
 

 

COMMISSIONER MEETING OF FEBRUARY 26, 2019 

 

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 approve the minutes to the February 12, 2019 

Commissioner Meetings.  Commissioner Kasko seconded the motion, which was then 

approved unanimously. 

 

Resolution 2019-02-26-042 was introduced the appointment of a new member to the Fire 

Department.  As there were no questions the Commissioners voted unanimously to 

approve the resolution.  Assistant Chief Tim Green then introduced James Killmeyer to the 

Commissioners and Mayor Rochford sworn him in as a new Firefighter for Haddon Fire 

Company No. 1. 

 

Next, Ordinance 2019-01 was introduced for second reading, which is a capital bond 

ordinance in the amount of $570,000.  Mayor Rochford opened the Public Hearing and 

Commissioner Moscatelli reviewed the projects that would be done through this bond.  

As no questions were 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 then approved unanimously by the Commissioners. 

 

Mayor Rochford, Commissioner Kasko and Commissioner Moscatelli voted affirmatively 

to pass the following consent agenda resolutions with no questions asked: 

 

2019-02-26-043 Authorization to Pay Vouchers  

2019-02-26-044 Authorization to Advertise Bids – Stump Grinding Services 

2019-02-26-045 Authorization to Extend Participation in Camden County Cooperative 

Pricing System – Bid A-27/2018 for Copy and Computer Paper and 

Envelopes 

2019-02-26-046 Authorization to Sign Agreement with Haddonfield Outdoor Sculpture 

Trust for the Placement of Sculptures in Tatem Gardens 

2019-02-26-047 Authorization for the Approval of General Event Permit Applications - 

Various 

 

Resolution 2019-02-26-048 was then introduced, which authorized the signing of a 

settlement agreement with Fair Share Housing Corporation (FSHC) regarding Court 

Docket No. CAM-L-2596-15 pertaining to the Borough’s Affordable Housing requirements.  

Mayor Rochford thanked all of the Borough’s professionals who have worked on this issue.  

Commissioner Moscatelli reviewed the various areas in town that were listed as placed 

that affordable housing would be required if the properties were ever sold for residential 

development.  These properties would not be required to be sold for residential use.  He 

noted that the Supreme Court has been ruling on these cases across the State since the 

Coalition on Affordable Housing (COAH) was disbanded by the former Governor.  

Furthermore, he pointed out that this type of housing would be most likely be used by 



 

 

cops, teachers, etc. Commissioner Kasko commented that multiple borough 

commissions and boards have been dealing with this issue for some time and he thanked 

everyone for their hard work.  Mayor Rochford stated that this is a fair settlement, which 

is reasonable and doable. 

 

Rich Hluchen, Redman Avenue, commented on the fact that this resolution was added 

to this evening’s agenda just today and asked why this is being pushed through.  He 

asked the Commissioners to allow the public a period of time to review the document.  

In his opinion this constituted as a lack of transparency on the part of the Commissioners 

and asked that the decision on this be tabled to a later meeting.  Mayor Rochford 

pointed out that the borough has been working towards this settlement for a very long 

time.  Mr. Hluchen commented that this is not the way open government should work.  

Commissioner Kasko stated that he did not have a problem waiting.  The Borough Solicitor 

pointed out that any changes made at this point would have to go back to the Mediator 

and the Master, although, there is no harm in delaying a vote by two weeks if there are 

no changes.   

 

David Hunter, Windsor Avenue, stated that this resolution should not have been on the 

agenda because the residents should have been given the chance to review the 

document first. 

 

David Siedell, Chews Landing Road, asked if the approval of this document was 

necessary to be able to move forward with the remaining items on the agenda regarding 

the Bancroft property.  Mayor Rochford indicated that it was not necessary.  Mr. Siedell 

then spoke about the bedroom requirements as mentioned in the settlement agreement 

and asked how many bedrooms would be required at both the Snowden Avenue project 

and the Bancroft site.  The Borough Administrator reviewed the number of 3-, 2-, and 1- 

bedroom units would be at each.  Mr. Siedell noted that the Acme property does have 

a deed restriction that states it could not be sold to another grocery store.  He then 

reviewed various sites that could be converted to affordable housing and pointed out 

that at there could be a maximum of 44 new students at the Bancroft site alone.  This 

almost pushed the School District into a Group 3 classification.  Commissioner Moscatelli 

pointed out that the Borough is being ordered by the Courts to do this. 

 

Robin Potter, Warwick Avenue, seeking information as a resident.  Asked that more 

information be provided on the Snowden Lot, as well as other places throughout town, 

and that a copy of this settlement agreement be provided on the website for more 

residents to be able to review.  Mayor Rochford indicated that it would be put on the 

website. 

 

Commissioner Kasko made a motion to Table Resolution 2019-02-16-048 to the March 12, 

2019 agenda.  Commissioner Moscatelli seconded the motion, which was then approved 

unanimously by the Commissioners. 

 

The Elizabeth Haddon School fourth graders in attendance were asked to stand and 

introduced themselves, as well as ask any questions they may have.  In attendance were 

Max Shah, Westmont Avenue; Jack Pachtinger, North Drive; William Hawkins, Aveondale 

Avenue; William O’Donnell, Homestead Avenue; Nora Kruza, Homestead Avenue; 



 

 

Payton Nussey, Redman Avenue; Nino DeFeo, W. Mount Vernon Avenue; Sara Mullins, W. 

Redman Avenue; Emma Kelly, West End Avenue; Enis Mujde, Haddon Commons and Lily 

Mullins, W. Redman Avenue, who asked why people can’t own pigs in town.  Mayor 

Rochford replied that he would be more than willing to sit down with her to review the 

reasons for this, but just at a later date. 

 

Ed McManimon, the Borough’s Redevelopment and Bond Attorney from McManimon, 

Scotland & Bauman, LLC, provided a power point presentation, which provided an 

overview of the Redevelopment Agreement and Financial Agreement. 

 

The Borough Administrator then reviewed the Payment In Lieu of Taxes financial impact 

information. 

 

Ordinance 2019-02 was then introduced for first reading, which authorizes the Financial 

Agreement, or Payment In Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) program.  Mayor Rochford announced 

that the second reading and public hearing on the ordinance would be held at the 

March 12, 2019 regularly scheduled Commissioner Meeting.  Commissioner Moscatelli 

then provided a brief history of what has occurred regarding the Bancroft property over 

the past four years, starting with the purchase of the property by Mr. Brian O’Neill, who 

initially wanted to put a drug rehabilitation center at the site.  He further pointed out the 

Borough is already paying costs on this site for the debt service incurred to purchase the 

property from Mr. O’Neill.  He also noted that the Borough will be sitting down with the 

Board of Education (BOE) in the near future to negotiate what portion would be provided 

to the schools, as we are not looking to cut them out.  Although this is not a perfect 

agreement, the “bones” are sound.  We are hopeful that this development will work out 

as we expect.  We cannot promise that, but there were costs associated with stopping 

the drug and alcohol rehabilitation center in that location.  Mayor Rochford commented 

on the long tradition of excellence in our schools and the three Commissioners here 

understand the importance or supporting our school system.  He then opened the floor 

up for questions on the ordinance.  Mr. McManimon suggested questions on both the 

ordinance and the following resolution for the development agreement.  The 

Commissioners agreed to have Resolution 2019-02-26-049 also read by title at this time, 

which was done by the Clerk. 

 

Herb Hess, Redman Avenue, started off by asking who pays the PILOT.  The borough 

Administrator replied that it would be the occupants/owners of the units once 

purchased.  Mr. Hess then asked if it was the Commissioners who determined if the BOE 

would receive any of the money from the PILOT, to which the Administrator replied 

affirmatively.  Mr. Hess then spoke on the potential increase in the number of students 

and the effects that would have on the schools.  The Administrator noted that at a bare 

minimum the PILOT would cover at least the costs of any new students and the 

Commissioners want to make the BOE as whole as they can after any expenses are dealt 

with.  Mr. Hess pointed out that the funds received could be less than what is being 

presents because of payments provided to the BOE.  Commissioner Moscatelli pointed 

out that there is no intention to cut the BOE out of this PILOT.  He further noted that these 

PILOT payments would come to the Borough and we would come to an agreement with 

the BOE, so that they can budget and plan for the future.  Mr. Hess noted that we do not 

know what the impact to the schools will be at this time. 



 

 

 

John Burmaster, W. Summit Avenue, asked what amount the County would be receiving 

from the PILOT.  Mayor Rochford stated that the County is entitled to 5% in a PILOT 

program, instead of the usual 28% that they usually get.  The Administrator pointed out 

that this difference is why the portion that the municipality is collecting is larger and 

keeping it either for ourselves or the school board.  Mr. Burmaster commented on a 

statement made by someone earlier that “without these tax breaks they wouldn’t have 

done this development here”.  He always thought that Haddonfield was a community 

where redevelopers would love to work.  If this developer is representative of other 

developers does this mean that Haddonfield isn’t such a desirable place to live as he 

thought it was.  Mr. McManimon pointed out that the statement about the tax breaks 

was a part of the purchase agreement between Mr. O’Neill and the Borough.  Mr. 

Burmaster then commented out the $600,000 payoff to Mr. O’Neill to get him to go away; 

if these tax breaks were not offered then he could take this money and not do this 

development.  Commissioner Moscatelli noted that the option to take the $600,000 is at 

the discretion of the developer.  Mr. McManimon pointed out that the developer 

retained rights when he sold this property to the Borough.  Mr. Burmaster then asked if 

there were no alternative to this situation.  Discussions continued on the PILOT program 

and who benefited from it.  Commissioner Moscatelli pointed out that the developer 

does not get a benefit from the PILOT.  This is an incentive for him to sell the units once 

they are completed. 

 

Mr. Siedell talked about the mechanics of the PILOT program and noted that the 

paperwork starts when the project is built.  Therefore, he feels that this is an incentive to 

build quickly, which could lead to a quality issue with the units.  The Borough Solicitor 

pointed out that typically a builder does not finish a unit until a buyer buys it so that the 

final details are done to the buyers wishes.  Mr. Siedell then asked about the model units 

and questioned if part of the agreement could be that the PILOT starts when the 

Certificate of Occupancy (CO) is issued.  Commissioner Moscatelli pointed out that the 

land tax is lower than the PILOT, which is already designated to start when the CO is 

issued.  Mr. Siedell finished by recommending that clarifying language be included in the 

PILOT as to when it officially begins.  Mayor Rochford noted that there are specific 

references in the Developer’s Agreement, which clarify that information. 

 

Chris Maynes, Roberts Avenue, read from the following prepared statement: 

 

“In January of 2016, the Borough signed a deal with Brian O’Neill, the 

prospective Bancroft developer, which conceptually outlined a 

development of 70 market-rate age-targeted townhomes, plus 10 

affordable units.   

 

Since that agreement was signed, the Commissioners have taken several 

significant actions – none of which were mandated by the Agreement, but 

all of which were to the benefit of the developer with no offsetting benefit 

to Haddonfield.   

 

Let me be specific: 

 



 

 

Last February, you adopted a dozen changes to the Bancroft 

Redevelopment Plan – all requested by the developer – while Haddonfield 

received nothing in return from the developer, except perhaps the 

speedier development of now 90 townhomes, which will further flood our 

already over-crowded schools – without providing truly senior targeted 

housing at a price affordable to, and in a configuration desirable to, 

seniors. 

 

You adopted those changes with brazen disregard for the 

recommendation of our very well-respected Planning Board, which voted 

8-0 to reject 9 of the proposed 13 amendments, with the other 4 

amendments being primarily just clarifications of language in the Original 

Plan. 

 

Yet, in the pre-amble to the proposed Redevelopment Agreement that is 

now under consideration, you have described the Planning Board’s 8-0 

rejection of all of the meaningful amendments to the Original Plan, this way: 

 

Quote… 

 

“Whereas, on December 17th, 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 to the Original 

Redevelopment Plan and against others.” 

 

I have never seen a more gross mischaracterization of the truth then those 

words right there. 

 

A voice vote?  Misleading.  Why not say in a unanimous 8-0 vote? 

 

…codified its recommendations in favor of certain amendments.  

Misleading.  The 4 amendments not outright rejected by the Planning Board 

were merely to clarify certain items in the Original Plan and were not 

meaningful changes.  The Planning Board did not “recommend in favor” of 

any of amendment that changed the Original Plan in any meaningful way. 

 

…codified its recommendations…. against others… Misleading.  Against 

others?  The Planning Board did not merely recommend against others.  

They outright rejected all nine of the meaningful amendments – such as the 

amendment which (1) increased impervious coverage and density in order 

to increase economic profit to the developer (Planning Board’s words, not 

mine); (2) nullified the goals and objectives of the redevelopment plan, 

such as truly age-targeted senior housing; (3) increased overall building size 

in violation of prescribed bulk standards; (4) increased square footage and 

price, contrary to the Original Plan’s goal of affordable age-targeted senior 

housing; (5) increased the length and width of the townhouses (more 

square footage equals more money in the developers pockets); (6) 

increased allowable height of the building to 45 feet; (7) allowed elevators 



 

 

as an option to replace single-level living for seniors (because we can all 

afford elevators when we “downsize” from a $477k house to a larger $600k 

townhome). 

 

You actually managed to jam three materially misleading phrases into that 

one sentence. 

 

But it gets better: 

 

Then the Redevelopment Agreement goes on to sell the developer the 

land at $597k per acre, down $74k per acre from the $671k per acre in 

original agreement.  $74k times 8.2 acres is another $606,800 to the 

developer. 

 

So those were some highlights from the Redevelopment Agreement. 

 

Then there’s the proposed Financial Agreement, where you give another 

$6.6M to the developer in the form of tax breaks, based on the assumption 

of 80 homes assessed at a very conservative $500k, plus 10 homes assessed 

at $250k, being phased in over three years.  QUOTING FROM OUR ORIGINAL 

AGREEMENT WITH O’NEILL… the payments in lieu of taxes will be “on terms 

to be determined by Haddonfield.”  Nowhere does the agreement state 

that we must charge the developer anything less than the going tax rate, 

so why would we do it?  It does say, the payments would “reasonably 

acceptable to the developer.”  Since when is anything less than 100% of 

the same tax rate that an average citizen pays not reasonable – 

particularly to a billionaire developer? 

 

Let’s shift gears and talk about the schools. 

 

You’ve spent the last year and a half trying to convince us that 90 

townhomes wouldn’t bring students to our already over-crowded school 

district.  You even came up with a quantitative analysis that projected that 

this development would only bring 4.6 students to the district. 

 

You said families don’t move into the Mews or the Commons, so they won’t 

move in to these brand new townhomes, which are conveniently located 

blocks from a great elementary school and steps from what is arguably the 

best public high school in the state, and a stone’s throw from an expansive, 

well-maintained county park. 

 

Times are changing, even in the three short years since the Agreement was 

signed with O’Neill.  The Mews now has 3 and soon to be 4 families with 

school age children – the most recent being a family with 3 kids 11 or under 

and soon to be another family with 2 kids.  So there’s your 4.6 students right 

there, and the shovels haven’t even hit the dirt yet at Bancroft. 

 



 

 

Compared to people our age, today’s young family is much less 

concerned with yards and space and more concerned with location and 

experience.  The following is a quote from Freddie Mac’s website: 

 

“Today’s buyers—particularly millennials—don’t bring with them the pre-

conception that only a house defines a home. They often value 

experiences, community and social connectivity over square footage, 

preferring walkable, suburban neighborhoods near public transit, shops 

and restaurants, even if it means owning smaller properties. Townhouses 

offer them a gateway to the single-family experience in these 

communities.” 

 

Does that “walkable, suburban neighborhood” sound familiar?  Try the 

Bancroft site with 90 newly-constructed townhomes.  We’re already seeing 

it happen in the Mews. 

 

If these townhomes are built, it will almost certainly result in one or both of 

(a) the need for another school to be built altogether, in which case, say 

goodbye to Scout Field and hello to another $30M bond; or (b) grade level 

schools, which will save us a teacher salary or two by ensuring near max 

capacity in each classroom (Yeah, bigger class sizes!  Everybody wants 

that.) while resulting in logistical and traffic nightmares like never before. 

 

Can you imagine living on, say Ardmore Ave, and now your 1ST, 3rd, and 5th 

graders can no longer walk to school together?  Instead you have to drive 

your 1st grader to Lizzy Haddon, then come back through all the newly-

created traffic to get your 3rd grader to Central School, then over to Tatem 

to drop off your 5th grader? 

 

Think of all the additional traffic, now that the walking population for each 

grade school is reduced by 2/3 and the driving population is increased by 

2/3. 

 

These are the realities of what this development will do to our town and our 

schools, but you can’t see past the next borough budget in order to 

comprehend this reality. 

 

So where do we go from here? 

 

Well first… 

 

1. If there’s anybody in attendance from the BOE, I urge you to get 

involved and protect your interests.  The Borough has been acting in its 

own self-interest without any consideration for the real tangible long-

term negative effects that their actions will have on our schools. 

 

2. Pass a new ordinance negating the changes to the original 

redevelopment plan.  Return it to 70 market-rate plus 10 affordable units 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesagencycouncil/2018/06/04/understanding-the-research-on-millennial-shopping-behaviors/#482d42545f7a
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesagencycouncil/2018/06/04/understanding-the-research-on-millennial-shopping-behaviors/#482d42545f7a
https://www.forbes.com/sites/patriciagarcia/2018/09/25/looking-for-an-affordable-new-home-they-do-still-exist/#514da8657497


 

 

and restore the goals and objectives which were designed to ensure 

that the units would truly be built for seniors.  If the developer is not 

satisfied with the profit he could make from 70 plus 10 units, let him 

exercise his option to walk away for $600k. 

 

3. Do not sign the Redevelopment Agreement in its current form.  Revise 

the pre-amble language to honestly and accurately memorialize the 

Planning Board’s position, and return the purchase price per acre to the 

originally-agreed-upon $671k per acre.  There is no reason why we 

should concede another $608k to the billionaire developer in exchange 

for over-crowded schools. 

 

4. Do not sign the Financial Agreement in its current form.  The PILOT should 

be equal to the tax rate paid by every other citizen in this town.  There 

is no reason why we should concede another $6.6M to the billionaire 

developer in exchange for over-crowded schools. 

 

5. If you, the commissioners, are not willing to take these actions to protect 

our interests, then you should ALL resign from office immediately.  Step 

aside and allow citizens to step into your place who will stand firm for 

Haddonfield and not for the developer.   

 

In January of 2016, the Borough signed a deal with Brian O’Neill, the 

prospective Bancroft developer, which conceptually outlined a 

development of 70 market-rate age-targeted townhomes, plus 10 

affordable units.   

 

Since that agreement was signed, the Commissioners have taken several 

significant actions – none of which were mandated by the Agreement, but 

all of which were to the benefit of the developer with no offsetting benefit 

to Haddonfield.   

 

Let me be specific: 

 

Last February, you adopted a dozen changes to the Bancroft 

Redevelopment Plan – all requested by the developer – while Haddonfield 

received nothing in return from the developer, except perhaps the 

speedier development of now 90 townhomes, which will further flood our 

already over-crowded schools – without providing truly senior targeted 

housing at a price affordable to, and in a configuration desirable to, 

seniors. 

 

You adopted those changes with brazen disregard for the 

recommendation of our very well-respected Planning Board, which voted 

8-0 to reject 9 of the proposed 13 amendments, with the other 4 

amendments being primarily just clarifications of language in the Original 

Plan. 

 



 

 

Yet, in the pre-amble to the proposed Redevelopment Agreement that is 

now under consideration, you have described the Planning Board’s 8-0 

rejection of all of the meaningful amendments to the Original Plan, this way: 

 

Quote… 

 

“Whereas, on December 17th, 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 to the Original 

Redevelopment Plan and against others.” 

 

I have never seen a more gross mischaracterization of the truth then those 

words right there. 

 

A voice vote?  Misleading.  Why not say in a unanimous 8-0 vote? 

 

…codified its recommendations in favor of certain amendments.  

Misleading.  The 4 amendments not outright rejected by the Planning Board 

were merely to clarify certain items in the Original Plan and were not 

meaningful changes.  The Planning Board did not “recommend in favor” of 

any of amendment that changed the Original Plan in any meaningful way. 

 

…codified its recommendations…. against others… Misleading.  Against 

others?  The Planning Board did not merely recommend against others.  

They outright rejected all nine of the meaningful amendments – such as the 

amendment which (1) increased impervious coverage and density in order 

to increase economic profit to the developer (Planning Board’s words, not 

mine); (2) nullified the goals and objectives of the redevelopment plan, 

such as truly age-targeted senior housing; (3) increased overall building size 

in violation of prescribed bulk standards; (4) increased square footage and 

price, contrary to the Original Plan’s goal of affordable age-targeted senior 

housing; (5) increased the length and width of the townhouses (more 

square footage equals more money in the developers pockets); (6) 

increased allowable height of the building to 45 feet; (7) allowed elevators 

as an option to replace single-level living for seniors (because we can all 

afford elevators when we “downsize” from a $477k house to a larger $600k 

townhome). 

 

You actually managed to jam three materially misleading phrases into that 

one sentence. 

 

But it gets better: 

 

Then the Redevelopment Agreement goes on to sell the developer the 

land at $597k per acre, down $74k per acre from the $671k per acre in 

original agreement.  $74k times 8.2 acres is another $606,800 to the 

developer. 

 



 

 

So those were some highlights from the Redevelopment Agreement. 

 

Then there’s the proposed Financial Agreement, where you give another 

$6.6M to the developer in the form of tax breaks, based on the assumption 

of 80 homes assessed at a very conservative $500k, plus 10 homes assessed 

at $250k, being phased in over three years.  QUOTING FROM OUR ORIGINAL 

AGREEMENT WITH O’NEILL… the payments in lieu of taxes will be “on terms 

to be determined by Haddonfield.”  Nowhere does the agreement state 

that we must charge the developer anything less than the going tax rate, 

so why would we do it?  It does say, the payments would “reasonably 

acceptable to the developer.”  Since when is anything less than 100% of 

the same tax rate that an average citizen pays not reasonable – 

particularly to a billionaire developer? 

 

Let’s shift gears and talk about the schools. 

 

You’ve spent the last year and a half trying to convince us that 90 

townhomes wouldn’t bring students to our already over-crowded school 

district.  You even came up with a quantitative analysis that projected that 

this development would only bring 4.6 students to the district. 

 

You said families don’t move into the Mews or the Commons, so they won’t 

move in to these brand new townhomes, which are conveniently located 

blocks from a great elementary school and steps from what is arguably the 

best public high school in the state, and a stone’s throw from an expansive, 

well-maintained county park. 

 

Times are changing, even in the three short years since the Agreement was 

signed with O’Neill.  The Mews now has 3 and soon to be 4 families with 

school age children – the most recent being a family with 3 kids 11 or under 

and soon to be another family with 2 kids.  So there’s your 4.6 students right 

there, and the shovels haven’t even hit the dirt yet at Bancroft. 

 

Compared to people our age, today’s young family is much less 

concerned with yards and space and more concerned with location and 

experience.  The following is a quote from Freddie Mac’s website: 

 

“Today’s buyers—particularly millennials—don’t bring with them the pre-

conception that only a house defines a home. They often value 

experiences, community and social connectivity over square footage, 

preferring walkable, suburban neighborhoods near public transit, shops 

and restaurants, even if it means owning smaller properties. Townhouses 

offer them a gateway to the single-family experience in these 

communities.” 

 

Does that “walkable, suburban neighborhood” sound familiar?  Try the 

Bancroft site with 90 newly-constructed townhomes.  We’re already seeing 

it happen in the Mews. 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesagencycouncil/2018/06/04/understanding-the-research-on-millennial-shopping-behaviors/#482d42545f7a
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesagencycouncil/2018/06/04/understanding-the-research-on-millennial-shopping-behaviors/#482d42545f7a
https://www.forbes.com/sites/patriciagarcia/2018/09/25/looking-for-an-affordable-new-home-they-do-still-exist/#514da8657497


 

 

 

If these townhomes are built, it will almost certainly result in one or both of 

(a) the need for another school to be built altogether, in which case, say 

goodbye to Scout Field and hello to another $30M bond; or (b) grade level 

schools, which will save us a teacher salary or two by ensuring near max 

capacity in each classroom (Yeah, bigger class sizes!  Everybody wants 

that.) while resulting in logistical and traffic nightmares like never before. 

 

Can you imagine living on, say Ardmore Ave, and now your 1ST, 3rd, and 5th 

graders can no longer walk to school together?  Instead you have to drive 

your 1st grader to Lizzy Haddon, then come back through all the newly-

created traffic to get your 3rd grader to Central School, then over to Tatem 

to drop off your 5th grader? 

 

Think of all the additional traffic, now that the walking population for each 

grade school is reduced by 2/3 and the driving population is increased by 

2/3. 

 

These are the realities of what this development will do to our town and our 

schools, but you can’t see past the next borough budget in order to 

comprehend this reality. 

 

So where do we go from here? 

 

Well first… 

 

1. If there’s anybody in attendance from the BOE, I urge you to get 

involved and protect your interests.  The Borough has been acting in its 

own self-interest without any consideration for the real tangible long-

term negative effects that their actions will have on our schools. 

 

2. Pass a new ordinance negating the changes to the original 

redevelopment plan.  Return it to 70 market-rate plus 10 affordable units 

and restore the goals and objectives which were designed to ensure 

that the units would truly be built for seniors.  If the developer is not 

satisfied with the profit he could make from 70 plus 10 units, let him 

exercise his option to walk away for $600k. 

 

3. Do not sign the Redevelopment Agreement in its current form.  Revise 

the pre-amble language to honestly and accurately memorialize the 

Planning Board’s position, and return the purchase price per acre to the 

originally-agreed-upon $671k per acre.  There is no reason why we 

should concede another $608k to the billionaire developer in exchange 

for over-crowded schools. 

 

4. Do not sign the Financial Agreement in its current form.  The PILOT should 

be equal to the tax rate paid by every other citizen in this town.  There 



 

 

is no reason why we should concede another $6.6M to the billionaire 

developer in exchange for over-crowded schools. 

 

5. If you, the commissioners, are not willing to take these actions to protect 

our interests, then you should ALL resign from office immediately.  Step 

aside and allow citizens to step into your place who will stand firm for 

Haddonfield and not for the developer. “ 

 

Robert Ray, Marne Avenue, asked how the Borough can legally enforce age targeted 

sales to new buyers and further, can you enforce age related sales to a second or third 

buyer of one of these properties.  Ed McManimon replied that the Commissioners have 

made a covenant with the developer under which the Borough has rights that can be 

enforced to ensure that.  Mr. Ray commented that he is concerned about discrimination 

rules. 

 

John Stokes, Farwood Circle, started by commenting on the building referenced in the 

Redevelopment Agreement as the “hospital”, and asked if the developer was being 

given use of this building at no cost.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied affirmatively.  He 

felt that the developer should have to pay for this.  Mr. Stokes then reviewed items from 

the financial information provided.  He did not see how the Borough would come out 

whole in the PILOT and pointed out that the BOE would not be able to be made whole.  

He feels that the gap in the BOE money will only grow as time goes by, which will also 

affect the local library.  The Borough Administrator commented that while the point is 

being made that the school, as well as the library, are not going to be 100% made whole 

during the first 20 years of this process, the issue is, if you look at the costs the borough is 

going to assume and you look at the taxes we would have collected under a normal 

method this would not be revenue neutral, which is what the Commissioners wanted it to 

be.  They wanted this to not have a tax impact on the residents for the debt service on 

this project, so this does leave less for the school and the library.  Mr. Stokes stated that 

this is not revenue neutral because you are just transferring the need to increase taxes to 

the school.  Commissioner Moscatelli noted that an assumption is being made the BOE 

needs the full 55% of the original tax dollar to be whole.  He also pointed out that there is 

a value in other items with the Open Space areas that will be achieved.  Further 

discussions were held regarding the tax impact of this on the Borough, as well as the BOE.  

Mr. Stokes then commented on the site plan for the property, which shows a stormwater 

easement that goes to the Cooper River and asked if the developer was paying for the 

easement.  Commissioner Moscatelli replied that he is not, which is like other utility 

easements in place.  Mr. Stokes then asked if this plan follows the Borough’s stormwater 

requirements.  Commissioner Moscatelli pointed out that this is addressed in other 

documents that are much larger in volume, but that will be put on the website for review.  

The Administrator also noted that there may be changes to some of this information as 

we move forward. 

 

Frances Gramkowski, West End Avenue, stated that there are no teeth in this agreement 

for age specific people to buy these properties.  He noted that he would not be able to 

afford one of these units.  He finished by pointing out that people can buy these and pay 

30% less in taxes, which puts current residents at a disadvantage. 

 



 

 

Jack Tarditi, Washington Avenue, stated that he has been following this process for a few 

years now and when he read the purchase agreement, he felt that the Borough has 

missed an opportunity to do something for the residents who have paid for a built this 

town.  Our residents will not be able to sell their homes and be able to afford to move to 

the Bancroft site.  It is felt that these townhomes will attract millennials to move to town 

and send their kids to the best school district in South Jersey.  Mr. Tarditi referenced the 

motion earlier in the evening to Table the resolution regarding the settlement agreement 

with FSHC and noted that the Commissioners heard the residents that they needed 

additional time to look at that agreement, and asked the Commissioners to listen to the 

residents in this case as well.  Let’s not give the developer this PILOT, nor the 

Redevelopment Agreement.  It is his opinion the developer does not have any legal 

ground to sue the Borough; let him take his $600,000 and leave, or force him to built it on 

our terms.  He challenged the Commissioners to take that risk to get the developer to go 

somewhere else.  Let’s start this process over again and put together another plan. 

 

Mr. Hunter commented on the previous question/answer regarding the transfer from one 

owner of one of these townhomes to another if the restriction would be covered by a 

covenant that applied to age.  He asked for clarification from Mr. McManimon on the 

topic.  Mr. McMainomon stated that these units are sold as age targeted, which means 

adults that do not have minor children living with them.  Mr. Hunter asked if the covenant 

continues when purchased for a second time.  Mr. McManimon replied that it does not 

and reviewed the history of the term age targeted within this agreement.  Mr. Hunter then 

started a discussion on what the Commissioners understood age targeted to mean.  Mr. 

McManimon clarified the covenant for the property to be age targeted, but that this did 

not mean you could have people who were of a different age there.  Mr. Hunter then 

asked what would be the result if the Commissioners decided not to move forward with 

these agreements, based on the turnout of the residents who are clearly not in favor of 

this project.  Mayor Rochford replied that we could end up in court for years and years 

and that the debt service would fall back onto the residents during that period of time.  

Mr. Hunter then asked what could be the result if the developer won such a lawsuit 

against the borough; what would be the financial implication on the borough.  Mr. 

McManimon replied that the implication that this developer would walk away with just 

$600,000 is ridiculous; he is not going to do that.  He has a right to the value of this 

development, whether it is this or ultimately a drug rehabilitation center, he still has rights.  

Whether he prevails in those in litigation would have to be determined.  Mr. Hunter 

thanked the Commissioners for the efforts that they have put into this, even if we do not 

agree.  Mr. Hunter then talked about age targeted again, and how this is defined by 

physical attributes, and asked about the financial component of age targeted units.  

Commissioner Moscatelli replied that the base unit will be approximately $500,000, which 

is less that what was originally projected, and is roughly our current average, but these 

will still be dictated by the market.  The Redevelopment Plan specified that we should 

target the average cost, which is what this done.  He does sympathize that there are 

seniors who will not be able to afford to move into a $500,000 townhouse.  This 

development wasn’t meant to cover every need for everybody.  This development was 

meant to meet the contractual requirements we needed to meet.  There are a lot of 

things bout this that aren’t perfect, but the units they have proposed will meet the 

redevelopment plan numbers.  Mr. Hunter then asked the Commissioners to not used the 

age targeted terms because this is misunderstood.  The average resident won’t be able 



 

 

to afford them.  This development is for those who can sell their current homes at $700,000 

to $800,000.  He believes that the people who will be buy these townhomes are young 

families that can buy this townhouse for $250,000 to $300,000 less that the current market 

for single family homes, which are currently on the market right now.  It is his opinion that 

this development will absolutely bring many more children into the school system.  He 

understands the difficulties, but if you look at this from the standpoint of what is best for 

the community this is a disaster. 

 

Kathy Freeman, Chestnut Street, asked if this construction will have go before the Historic 

Preservation Commission (HPC) and all the usual permits.  She asks because the 

renderings that are being shown are different than what was before the HPC previously.  

When you talked earlier in the meeting about shoddy construction and that sort of thing, 

until it is really approved by the HPC and recommendations are made for that 

construction, will we really know the materials that will be put in that construction?  

Historically, in the more recent past the HPC has made recommendations to the Planning 

Board (PB), which don’t always meet the boards decisions.  She is only commented 

because it is too soon to know what decisions will be made about the materials and such.  

Mayor Rochford replied that this will definitely go through the HPC, Shade Tree 

Commission (STC) and PB.  There will be thorough reviews.  Commissioner Moscatelli also 

noted that there are architectural renderings online and agreed that there will have to 

be an approval process that is followed.  The development is in the historic district. 

 

Mark Hodges, Jefferson Avenue, stated that he honored the Commissioners dedication 

and commitment and he respects that.  He then commented that he is a senior officer 

for a company in the homebuilding business for 35+ years, who has sold homes all over 

the country, many of them “age targeted”.  He talked about how age targeted does 

not mean that these units can’t be sold to anyone who walks through the door.  This is a 

fact.  Additionally, he believes that the Haddonfield seniors will reject these plans.  He 

urged the Commissioners to recognize that Mr. O’Neill is an expert at doing this.  The term 

“age targeted” is used to pacify those against something like this.  He stated that the 

people in this room are concerned about this issue.  He believes that Mr. O’Neill will take 

the $600,000 and run.  He finished by stating that he cares about this town and he 

believes that the Commissioners are making a bad decision.  Commissioner Kasko asked 

if Mr. Hodges personally knew Mr. O’Neill.  He did not, but knows people who work who 

have worked with him for years.  Commissioner Kasko asked him to have people he knew 

call Mr. O’Neill to urge him to take the money, which is something he insisted on having 

put into the agreement. 

 

Joe Haro, Haddon Avenue, stated that he felt sad for the Commissioners because they 

are intimidated by Mr. O’Neill.  This is supposed to be a visionary program, not just 

answering one man’s ideas.  He then talked about some of those who spoke at tonight’s 

meeting, people who worked to get things done in this town and urged everyone to get 

a visionary plan for this town. 

 

Rich Hluchen, Redman Avenue, asked if there was anyone in the audience who 

supported the Bancroft plan.  There were no hands raised.  He pointed out to the 

Commissioners that these are the voters and residents who you represent and asked 

them to keep that in mind.  He then talked about the age targeted term being one of 



 

 

smoke and mirrors.  He also noted how amendments have changed this plan so others 

would be interested, not just seniors.  In his opinion the Commissioners caved to Mr. O’Neill 

demands.  He reviewed various points in the resolution as items that needed to be 

reconsidered so that we got back to the original plan that was more geared towards 

age targeted.  He also noted that there are those that would just take the money and 

run, he has seen that as a lawyer as well.  After reviewing various aspects of the 

Redevelopment Agreement, he concluded by stating that the agreement was toothless.  

He then reviewed the Financial Agreement and various issues he had with that document 

as well.  What he is looking for is information that would justify various items in the 

agreements.  He stated that the bottom line is that the age targeted project has been 

watered down. 

 

Kim Custer, Evergreen Avenue, stated that she helped write the green acres requests for 

this property and noted that there is a history that needs to be honored.  We have an 

obligation to protect this property.  She finished by stating that she is embarrassed about 

what is happening and called it shameful that we have allowed our historic district to 

deteriorate to the point that something like this is okay. 

 

Susan Baltake, The Mews, asked if this plan should go forward.  Specifically, she pointed 

out the site plan where the garages are all facing Kings Highway, which is the opposite 

of the Borough’s goal in deemphasizing garages.  She stated that the layout should be 

switched.  Additionally, this project creates an almost exclusionary area, which is the 

opposite of what we do in other areas.  Commissioner Moscatelli pointed out that all of 

the units along Hopkins Lane will be front facing.  Those along Kings Highway will back 

against a berm so that only the second floor will be visible from the street.  Ms. Baltake 

did not feel that mattered, and stated that if that was the case then we should just allow 

people to plant bushes and such to hide the view of their garages everywhere.  It is a 

case of what is in the public realm and what isn’t. 

 

Mr. Stokes asked the Commissioners to seriously consider putting in smaller flats, even if 

not age restricted.  This would then be more affordable for our seniors.  Just tell the 

developer that this is what we want.  This could also have a smaller footprint, which would 

leave more for open space.  There would be a lower cost to the developer in site 

improvements and development. 

 

Mr. Hunter suggested tabling this matter to the next meeting; put this off another two 

weeks and asked the Commissioners to think about it. 

 

Mr. Hluchen commented that he knew the agreement was fundamentally flawed when 

he saw that Jack Tarditi’s name was misspelled twice. 

 

Mr. Hess asked if Mr. O’Neill had already built a Recovery Center of America (RCA) 

complex on Burnt Mill Road.  Commissioner Kasko stated that he did not believe so at this 

point.  Mr. Hess stated he believed that Mr. O’Neill only intended to flip the land and not 

build a rehabilitation center. 

 

Commissioner Moscatelli asked Mr. McManimon if the issues raised by Mr. Hluchen were 

of concern.  Mr. McManimon replied negatively. 



 

 

 

The Commissioners then approved Ordinance 2019-02 unanimously on first reading. 

 

The Commissioners then approved Resolution 2019-02-26-049 unanimously. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:21 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Deanna Bennett, RMC 

Borough Clerk 


