
 

VOORHEES TOWNSHIP  PLANNING BOARD MINUTES MARCH 25, 2026_______ 
 
Board Chairperson Mr. Ron Schwenke called the meeting to order and stated it was being held in 
compliance with the “Open Public Meetings Act” and had been duly noticed and published as 
required by law. 
 
Roll Call: 
 
Present: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Platt, Ms. Branch, Mr. Ravitz, 
Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr. Schwenke 
 
Absent: Mr. Kleinman, Mr. Rashatwar  
 
Also present were Chris Norman, Board Solicitor and Mr. Jeremy Noll, Board Engineer. 
 
 
Mr. Norman swears in Board Engineer, Mr. Jeremy Noll.  
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Area in Need of Redevelopment (AINOR) Study 
A Portion of Block 198, Lot 7 (Behind AMC Theatre) 
 
Ms. Malvika Apte, professional planner from Heyer Gruel & Associates is sworn in by board 
attorney Mr. Norman and approaches the board to provide testimony on the Redevelopment 
Study for a portion of Block 198, Lot 7. Ms. Apte notes that the purpose of the study, dated 
February 15, 2026, is to determine whether this property qualifies as an Area in Need of 
Redevelopment (AINOR). She notes that the study is for consideration of the area as a Non-
condemnation Area in Need of Redevelopment. Ms. Apte testifies that the specific portion of the 
lot that is the focus of the study is located at the rear of the AMC theatre on lot 7 with Laurel Oak 
Rd along the rear of the site, and Haddonfield-Berlin Rd to the front at the opposite end of the lot. 
She notes that the front end of the lot also has various commercial shopping and restaurant uses 
on it, and the theatre is towards the back near the Laurel Oak Rd side. Ms. Apte briefly explains 
the Redevelopment process as outlined by the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law, noting the 
initial step is to determine whether a property would qualify as an Area in Need of Redevelopment. 
She adds that there are 8 criteria provided by the LRHL under which a property can be designated 
as in Need of Redevelopment, and a property must meet at least 1 of the 8 criteria. Ms. Apte 
testifies that barring the 8 criteria, there is also a general definition known as Section 3 under 
which a property can still be designated as in Need of Redevelopment even if it does not meet any 
of the 8 criteria, but this requires surrounding properties to qualify as in Need of Redevelopment.  
 
Ms. Apte testifies that as part of the study, site visits were conducted and various records on the 
property such as violations, previous site plan approvals, police and fire reports were gathered. 
She notes that during the records search it was found that 7 police reports had been filed in 
relation to the property from January 2022 to January 2026. Ms. Apte states that not all reports 
were regarding the redevelopment study portion of the property, but some of the relevant reports 
noted graffiti and illegal parking of tractor trailers at the subject site. For parking utilization, she 
testifies that during the site visits it was found that the parking area behind the theatre never 
appeared fully used, and that the area lacks pedestrian crosswalk and related infrastructure for 
pedestrian access.  
 
Mr. Platt asks Ms. Apte if any site visits were conducted at night in the rear portion of the lot, 
particularly on Saturdays. Ms. Apte states that they did not conduct night visits and their visits 
were made either in the early morning hours or peak evening hours. Mr. Platt states that he has 
observed the parking lot of the rear area becoming very filled at night. 
 
Ms. Apte continues her testimony on the Redevelopment study for the property, noting that a lack 
of surveillance on the rear portion of the property may be contributing to the activity noted in the 
police reports. She notes that some trash and debris as well as some tire skid marks were 
observed on the property during site visits, indicating site maintenance issues. Ms. Apte testifies 
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that the State plan shows the subject site as part of the PA-1 area, and states that it is an 
advantageous area for redevelopment to occur as the necessary infrastructure required for 
projects is already present. She explains that for the redevelopment criteria, the site meets both 
criteria D and criteria H to qualify as an Area in Need of Redevelopment. Ms. Apte testifies that the 
property qualifies under criteria D as it appears the property has excessive parking that is 
underutilized as well as due to the presence of litter and trash on the property, which can be 
considered a detriment to the health, welfare and safety of the community. She testifies that 
criteria H, the smart growth principle also applies as the property’s existing infrastructure benefits 
future redevelopment and such properties promote the commercial/economic vitality of the 
township.  
 
Mr. Vandegrift asks about setbacks for the property that were provided as part of the meeting 
materials. Mr. Noll notes that there are setbacks included for the property in the overlay 
ordinance proposed for the site, which is a separate agenda item. Mr. Norman confirms that the 
overlay ordinance is for the Portion of Block 198, Lot 7 site, and this agenda item will be reviewed 
later in the meeting.  
 
Mr. DiNatale asks Ms. Apte if she would be able to discuss the proposed affordable housing 
project for the site and whether it is the reason for the current Redevelopment process for the 
property. Ms. Apte states that there is a 100% affordable housing development proposed for the 
property and while she would not be able to discuss the specific financial requirements, 
redevelopers for 100% AH projects must apply for Low Income Housing Tax Credits which have 
their own set of criteria for qualification. Mr. Norman mentions that one of the scoring points is 
whether the site is deemed a Redevelopment Property. Mr. DiNatale asks Ms. Apte what 
immediate rights, if any, may be granted to a redeveloper in terms of setbacks, variances, etc. if 
the property was deemed in need of redevelopment. Ms. Apte explains that the decision on 
whether the property would be deemed in need of is ultimately determined by Township 
Committee, and were it designated as such, there would be negotiations between the 
redeveloper and Township Committee in the Redevelopment Plan as to setbacks, permitted uses, 
etc. and there would be no “blank check” for developers to declare their own setbacks, densities, 
etc. She adds that a Redevelopment Agreement would also be prepared and this would include 
financial details on the property’s redevelopment.  
 
Mr. Schallenhammer asks what may occur if the property owner subdivided a portion of the 
property and sold it and whether a use outside of what is noted in the Redevelopment Plan could 
be established. Ms. Apte states that a redeveloper will be designated, and the Redevelopment 
Plan would note what uses would be permitted at the site. Mr. Norman explains that Township 
Committee decides who the redeveloper will be.   
 
Mr. Ravitz asks Ms. Apte if the proposed AH project for the subject site is already part of the 
current Affordable Housing Plan. Ms. Apte confirms that a portion of Block 198, Lot 7 is part of the 
current 4th Round Housing Element and Fair Share Plan/Affordable Housing Plan. Mr. Ravitz asks 
what period the current Affordable Housing round runs for. Ms. Apte states the 4th round Plan is 
from 2025 to 2035. 
 
Mr. Schwenke states that he personally struggles with criteria D for the criteria to deem the 
subject site in Need of Redevelopment. He explains that with the parking lot being surrounded by 
commercial uses as well as some wooded areas, it does not appear the lot suffers from a faulty 
arrangement or design, rather it just seems to be underutilized. He adds that he is unsure those 
conditions would correlate to a deleterious use of the site. Mr. Ravitz notes that the tractor trailers 
that are currently on the lot had been moved there after police had driven them out of a separate 
property, and at the moment they present some access issues to the subject site. Mr. Noll states 
that the township’s contractor will also occasionally have construction vehicles and equipment in 
this portion of the lot as the owner allows the use during construction projects. Ms. Branch asks if 
the theatre owns the parking lot. Mr. Noll states that the AMC theatre just has a lease for the site, 
and it would be the property owner who owns the parking lot. Mr. Ravitz states that it has been 
published in the media that AMC theatres are divesting from physical locations. Mr. Norman 
states that the theatre which occupies a portion of the property could be considered an obsolete 
use and with the subject property being behind a theatre, it could be seen as inaccessible as well.  
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In response to Mr. Schwenke’s earlier comments on criteria D, Ms. Apte explains that the faulty 
arrangement and design are just one part of the criteria, and that it also notes excessive land 
coverage and obsolete layout. She states that in the context of more recent land use planning 
principles, the amount of parking that is present at the rear of the theatre is unnecessary and 
excessive as well as underutilized at least most of the time. Ms. Apte testifies that the property 
can also align with smart growth principles if it is deemed in need of redevelopment and will serve 
the Township in meeting its Affordable Housing obligation. Mr. Schwenke states that he also 
challenges the excessive coverage portion of the criteria as the future proposed affordable 
housing development will include a building as well as parking lot, rather than changing the site to 
open space. Ms. Apte explains that as opposed to properties that may be vacant, the subject site 
already has impervious coverage that is also underutilized, which would be changing into 
development that would assist the town with meeting its affordable housing requirements. Mr. 
Noll mentions how another recent affordable housing site, 3 Sheppard Rd, required clearing for its 
development, unlike the subject site behind the AMC theatre which was already developed with 
the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Platt reiterates concerns about the potential for inadequate parking for the theatre and 
adjacent businesses if the subject site were developed. He emphasizes that sufficient parking 
should be taken into consideration for future developments. Ms. Apte testifies that 
considerations for parking can be included in the Redevelopment Plan, such as establishing a 
shared parking agreement. She states that having residents adjacent to the theatre or any future 
business at the property would also be advantageous for the business as clientele will be right 
nearby. Mr. Platt asks about the future redevelopment plan for the site and who is involved in 
preparing its contents. Mr. Norman explains that Township Committee reviews the plan and then 
refers it to the Planning Board, where recommendations on the plan can be made to Township 
Committee. Ms. Apte states that the Planning Board will also review the full site plan application 
for the proposed development. Mr. DiNatale explains that any proposed development will need to 
follow the Township’s ordinances on parking to ensure an adequate amount is available. Mr. Noll 
adds that proposed developments will also need to follow RSIS standards.  
 
Mr. Schallenhammer asks how many units will be constructed for the future proposed affordable 
housing project for the site. Mr. Norman states that a 60-unit project is planned for the site. Mr. 
Schallenhammer asks how many parking spaces will be removed as part of the planned 
affordable housing project for the property. Mr. Norman states that such items would be 
discussed in later stages of the redevelopment process and in the future site plan application.  
 
Ms. Augustine asks if the property could still be deemed an Area in Need of Redevelopment if it 
did not meet criteria D and only H. Mr. Norman notes that only 1 of the 8 criteria need to be met for 
a property to qualify for being deemed in need of. Ms. Apte explains that the property could still 
qualify, however properties aren’t usually deemed using only Criteria H, so the criteria is generally 
paired with at least one other. Mr. Norman states that he has seen a 280-acre parcel of farmland 
in Medford be deemed an Area in Need of Redevelopment using only criteria H. Ms. Augustine 
states that she believes that arguments for criteria D for the subject site are loose, however as 
only one criteria are needed to deem an area in need of, it does not change the outcome for her. 
Mr. DiNatale asks who commissioned the planner to conduct the AINOR study for the property. 
Mr. Norman states that Township Committee commissioned the study to be done by Ms. Apte of 
HGA.  
 
Seeing no further testimony or questions from the board, Mr. Schwenke opens the meeting to the 
public. Seeing no public who currently  desire to speak before the board, Mr. Nicini makes a 
motion to close public portion, seconded by Mr. Schallenhammer.  
 
Ms. Augustine makes a motion to recommend that the portion of Block 198, Lot 7 be designated 
as an Area in Need of Redevelopment (AINOR), seconded by Ms. Branch. Motion carries by the 
following roll call vote:  
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AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Platt, Ms. Branch, Mr. Ravitz, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. 
Augustine 
NAYS: Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Schwenke 
ABSTAIN: None 
RECUSE: None 
 
Area in Need of Redevelopment (AINOR) Study  
710 Centennial Blvd 
Block 213.21, Lot 2  
 
Mr. Ravitz states that he is recusing from the subject AINOR study due to a conflict of interest. Ms. 
Apte testifies that she will be presenting the AINOR study prepared by HGA, dated February 27, 
2026 for 710 Centennial Blvd. She states that Township Committee directed the Planning Board 
via resolution in October 2025 to conduct an investigation report for determining whether 710 
Centennial Blvd should be deemed a Non-condemnation Area in Need of Redevelopment 
(AINOR). Ms. Apte describes the subject property, noting that it is approximately 3.2 acres in size 
and is in the northeastern corner of the Township. She states that the property has frontage on 
Centennial Blvd and notes that a small area to the west of the property, identified as lot 3, is 
owned by the Township and shares a chamfered edge with the subject site, which is otherwise 
rectangular in shape. Ms. Apte testifies that south of the property is Hermitage Dr, and to the 
north and east are multi-family housing developments as well as Connelly Park to the north. She 
notes that the property is presently vacant and unimproved with just some vegetative buffer along 
the southeastern boundaries of the site. Regarding records about the site, Ms. Apte states that no 
Code Enforcement or property maintenance violations were found and no site plan applications 
have been filed for the property. She notes that for the history of the site, no development appears 
to have occurred on it prior to the 1950s, and from 1957 to 1963 there seems to have been an 
industrial use on the subject site. She adds that this is also evidenced by the present of some 
driveway paving at the front of the property off Centennial Blvd. Ms. Apte testifies that somewhere 
between roughly 1995 and 2000 the use on the property was demolished, which is shown in 
historical aerial photos. She notes that the property has groundwater contamination and NJDEP 
records show the property has been designated a Classification Exception Area (CEA). Ms. Apte 
states that 2017 NJDEP records show the property has been classified as a C2 level for the 
remedial action needed. She explains that the scale used for the remedial action classification 
goes from A to D, with A being the highest level of action needed. She states that the property has 
had the CEA classification for 26 years and the site has gone through remediation. Ms. Apte 
testifies that the remedial action conducted on the property included the removal of at least 800 
tons of soil, a process which took between 7 and 10 years to complete and cost roughly $300,000. 
She notes that the property is in the Township’s GB2 or General Business – 2 zoning district, a 
commercial zone. Ms. Apte states that the property is an anomaly in that it has remained vacant 
and unimproved for many years. She adds that the GB2 zone the property is in also allows for a 
range of business and recreational uses, as well as even residential such as multi-family housing. 
Ms. Apte explains that the site’s groundwater contamination is most likely the reason it has 
remained undeveloped for as long as it has. She notes that the subject site is also part of the PA-2 
or Suburban Planning Area in the State Plan, which is an area the state encourages development 
in due to presence of existing infrastructure. Ms. Apte notes the presence of some trash and litter 
along the edges of the subject site and adds that no police or fire records were found for the 
property. She states that the property meets criteria C for qualifying as an AINOR, as the site has 
remained vacant for a period of 10 years or more and has undergone site remediation.  
 
Mr. DiNatale asks when the clock on the site remediation begins for the property. Ms. Apte 
explains that the remediation for the subject site began in 2017. Mr. DiNatale asks about how long 
it has been since the conclusion of site’s remedial action. Mr. Noll notes that the NJDEP site 
remediation case for the property concluded on February 27, 2024. Mr. Nicini asks when the site 
was last tested. Mr. Noll states that the last testing was likely done 6 months prior to the date the 
remedial action case was closed. Mr. DiNatale expresses uncertainty regarding whether the site 
would qualify under criteria C as in Need of Redevelopment given that site remediation concluded 
in 2024 and the property has been on the market with the environmental case closed just since 
this time. Ms. Apte explains that the time period noted for criteria C is regarding just how long the 
property has remained vacant and unimproved and records show that the site has remained in 
such state since the demolishing of the previous use on the property in the early 2000s. Mr. 
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DiNatale asks if the Township commissioned and paid Ms. Apte to conduct the redevelopment 
study for the site. Ms. Apte confirms this. Mr. DiNatale asks Ms. Apte if the township received 
funds from a developer or landowner to have the redevelopment study on the subject site done. 
Ms. Apte states she does not know and just receives authorization from the Township to conduct 
the study.  
 
In reference to environmental testing at the property, Mr. Nicini asks if it was done on a scale or if 
it had passed a test for 100% negative for measured contaminants. Ms. Apte states that she 
would not be able to attest to this but an LSRP for the site would likely have such information. She 
adds that NJDEP may have more information on the testing conducted or have information on a 
site LSRP with such details.  
 
Mr. Vandegrift asks if the property will be included as an affordable housing site for the Township. 
Mr. Norman states that site is not part of the Township’s affordable housing plan and it is only 3.2 
acres in size. Mr. Noll notes that the property’s GB2 zone also already includes multi-family 
housing as a permitted use.  
 
Mr. DiNatale reiterates his uncertainty as to the reason for having a redevelopment consideration 
for the subject site. He states that back during his time at the Township, attempts had been made 
to have the property owner sell the property to the Township but the offers desired by the owner 
were exorbitant and did not match the land’s value. He states he is unsure if the redevelopment 
consideration may just be for increasing the value of the property. Ms. Apte explains that the 
purpose of the redevelopment process is to serve as a tool for municipalities to reignite 
development in areas where it has not occurred for one reason or another, and for the subject site 
it is something to consider given the length of time the property has remained undeveloped 
despite the wide range of uses permitted at the property under its GB2 zone.  
 
Mr. Schallenhammer expresses doubts regarding the reasoning for designating the property as in 
Need of Redevelopment, stating that the Township also desires to establish Green Acres Open 
Space and the property is an empty lot. Ms. Branch asks what would happen if the subject site 
was not deemed in Need of Redevelopment. Mr. Norman explains that nothing would occur and 
the site would remain in its current status and still be a GB2-zoned property in the Township. 
Board members and Mr. Norman continue to briefly discuss the Redevelopment consideration for 
the subject site.  
 
Mr. DiNatale states that with the property’s site remediation having been concluded only in 2024, 
he finds it may be premature to deem it in Need of Redevelopment, noting that the property has 
not had much time on the regular market as a clean property with no pending remediation work.  
Mr. Schallenhammer states that he is unable to figure out the reasoning for deeming the property 
in Need of Redevelopment and notes that the board has already approved a number of storage 
facility businesses on Centennial. He asks if the board should table the study for a later meeting. 
Mr. Schwenke states that the current information being presented is everything that will be 
provided on the redevelopment consideration for 710 Centennial. Mr. Vandegrift states that the 
site is prime property in the Township and is for sale.  
 
Mr. Schwenke states that the property simply being an anomaly with how it has remained 
undeveloped for years should not be a reason for the board to consider having it be deemed an 
Area in Need of Redevelopment. He adds that the subject site is now a ‘clean property’  which is in 
a highly desirable area and is in a zone that permits a wide range of uses that could be developed.  
Ms. Apte explains that the redevelopment designation is a tool to allow for establishing public-
private partnerships, and while the property has just recently concluded site remediation, the 
owner had invested a notable amount of funds in the site remediation efforts and seeks to have 
the site be deemed a redevelopment property to create a public-private partnership and as an 
incentive for future development. Mr. Vandegrift states that the owner would need to make back 
his investment in the sale of the property itself, rather than through the Township deeming the 
property in Need of Redevelopment.  
 
Board members continue discussing with one another the reasoning for a redevelopment 
designation for the property.  Mr. DiNatale asks what advantages there would be to having the 
property deemed in Need of Redevelopment. Ms. Apte explains that an advantage would be the 
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board would be able to review the Redevelopment Plan for the site and assist with standards such 
as setbacks, bulk requirements, etc. for the property. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if there would be 
a PILOT program for the site if it was deemed an AINOR. Ms. Apte states that this would be 
negotiated with Township Committee in the Redevelopment Agreement for the property.  
 
Seeing no further testimony, Mr. Schwenke opens the meeting to the public. Mr. Nicholas Casey, 
Vice President of Development for the Quaker Group approaches the board to provide testimony 
and is sworn in by Mr. Norman. Mr. Casey states that 710 Centennial Blvd is owned by entities 
that are part of the Quaker Group and he covers the general history of the site under the Group’s 
ownership. He notes that around the time the property had been acquired, the thought was to 
eventually construct apartments for the site. Mr. Casey testifies that the Quaker Group had 
developed other residential properties in the Township such as the Club at Mainstreet. He states 
that prior to purchasing the property, an underground tank was discovered, which was removed 
following the completion of environmental studies on the tank. Mr. Casey states that the property 
has been on the market for a number of years, including before the conclusion of the remediation 
work and discussions on potential uses for the property as well as whether it can be deemed in 
Need of Redevelopment were done with Mr. DiNatale. He notes that during this time, follow-up 
environmental investigations had been performed which found evidence of Dieldrin 
contamination in the soil. Mr. Casey testifies that an LSRP was hired to guide them through the 
remediation process and the contaminated soil had also been removed and replaced. He 
explains that groundwater monitoring was also done, which found evidence of groundwater 
contamination, and they began a process for monitoring natural remediation at the site, however 
this did not progress, and they would not have received a ‘clean bill of health’ for 25 years. Mr. 
Casey states that well over $300,000 had been spent on the overall site remediation process, 
including two rounds of bioremediation to ensure any groundwater contamination was resolved. 
Mr. Casey confirms that NJDEP’s case on the property was closed in 2024 with a period for the 
DEP to audit the findings of the site LSRP. He notes that they did not deviate from the 
recommendations of the site LSRP during the process and the property can now be considered 
clean. Mr. Casey states that they have received a number of inquiries about possible 
developments for the site, ranging from self-storage to solar fields, but they did not progress with 
such proposals mainly due to uses of properties surrounding the site and the existence of other 
self-storage facilities on Centennial already. He states that they are seeking a Redevelopment 
Designation for the site as a tool for promoting broader uses and to foster a closer dialogue with 
the Township regarding the property’s development.  
 
Mr. Vandegrift asks Mr. Casey who in the Township he has spoken with regarding a 
Redevelopment Designation for the property. Mr. Casey states he had discussions with the 
Township Administrator. Mr. Schallenhammer asks which board a future application would go 
before if the proposed use were to be outside the site’s permitted uses. Mr. Schwenke states that 
if an application required a Use Variance it would go before the Zoning Board. Mr. Norman 
explains that part of the Redevelopment process involves negotiations with the developer and 
Township Committee as to potential permitted uses for the site and having a Redevelopment Plan 
lends further marketability as to possible uses of the property than the existing Zoning.  
 
Mr. Nicini asks Mr. Casey what other ways the property could be made attractive for development 
and adds that the current Zoning already provides for a range of uses from residential to 
commercial. Mr. Casey states that having a Redevelopment Designation would just be another 
tool for them to increase the marketability of the property. He adds that they discussed the matter 
with several brokers who found that it would be advantageous to have the designation. Mr. Casey 
states that they have made significant efforts in attracting suitable businesses and they are also 
sensitive to compatibility with the surrounding apartments. 
 
Mr. Platt asks what prevents the Quaker Group from developing the site with a use compatible 
with the surrounding apartments and leasing it out for businesses to use. Mr. Casey explains that 
the Quaker Group divested from physical development in 2002 and the subject site is one of two 
remaining properties in their acquisition that they intend to sell for development of desirable 
business.  
 
Mr. DiNatale thanks Ms. Apte for preparing the Redevelopment Study and states that numerous 
other properties have come to the board seeking a Redevelopment Designation to increase the 
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marketability of the property for development. Mr. DiNatale asks Ms. Apte if business 
marketability is a criterion that can be used in designating a property in Need of Redevelopment. 
Ms. Apte states that marketability is not one of the 8 criteria for determining an AINOR and 
reiterates that her study states the property could be deemed in Need of Redevelopment using 
Criteria C and H. Mr. Norman states that the Redevelopment criteria have more to do with the 
physical conditions of a property. Mr. DiNatale asks if the property could qualify as in Need of 
Redevelopment using properties in the relative vicinity of the subject site such as the Mainstreet 
properties. Ms. Apte explains that using other properties as justification for designating in Need of 
Redevelopment could be done under Section 3, however the surrounding properties would need 
to have some connection to or be in the immediate vicinity of the subject site, which she notes is 
not the case between 710 Centennial Blvd and the Mainstreet properties. Mr. DiNatale asks Mr. 
Casey if their current realtor for the property has made any suggestions on potential opportunities 
for development of the property. Mr. Casey states that their realtor has brough some parties into 
discussions, but he cannot disclose many additional details. He states that they seek to create as 
much opportunity for the site as possible and have an appropriate use established on it. Mr. 
Schallenhammer asks what zone the property is in. Ms. Apte states the site is in the GB2 – General 
Business 2 zone. Mr. DiNatale asks Mr. Casey if they have reached out to Cooper hospital 
regarding the site. Mr. Casey states that he believes some discussions have occurred with Cooper 
but they are already established down the street. Mr. DiNatale states that they are always 
expanding and may need to find additional space. He states that he is not sure how the subject 
site meets the criteria for qualifying to be deemed in Need of Redevelopment.  
 
Mr. Casey testifies that the current Redevelopment is just the first step in the process if the site 
was deemed in need of Redevelopment, and they would continue to coordinate with their brokers 
as well as the Township in bringing an attractive use to the property.  
 
Seeing no further public present, Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to close public portion, 
seconded by Ms. Augustine. Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present board 
members.  
 
Ms. Apte provides testimony on criteria H for the site in qualifying as an AINOR, explaining that the 
subject site is surrounded by residential as well as park recreational uses and is in the PA2 State 
Plan area, lending to promotion of smart growth development principles. Mr. DiNatale asks if 
criteria H is one of the 8 criteria for deeming an AINOR. Ms. Apte confirms this. Mr. Schwenke 
states that based on the previous Redevelopment study the board may not want to rely solely on 
using criteria H in designating a property in Need of Redevelopment. Ms. Augustine states that as 
the property has only had a ‘clean bill of health’ with regard to its concluded site remediation 
since 2024, it has only been on the market with no site remediation for a couple of years, which is 
not long enough to warrant deeming it in Need of Redevelopment. Mr. Schwenke states that he 
agrees that the property has only been on the market with no pending site remediation for a short 
period of time, which would not justify an AINOR designation for the site.  
 
Mr. Norman summarizes for the board that Ms. Apte has provided criteria C and H as reasoning 
for having the subject site be deemed in Need of Redevelopment and notes that board members 
can decide either to recommend the property be deemed in Need of Redevelopment based on the 
aforementioned criteria, or find that the criteria are not being applied in a practical fashion and 
thusly recommend the site not be deemed an Area in Need of Redevelopment.  
 
Mr. DiNatale makes a motion to recommend 710 Centennial Blvd not be deemed an Area in Need 
of Redevelopment, seconded by Mr. Schwenke. Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:  
 
AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Platt, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. 
Augustine, Mr. Schwenke 
NAYS: None  
ABSTAIN: None 
RECUSE: Mr. Ravitz 
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ORDINANCE ITEMS 
 
Review of Ordinance 8-26 An Affordable Housing Overlay Ordinance for A Portion of Block 198, Lot 
7 
 
Mr. Norman outlines the ordinance, explaining that it is an ordinance for establishing an 
Affordable Housing district for a portion of Block 198, Lot 7. He states that the ordinance will zone 
the site for 60 multi-family 100% Affordable Housing units and that it includes all required bulk 
standards, setbacks, etc. for the property. He states that the board is reviewing the ordinance to 
determine if it is consistent with the Township’s Master Plan and the property it is for is part of the 
Township’s 4th Round Housing Element and Fair Share Plan/Affordable Housing Plan. Mr. Ravitz 
states that the ordinance is important for the Township as the subject site is part of the 4th round 
Plan and towns across the state are currently dealing with accommodating affordable housing 
developments to comply with the State’s affordable housing mandate. Mr. DiNatale asks Mr. 
Ravitz if Township Committee had previously considered challenging the State’s affordable 
housing mandate. Mr. Ravitz states that there had been discussions on possible challenges but 
with other towns suing and losing their suits to the State in previous Affordable Housing rounds 
Township Committee decided such action would not be a good use of taxpayer funds. Mr. Ravitz 
explains that the Affordable Housing requirements for municipalities go back to the Mt. Laurel 
doctrine and adds that there would be potential repercussions for the Town if the current 
ordinance for the portion of Block 198, Lot 7 was not passed. Mr. Norman explains that the 
potential repercussions include the Township having to find an alternative location in the 
Township for the number of affordable housing credits that the current planned development for 
the site would bring. He adds that developers could also file Builder’s Remedy lawsuits which 
could result in the construction of housing developments with quantities of units far greater than 
what are proposed in the Township’s Affordable Housing plan. Board members briefly continue to 
discuss the ordinance in the context of the state’s Affordable Housing requirements. Mr. 
Schallenhammer asks if anything with the overlay ordinance has changed in terms of setbacks, 
bulk requirements, etc. Mr. Norman states that the ordinance is for a planned affordable housing 
development for the site which is part of the Township’s 4th Round Affordable Housing Plan.  
 
Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to recommend approval of Ordinance 8-26 to Township 
Committee, finding that the ordinance is consistent with Voorhees Township’s Master Plan. 
Motion seconded by Mr. Nicini. Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:  
 
AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Nicini, Ms. Branch, Mr. Ravitz, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. 
Augustine 
NAYS: Mr. Schwenke 
ABSTAIN: Mr. Platt 
RECUSE: None 
 
 
At this time, Mr. Schwenke states that the board has no other New Business before them, 
however they must enter into closed/executive session to discuss updates on a legal matter 
regarding a previous board application.  
 
Mr. Nicini makes a motion to close the March 25, 2026 meeting to the public, seconded by Mr. 
Platt. Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present board members. 
 
The meeting re-opens from closed session and Mr. Norman states that no further action by the 
board needs to be taken at this time.  
 
Seeing no further business, Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to adjourn the meeting, 
seconded by Ms. Augustine. Mr. Schwenke adjourns the meeting.   
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Rashane Thapa 
Voorhees Township Planning Board Secretary 
Minutes prepared by Rashane Thapa.  The minutes are intended to reflect the basic comments and action.  Verbatim 
transcripts of all electronic recordings can be available upon proper request and payment 
 


