozens and dozens of phone calls 

with the Developer and his people, as well as meetings with them.  Negotiations are not 

held where, after each of these discussions, he should come back to the public and 

announce what Mr. O’Neill’s latest “latest thing” was.  He briefed the Solicitor and the 

Commissioners and then there were discussions about what our next steps should be.  

Periodically there was some public information on the topic, but to come back after 

each and every single discussion, each and every phone call, was not feasible.  

Commissioner Kasko also stated that although we did not formally go to other 

developers to talk about this property, he had informal discussions with several 

developers, realtors and architects, as well as others, who all had opinions about that 

property.  Comments were then made by Mr. Tarditi about his stance on this issue from 

the beginning.  He stated that he believed that the Borough made a mistake in 

reaching the agreement with Mr. O’Neill and that he now has the Borough over a 

barrel because he is now asking us to make changes to the Redevelopment Plan that 

the PB and the Commissioners have developed over the years and you say in essence 

that “the developer is unwilling and unable” to move forward with the Plan as it stands.  

That means that he can walk away and say he’ll take his $600,000 payout and leave, 

correct?  Commissioner Kasko and Commissioner Moscatelli concurred.  Mr. Tarditi then 

suggested that the Commissioners not make these amendments to the Redevelopment 

Plan.  The PB has stated that they feel that the Redevelopment Plan is a solid plan.  He is 

concerned that there is no way that the Borough is going to be able to hold Mr. O’Neill 

to have age targeted housing.  There are no teeth in the ordinance whatsoever, nor in 

the contract.  It just says “it shall be”.  He could sell every one of these units at market 

rate and fill it with families with kids.  One of his concerns is that there are many people 



in town looking for alternative housing for seniors below market rate.  He did not believe 

that this was going to do it and that there is no way of controlling the Developer so that 

you can make sure that it is done.  Secondly, he believes that the Commissioners can 

go through the process to have Mr. O’Neill take his $600,000 and leave, at which time 

you can go through the process of selecting a developer.   This is the most major 

decision this Commission is ever going to make.  It is the only large piece of land in 

town.  Commissioner Moscatelli pointed out that the agreement specifically states age 

targeted housing.  And this is not the end of the agreement.  The Developer’s 

Agreement still needs to be generated.  He asked for confirmation from the Borough’s 

Redevelopment Attorney, Ed McManimon, if the age targeted requirement would be 

clearly spelled out in that new agreement.  Mr. McManimon replied affirmatively.  

Commissioner Moscatelli then continued by stating that they will not be able to sell all 

of them at market rate.  The Redevelopment Agreement will clearly state what’s 

already been stated in the contract of sale.  Their proposal says age targeted, 

everything so far says age targeted.  He then noted that there is a difference between 

age targeted and senior housing.  Age targeted means you are looking for empty 

nesters or adult couples without children.  Senior housing, where you are looking at 

something like Tarditi Commons, which is flats for seniors with more mobility and that sort 

of thing, is different.  They are two different classifications of housing.  The 

Redevelopment Plan has always allowed for three options:  townhomes only, flats only, 

and mixed use.  That has not changed.  What we are changing are the counts just a 

little bit.  Mr. Tarditi suggested that if Mr. O’Neill wants to get these changes then in 

exchange we should change from age targeted to age restricted; just change one 

word.  Commissioner Kasko replied that we cannot unilaterally do that.  Mr. Tarditi 

stated that Mr. O’Neill is asking for 14 changes and he is suggesting the Borough get 

one thing in return; make it age restricted.  He also stated that he would not give Mr. 

O’Neill the changes he wants.  The PB went through three extensive meeting and voted 

overwhelmingly to not accept these changes.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied that 

the PB Chairperson, who was obviously not in favor of the changes, also made it very 

clear that the PB has the luxury of not having to consider the ramifications as far as the 

contract is concerned.  They didn’t have to look at any of that.  They don’t have to 

worry about what’s the next step.  Yes, if Mr. O’Neill wanted to walk away we would 

write him his check and we would put out a Request for Proposal (RFP) and we would 

get proposals from different developers to do something.  If he doesn’t want to walk 

away, if he wants to assert his rights, then we would be in court and our lawyers 

certainly have a different perspective from his lawyers, but all the lawyers agree it 

would probably be a lengthy process.  If both parties were willing to push it, is that in the 

best interests of the Borough?  Originally, Mr. O’Neill was pushing much, much larger 

units at a much, much higher price point and we were not willing to accept that.  Had 

he maintained that position we would indeed probably be in court right now, but they 

made enough movement to a point where we feel the Borough is getting a benefit out 

of this and the benefit is a project that will move forward, it will accomplish what we 

want to accomplish.  It will accomplish it quickly and in a way that will generate 

enough tax revenue that it will be tax neutral, which is what we promised the residents 

when we purchased it.  Having this go five years and having the band go to bonds and 

having that hit the taxpayers is not a tax neutral situation.  So, we can move forward 

and get almost everything we wanted by making this happen.  He saw no reason for 

the Borough to “cut off our noses to spite our faces” because we don’t really like the 

guy.  Mr. Tarditi pointed out that he did not know Mr. O’Neill.  What he doesn’t like is the 

development plan.  He is just suggesting that there is an out if we don’t give in to his 

changes.  Commissioner Moscatelli stated that Mr. O’Neill has asked for many of these 

changes, but not all of them.  Commissioner Kasko stated that it is the Commissioners 

who are requesting these changes.  The discussions continued with Mr. Tarditi and the 

Commissioners on how long this process had taken to get to this point, who is requesting 

these changes to the Redevelopment Plan and the suggestion to change the wording 



from age targeted to age restricted.  Due to further comments about the public not 

being informed of what was happening and the discussions being in closed session, 

Mayor Rochford asked the Borough Solicitor to explain why the Commissioners go into 

closed session and negotiate.  The Borough Solicitor explained that these types of 

negotiations are never done in public because then they would never get anything 

accomplished.  There would be comments from all different approaches regarding 

what people wanted at the site.  The only way you can effectively resolve this is by 

doing it with only the Commissioners and the other party negotiating.  It took almost a 

year to reach a conclusion for an agreement before we moved on beyond that.  The 

Developer has stated that he will not agree to age restricted units, he would not have 

sold us the land if we insisted on that.  If that were to be changed now we may be in 

breech of the contract and we would run the risk of having to go to court, where it 

could be possible to have a reversion of ownership of the property.  The fact of the 

matter is that we were not in a position where we were just negotiating with Bancroft.  

We were negotiating with the individual who had equitable rights to the property, who 

had the agreement of sale, and that’s why the negotiations were in closed session.  Mr. 

Tarditi replied that this came as a result of his being turned down by the Zoning Board 

(ZB) because he could not prove that he conformed with Bancroft’s use of the site 

when he wanted to put the drug and alcohol rehabilitation center there.  The Borough 

Solicitor stated that this had nothing to do with it.  Mr. O’Neill just reached a conclusion 

that he would sell it for a profit.  The Solicitor then discussed the impact of the 

townhouse facility across the street from the site and the impact of the number of 

children from there on the school system, which was negligible in his opinion.  Mr. Tarditi 

pointed out that if there are 70-80 modern townhomes with garages put at this site it will 

attract millennials with kids and argued that the last time that numbers were provided 

they were sort of specious.  Commissioner Moscatelli disagreed with Mr. Tarditi 

regarding the comment on the numbers being specious.  After some back and forth 

Mr. Tarditi stated that this only interest is in building the right thing for the town and 

provide an alternative for age targeted seniors that have helped to build this 

community.  This is our one opportunity to provide something for them and if it is not 

designated as age restricted, he believes it will not happen. 

 

Commissioner Kasko stated that people who are attracted to our schools want homes 

with yards.  It is single parents with kids that may be interested in $400,000 flats, which is 

not good for Tatem Elementary School. 

 

Dorothy Rivers, The Mews, stated that her property taxes are $12,000 annually in 

addition to the $300 per month homeowner association fees for services not provided 

by the Borough and she has lived there for 26-27 years.  Due to these ever increasing 

costs she can no longer afford to live in Haddonfield.  She has raised three children in 

this town, and is now a poor senior citizen.  Ms. Rivers then commented on how Mr. 

O’Neill does business.  She lived near him growing up and she knows his family.  She 

knows how he operates.  He planned to get this town tied up by doing a drug rehab 

facility at that site, and that is how he operates.  You never did your due diligence with 

this.  She stated that she is angry because she lives across the street from where he is 

going to build.  Ms. Rivers then also stated that she is disappointed the Commissioner 

never opened this up to the community for discussion.  Now we are stuck with that 

man.  He got everyone afraid of what he wanted to do there and then he stepped 

back to see what would happen.  She finished by stating that nothing is being done for 

the senior citizens in town and now she had to leave. 

 

Joe Haro, Haddonfield Commons, stated that he was previously active with the Historic 

Preservation Commission (HPC).  When he first came to Haddonfield this was a village in 

the middle of urban sprawl, but now it is getting more crowded and he is worried about 

the town.  The homes are getting bigger and bigger and people are getting disgusted 



about these changes in the aesthetics, which are getting ruined.  Are these buildings for 

this site going to conform?  What is the height of the buildings going to be?  He stated 

that his is really disturbed by this and he has a right to be.  In his opinion this needs to be 

balanced with the aesthetics of the town.  He is upset about the tear-downs in town.  

The estate section is the latest to be hit.  He feels that the town is starting to look ugly.  

He referenced that the Commissioners keep saying that their hands are tied, but a 

leader would say we are going to untie those hands. 

 

Lou Herdlin, Loucroft Avenue, stated that he did not envy the Commissioners and noted 

that it is a tough job.  He then reviewed the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan from Phil 

Caton memo of November 1, 2017, which was included in the meeting packet as 

Exhibit 1 of Ordinance 2018-01.  Mr. Caton, the Borough’s Redevelopment Planner from 

Clarke Caton Hintz, noted that the 2016 Bancroft Redevelopment Plan only allows for 

two types of housing.  The first is age targeted and the second is low and moderate 

affordable housing.  Therefore, unless the developer proposes housing that meeting the 

characteristics that are listed in the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan, then he is not going 

to be in conformance with the Redevelopment Agreement that will be written by Mr. 

McManimon, the Borough’s Redevelopment Attorney.  Mr. Caton then reviewed the 

size of the buildings.  He pointed out that allowing the 125 foot width and authorizing 

five units per building will allow the development on the site to be more compact, 

which leaves the landscaped areas around the buildings to be larger.  Discussions were 

then had regarding the orientation of the buildings.  Mr. Herdlin then stated that empty 

nesters were not looking to sell their homes to move into something larger and more 

expensive.  In his opinion the Commissioners were not even following the age targeted 

recommendations.  He feels that people will want something that is less than 2,000 sq. 

ft.  Additionally, regarding the concern about a lengthy litigation, if it takes some years 

to get this guy out then he was okay with that. 

 

Dan Reisman, Roberts Avenue, asked what provision in the current contract allows the 

developer to choose to go to court; what that is based on.  The Borough Solicitor noted 

that was one area of intense negotiations between the Borough and Mr. O’Neill.  He 

wanted a lot more conditions, but the central one was that we have to allow him to 

build no less than 70 units of age targeted townhouses.  We can approve a plan for 80 

units, but nothing less than 70 units.  Technically, the Borough could do anything, but 

then he could take us to court to rescind the contract.  The agreement in multiple 

places talks about an age targeted townhouse community, not flats or a high-rise 

apartment building.  Mr. Reisman then questioned why the Borough is increasing the 

number of units.  The Solicitor replied that this is a policy decision.  Commissioner 

Moscatelli talked about the size of the 70 units and how the Borough was able to 

negotiate the size down, but in doing so there was a request to increase the number of 

units.  Therefore, for a few more units and a small increase in negotiated size from what 

is in the current Bancroft Redevelopment Plan we were able to get to a point where we 

were able to move forward and put in substantially what we anticipated putting in 

there in the first place.  Mr. Reisman confirmed that the policy decision by the 

Commissioners was to increase the number of units and decrease the size for each of 

them.  Commissioner Kasko replied affirmatively.  The Solicitor pointed out that this also 

reduced the sales price for the units.  Mr. Reisman then asked if the developer would still 

have to come to the Borough for the specific design of what he wants to put on that 

site.  All three Commissioners replied affirmatively.  Commissioner Moscatelli then 

reviewed the process of having to go before the Historic Preservation Commission 

(HPC), the State Historic Preservation Commission (SHPO) and the Planning Board (PB).  

Mr. Reisman then noted that he knows there are issues with people having their 

garages in the front of their property and asked how they would be handled for this 

project.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied that the garages will be behind the units and 

accessible via an alley way behind the buildings.  Mr. Reisman finished by stating that 



he hasn’t followed this final round regarding the Bancroft site, but he is aware of the 

long history of the development for this site.  He feels that there have been statements 

made that are not quite accurate.  It is his opinion that the watershed event here is 

when the residents did not approve the Board of Education (BOE) bond to purchase 

the property.  Bancroft then entered into a private agreement with the developer, 

which the Borough had no legal standing to be a part of.  At the pleading of the 

residents of Roberts Avenue the Commissioners reached out to the developer and 

Bancroft and were able to intervene on behalf of the Borough.  In his view the 

Commissioners worked the best possible deal with Mr. O’Neill at the time.  The bottom 

line is that the bond was voted down and the Commissioners did what they could.  

They came in not in a position of strength and were able to cut the best deal they 

could.  Commissioner Kasko thanked Mr. Reisman for his comments and stated that his 

summation was pretty accurate.  He would just like to add and emphasize that the 

Borough had no right or leverage whatsoever.  We did not pick this developer, who was 

brought in by Bancroft.  He feels that some of this anger should be directed at Bancroft.  

The Commissioners persisted with Mr. O’Neill until we finally got him to agree with some 

conditions, which are what we are discussing now, to sell us the property.  Mayor 

Rochford commented that the Commissioners worked very hard to put together 

enough open space funding to be able to purchase this property, but unfortunately 

there were issues and it could not be done without any tax consequence to our 

residents.  Then Mr. O’Neill entered the picture.  We are trying to put together the best 

deal possible for the Borough.  We have told Mr. O’Neill that even though he will be the 

developer he will not be given any shortcuts and this process will be rigorous, which he 

will have to follow.  We are concerned about the quality and the elements of how the 

buildings will be blend with our community.  We have good professionals dealing with 

this, as well as Commissioner Kasko, who did great work at the start of these 

negotiations with Mr. O’Neill, and Commissioner Moscatelli who has worked diligently 

regarding the size of the units.  He finished by pointing out that there is still passive and 

active open space areas that will be of value to the community for years to come, and 

which there will be future meetings held to discuss. 

 

Dan Tompkins, Roberts Avenue, asked if there were any spreadsheets from the 

Professionals or the Borough showing the financial impact of increasing enrollment on 

the schools, which are already at full capacity.  He feels this is a matter of long term 

planning that needs to be done regarding the effects on the schools and the borough 

services.  Additionally, he has not seen a presentation of what the options will be from 

the developer, but from what he understands this is a “fait accompli”.  The PB has been 

called irrational on this issue, without anyone here from that board to respond.  This is 

not the time or place that this should be done.  Lastly, he believes that there is an effort 

here to write a certain kind of history that, in his opinion should not go on the records, or 

at least should not go on the record uncontested.  The history of the Bancroft site did 

not begin in June 2013.  They tried many times to market that site to the Borough and 

they were eager to move, which should not be misrepresented.  We left ourselves open 

and should have known the types of people or developers who would be interested in 

that site.  Mayor Rochford replied that the Commissioners do respect the PB.  They are 

volunteers who work very hard, which is appreciated.  Yes, from time to time there are 

disagreements, but he does not believe they are irrational and he does appreciate 

their work. 

 

Lisa Flowers, Queensboro Lane, stated that in her mind the PB had the best interest of 

the town.  She has a vested interest in the town and would like to be able to stay, but 

feels that “age targeted” is a misnomer.  She does not believe that $400,000 to $500,000 

can be considered age targeted.  To her this term is a red herring.  She agrees with the 

statements made by Mr. Haro that what is being done to this town is a crying shame 

with the big houses and tiny lots.  She asked how the Borough will control this to be sure 



that they are age targeted.  Commissioner Kasko replied that they will be designed and 

marketed to appeal to empty nesters and senior citizens, but it is not a guarantee that 

someone doesn’t move in who has a child.  Mr. Caton reviewed the age targeted 

designation and noted that this will be the only type of unit allowed at the property.  

The PB will ultimately be the body that decides if the plan submitted meets that 

definition.  Mr. Caton then reviewed the requirements within the Bancroft 

Redevelopment Plan and pointed out that the definition has been taken as far as 

possible to try and make sure that the units would not be attractive to families with 

children.  He then reviewed the various design features of the plan and pointed out 

that 75% of the units in the development have to meet standards of the master 

bedrooms on the living level or have an elevator, or have two master bedrooms.  Ms. 

Flowers stated that she has heard all of the rhetoric and those explanations already, but 

she did not buy it.  She stated that she did not believe it would happen that way. 

 

Scott McMillan, Treaty Elms Lane, asked why we couldn’t just buy the developer out.  

He also asked what the rough cost of the project is expected to be.  Commissioner 

Moscatelli estimated that the project is at $40 million.  Mr. McMillan then asked if the 

developer was responsible for all the site work and demolition work.  Commissioner 

Kasko replied that those would be the responsibility of the developer. 

 

Mark Hodges, Jefferson Avenue, expressed his respect for those involved having to deal 

with a very challenging situation.  He is a builder/developer and has been in the 

business for 35 years and has been responsible for the marketing and sale of 

approximately 10,000 active adult homes across the country.  Therefore, he knows what 

the definition of age targeted means from a developer’s prospective – attract as many 

people in the community as you can to buy your homes, aged, older, senior, active 

adult, families, etc.  He does not feel that a senior citizen in Haddonfield would be 

interested in these homes that are being proposed.  In his opinion the leverage the 

Commissioners have is that you want to make sure our seniors would be interested in 

living in these homes.  He believes that single parent families are who would be most 

interested as the plans stand now.  He stated that he did not have an appetite for a 

possible three year protracted legal battle while the Borough waits for another 

developer to come rescue us from this fate.  From his perspective, though, the recourse 

the Borough has, if there is no way we can contractually leverage the assignment 

position from age targeted to age restricted, then since they have asked us for a list of 

items to change in the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan we should ask for something 

back, to which the developer has said no.  Mr. Hodges stated that he has told the 

Commissioners why he said no.  He would like to stay here until he retires and he wants 

a place to live where he can be happy as a senior citizen in Haddonfield.  The product 

that he has seen doesn’t get him there. 

 

Mark Tambussi, Westmont Avenue, stated that he just had a few clarifying questions.  

Additionally he noted that he agrees with the Commissioners that we are stuck with 

what we have.  His first question was that by passing this ordinance does it in any way 

bind us to O’Neill on any future legal action.  The Borough Solicitor replied that a 

developer can institute an action anytime the developer determines a dispute has 

occurred and he doesn’t want to resolve it for whatever reason.  If Mr. O’Neill submits a 

plan to the Planning Board (PB) that he wants approved and they turn him down and 

he feels he was wronged, the he can start a lawsuit.  It is against public policy to 

attempt to secure a release from someone dealing with future events that haven’t 

occurred.  Commissioner Kasko stated that the risk of a lawsuit, at least to him, is not 

really about winning or losing because he believes we would probably win, depending 

upon what the developer sued them about.  The risk is that it would be 2-3 years, or 

more, and an immense cost of time and money.  This would mean that the Borough 

would have to start raising resident’s taxes to pay for the debt service on the property.  



That is not the main reason we are doing this, but it is a consideration.  Mr. Tambussi 

asked what the debt service would be on the property.  Commissioner Kasko replied 

that it would equate to roughly a couple hundred thousand dollars each year.  The 

Borough Solicitor also pointed out the Borough would also lose the tax revenue that we 

could have earned once that portion of the property was owned by a private 

developer.  He also stated that he believes the Borough would win if there was a 

lawsuit.  What he is concerned about is having to raise taxes because of a lawsuit. 

 

Rich Hluchen, Redman Avenue, stated he had reviewed all of the documents available 

on the Borough’s website at the request of Mr. Tarditi.  In his opinion the PB resolution 

was one of the most thoughtful, comprehensive and analytical resolutions that he had 

read by a PB in his 40 years of practicing land use law.  He feels that the Commissioners 

should listen to the PB members and not approve these changes.  He understands from 

these discussions how the Commissioners might feel boxed in regarding a potential 

lawsuit.  Let’s start with a couple of truisms:  1) the municipal governing body cannot 

zone by contract.  Mr. McManimon stated that in a redevelopment area that is exactly 

what you do.  Mr. Hluchen and Mr. McManimon then held a discussion on 

redevelopment points of law.  Mr. Hluchen then stated that the area was designated as 

an area in need of redevelopment in October 2011, entered into the contract with Mr. 

O’Neill in January 2016.  Subsequently the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan was adopted, 

which Mr. O’Neill is asking to be amended.  You are all quaking in your boots because 

of that and worried about what might happen if we don’t agree with his demands 

even though the Borough is getting nothing in return.  Commissioner Kasko disagreed 

with that statement and stated that it was just Mr. Hluchen’s opinion.  Mr. Hluchen then 

reviewed various sections of the contract between the Borough and Mr. O’Neill at 

length.  He then commented that a developer cannot be appointed by contract, in 

reference to the term conditional redeveloper that he has heard used in reference to 

Mr. O’Neill.  Mr.  McManimon disagreed with that statement.  The two lawyers then 

discussed the legality of appointing a conditional redeveloper.  Mr. Hluchen then talked 

about the purchase agreement and the obligations associated with the agreement 

and questioned what kinds of litigation there are concerns about as he did not see 

where there would be any in the agreement.  The Borough Solicitor pointed out that 

people start law suits for spurious reasons that can tie you up in court for substantial 

periods of time.  You may prevail eventually, but it can take a long time.  The Solicitor 

went on to state that the only thing in the agreement that can trigger a reversal, or 

reversion, is if we don’t provide 70 townhouses, age targeted units, which we have 

done.  It is his belief that the Borough would prevail if there was a lawsuit.  The Borough 

never represented to the public that we would lose, but the fact of the matter is that 

we would lose revenue for 4-5 years, which would have to be made up by the 

taxpayers.  The Commissioners told the public they were going to buy this property 

through a revenue neutral agreement.  After further discussions Mr. Hluchen stated that 

the idea of Mr. O’Neill suing the Borough is absurd.  He does not have a right to be 

designated the redeveloper.  Mr. Hluchen suggested that the Commissioners should go 

out to bid for that project because it should be a public process.  Commissioner Kasko 

replied that when you have a contract with someone you don’t just throw out a 

Request for Proposal (RFP).  We are not in that position; we are restricted.  Mr. 

McManimon stated that if you control the property, which the Borough does not 

completely, people are more reluctant to bid on a project or submit a proposal 

because they have to put a lot of effort it.  He further noted that whether or not the 

Borough rejects the increase to 80 units, Mr. O’Neill could still buy the property and then 

turn around and do something else with it.  That is one of the concerns.  The Borough 

has entertained so many proposals over the years for this site that they are satisfied that 

they have one that works.  He also pointed out that there is still open space to be dealt 

with, in fact there is more open space than there is for the development.  Additionally, 

he noted that no matter what the Commissioners do there is always a group of people 



who will oppose whatever they choose to do.  The Commissioners believe that this is the 

best project for the site.  A Development Agreement still has to be negotiated that sets 

forth the kind, acreage, the layout, and a variety of other things that will have to occur 

before it goes to the PB.  Mr. Hluchen pointed out that all of that would happen 

regardless of who the developer was; they would be bound by the Redevelopment 

Agreement.  All he is suggesting is that there is no reason to make these changes, it is 

not required by the contract, it is not required by anything so why do it.  He then 

commented on previous statements being made about the Commissioners being so 

fatigued they would agree to anything.  Commissioner Kasko replied that this was an 

exaggeration.  It has been years and years that we have been discussing this property, 

and he’s sure that these discussions could go on for another two years, but the Borough 

is at the point where we have issued the note and we have to start paying debt.  We 

do not want a lawsuit with immense costs and a delay.  That is why we are doing it, 

because it moves us forward.  Mr. Hluchen stated that he still thinks it is wrong in his 

opinion. 

 

Mr. Tarditi asked the Commissioners if they had received any market studies from the 

selected developer or any other source providing opinions on what the market value of 

the units will be offered at if the Commissioners make this change for this developer.  

Mr. Caton noted that the market study is required under the redevelopment plan, but 

the Borough has not received one as yet.  Mr. Tarditi then questioned how the 

Commissioners can say that these will be age targeted if we don’t even know the price 

of what we are approving tonight.  Commissioner Kasko replied that the price is not in 

question.  The price has been set approaching the median value of all properties in the 

town.  That was agreed to and was put in the plan 24 months ago, which is 

approximately $490,000.  Mr. Tarditi then asked Commissioner Moscatelli what the taxes 

would be on a property of such value, to which he replied would be estimated in the 

$14,000 range.  Mr. Tarditi commented on the hardship that could pose to senior citizens 

trying to stay in town and downsize to one of these townhomes.  He then suggested to 

the Commissioners that they should not approve these amendments to the plan and let 

Mr. O’Neill decide what he wants to build with our rules in place or take the $600,000 

and we get another developer. 

 

Beth Glennon, Roberts Avenue, stated that she would like to publically thank the 

Planning Board (PB) for all of their hard work.  She is very grateful that they are 

representing and looking out for the residents of Haddonfield.  The comments being 

made during this meeting have not been favorable towards them, but she believes 

they did their due diligence and worked very hard.  What she would like to know about 

is the process.  You, the Commissioners, have said that if you approve this tonight, it 

would then go through a couple of difference channels and then come back to the 

PB.  Would the Commissioners then vote to go against the PB decision, or does the plan 

only have to be approved by the PB.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied that it does not 

come back to the Board of Commissioners.  In fact, what will go before the PB will be 

another application.  If the PB rejects that application for sound legal reasons then the 

application would be rejected.  If they chose to reject it for something other than sound 

legal reasons then the applicant can sue.  Ms. Glennon asked who would determine if 

the reasons were sound and legal.  Commissioner Moscatelli stated that the applicant 

would have to decide if they would accept the reasons for rejection.  He also noted 

that the application would have to be approved by our Historic Preservation 

Commission (HPC), as well as the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) before being 

presented to our PB.  It would have to conform to our Land Development Ordinance, as 

well as residential site improve standards, and the Bancroft Redevelopment Plan.  Ms. 

Glennon asked for confirmation that this would not be before the Commissioners again 

for approval.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied affirmatively.  Ms. Glennon then wanted 

to know if there would be any type of oversight during construction.  There are historic 



sites and buildings, i.e. the hadrasaurus bones were found not far from this area.  Would 

the builder be required to notify someone if something is found?  Commissioner 

Moscatelli noted that, although he did not know the laws on that topic, he believed 

that notification would be required if an artifact were to be found.  As for the oversight, 

this would be handled though the Construction Office just like any other construction in 

town.  Mr. McManimon stated that there would be a Redevelopment Agreement that 

would give rights to the Borough in how they would manage the oversight for the 

project.  Commissioner Kasko also pointed out that the finding of historical or 

archeological artifacts in that agreement. 

 

Commissioner Kasko made a motion to close the Public Hearing and adopt the 

ordinance on second reading.  Commissioner Moscatelli second the motion.  Prior to 

taking the rollcall vote the Commissioners each commented on the ordinance as 

follows:   

 

Commissioner Kasko stated that just in closing he would like to thank the people for their 

passion and their information and for caring about this subject.  There are a lot of 

people in town who couldn’t make it tonight that probably would have been here 

maybe if it was on a different night or a different time.  There are many folks who have 

some concerns, or some criticisms.  There are also folks that are saying go, move 

ahead, these changes are fine.  Folks have different opinions, but at the end of the day 

there are different opinions and sometimes the opinions of our neighbors or friends 

might differ from the opinions of the Commissioners and that is okay.  We are all entitled 

to our own opinions.  If not entitled to our own facts.  He has had many, many people 

come and tell him to do this, or do that, or try this.  It has been a very frustrating and 

very long process and is probably the hardest thing that he has dealt with in his nine 

years as a Commissioner in this town.  What we have done over this process is gotten to 

what someone called the “sweet spot”.  This hasn’t solved everyone’s issues, it’s not 

going to solve everyone’s concerns and it’s not going to make everyone happy, but 

we’ve found the spot that works for us, for the Borough and for the taxpayers and for 

the developer.  He believes that the “sweet spot” is what is being put forth in these 

changes to the Redevelopment Plan.  He respects the opinions of the PB, but he has 

yet to be convinced from their meetings and from the information the PB sent to the 

Commissioners that these changes are so horrible; that they would ruin the plan.  

Without these changes and the Redevelopment Plan we would not be ready to move 

forward, but we are very close.  He looks forward to doing just that – moving forward. 

 

Commissioner Moscatelli stated that if you look back over the last 12 years or so and 

everything that has been looked at he feels we are getting close to a conclusion 

considering the wide range of proposed projects has narrowed to arguing over what 

type of age targeting housing should be placed on this site.  We are all leaning towards 

the same place.  He agreed with Commissioner Kasko that there are differing opinions 

on these things and he feels that a lot of the concerns that he has heard are concerns 

with the redevelopment plan, not the changes to the plan, but the plan itself that was 

debated and adopted almost 2 years ago.  He feels that the changes that are being 

made to the plan are diminimus and if that gets us to that conclusion, or that “sweet 

spot”, then that is what we need to do and is in the best interest of the town.  What the 

town gets out of that is a project that goes forward in a timely fashion that meets all of 

our goals and objectives. 

 

Mayor Rochford stated that his father grew up in this town, he has grown up in this town 

and he wants his kids to come back some day and what we want to put up at Bancroft 

is something that we can be proud of for generations.  A lot of work has gone into this 

project and what he is hearing is the people are upset over adding 10 additional units 

and somehow that is going to change that site drastically.  He also noted that there is a 



lot of open space the Borough has been able to obtain from this project.  The 

Commissioners are trying to accomplish this in a tax neutral way.  This will go through 

many more meetings with HPC, the PB, as well as the Shade Tree Commission (STC).  We 

want to put up something that we can be very proud of.  He stated that he could live 

with the 10 additional units and the other changes.  We need to move on with the 

process because there is the consideration that the Commissioners did make a 

commitment to the residents of Haddonfield that we would not put this on their back 

and this would generate additional revenue.  We have been mindful of the schools and 

that we do not overload any of them with new students.  He thanked the PB for their 

work and honored their commitment and work ethic. 

 

Commissioner Kasko also stated that one of the main goals, for which the 

Commissioners made promises, is that this project would be revenue neutral so that we 

could afford this project and would not have hike people’s property taxes.  We all know 

that it is expensive in this town.  Two of the problems in this town are that land is very 

valuable here and our schools are almost 98% funded by our taxes, so it costs us a lot to 

live here and fund our schools.  We are at a point where we are getting a plan that 

works for all of us. 

 

The Commissioners then voted unanimously to approve the motion to close the Public 

Hearing and adopt Ordinance 2018-01 on second reading. 

 

Next, Ordinance 2018-02 was introduced for second reading, which amends Chapter 

114 entitled Fire Prevention.  Mayor Rochford stated that these amendments are 

required by the State regarding the fees charged for these inspection services.  He then 

opened the Public Hearing on the ordinance.  As there were no questions asked 

Commissioner Kasko made a motion to close the Public Hearing and adopt the 

ordinance on second reading.  Commissioner Moscatelli seconded the motion, which 

was the approved unanimously. 

 

Mayor Rochford, Commissioner Kasko and Commissioner Moscatelli voted affirmatively 

to pass the following resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2018-02-13-020 Authorization to Pay Vouchers 

2018-02-13-021 Authorization to Issue Checks – Overpayment of Taxes 

2018-02-13-022 Authorization to Approve Appointment – OEM Coordinator 

2018-02-13-023 Authorization to Apply for State Recycling Tonnage Grant 

2018-02-13-024 Authorization to Advertise for Sealed Bids – 2018 Road Program 

2018-02-13-025 Authorization to Advertise for Sealed Bids – Centennial Field 

Reconstruction Re-Bid 

2018-02-13-026 Authorization to Release Performance Bond – Stiles Avenue Parking Lot 

Improvements 

2018-02-13-027 Authorization to Adopt the 3-Year Cooperation Agreement with the 

County of Camden 

2018-02-13-028 Authorization to Amend 2018-01-23-012 for the Designation of Official 

Newspapers for Legal Notices 

2018-02-13-029 Authorization to Participate in a Cooperative Pricing System with the 

Educational Services Commission of new Jersey 

2018-02-13-030 Authorization to adopt Employment Policy for Police Department 

 

Mayor Rochford opened the Public Comment portion of the meeting. 

 

Brian Mulholland, Mt. Vernon Avenue, commented on the three pickups done each fall 

for leaf collection.  He stated that the first pickup hardly matters as it is done too early 

and then the last pickup is done in early December.  These are not enough pickups for 



the leaves in town.  He noted that there used to be weekly pickups until the fall of 2008.  

This is unsatisfactory and asked the Commissioners to make the effort to find out how 

Collingswood and other towns manage to get weekly pickups done in their towns.  In 

his opinion what is lacking is the will to do this.  Mr. Mulholland then commented that 

the fines were issued because the leaves were not picked up efficiently and effectively.  

Commissioner Moscatelli replied by pointing out that in 2008 the economy crashed and 

the Public Works Department (DPW) was reduced both in manpower and equipment 

during the next 9 years in an effort to reduce the tax burden to our residents, which 

means that our DPW no longer has the personnel or equipment to do that type of 

pickup anymore.  Not only would we have to hire personnel, but we would have to buy 

both dump trucks at over $100,000 each, as well as leafers at roughly $70,000 each.  If it 

is the will of the taxpayers to pay higher taxes then we can do this.  We have already 

been calling surrounding town to talk to them about the leaf collection programs and 

how they are managed and what their costs are.  Commissioner Moscatelli also noted 

that a fourth pickup was added in December.  He also noted that the Borough does 

hear from residents earlier in the season because they are already having to deal with 

leaves on the ground.  Haddonfield does have a large quantity of leaves than other 

towns due to the higher number of trees.  Lastly, he noted that there are other jobs that 

our DPW must do during this same time frame, i.e. recycling, pot holes, etc.  The 

Borough Administrator pointed out that it does really depend upon when the leaves 

fall.  Mr. Mulholland then changed the subject to adding additional stop signs at Mt. 

Vernon and Peyton Avenues for the safety of the children walking to school each day.  

Mayor Rochford stated that he would be meeting with the Police Department the next 

day and will discuss the issue with them at that time.  Mr. Mulholland then commented 

on the tree roots in his curbing and the damage that has been caused to the curb and 

the sidewalk.  He noted that this is not the property owners fault.  He asked when his 

street is scheduled for repaving so that both the sidewalk and curbing can be fixed by 

the Borough and suggested that the types of trees planted be more sufficient to the 

area, rather than ones that are known for larger roots systems.  Commissioner Moscatelli 

replied that the piece of broken curb can be removed by DPW if it is a hazard.  

Additionally, he noted that years ago the trees that were planted in the parkstrips were 

ones that were too big for that area, but the Shade Tree has been taking that into 

consideration when they do plantings now.  As for the sidewalks, Commissioner 

Moscatelli pointed out that if the Borough took over the replacement costs for the 

sidewalks then everyone would have to pay for them through their taxes.  Mr. 

Mulholland asked to be notified when his street would be repaved.  The Borough 

Administrator noted where on the website this information was available to all residents 

and Commissioner Moscatelli then reviewed the process by which streets were ranked 

for the annual road program. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:08 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

  

Deanna Bennett 

Borough Clerk 


