VOORHEES TOWNSHIP PLANNING BOARD MINUTES APRIL 8, 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. Vandegrift, Mr. Rashatwar, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine,
Mr. Schwenke

Absent: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Kleinman, Mr. Platt, Mr. Ravitz

Also present were Chris Norman, Board Solicitor and Mr. Jeremy Noll, Board Engineer.

Mr. Norman swears in Board Engineer, Mr. Jeremy Noll.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Ms. Augustine makes a motion to approve the minutes of February 25, 2026. Motion Seconded by
Mr. Schallenhammer. Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present board members.
The following board members must recuse themselves: Mr. Rashatwar

Mr. Vandegrift makes a motion to approve the minutes of March 25, 2026. Motion Seconded by
Mr. Schallenhammer. Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present board members.

The following board members must recuse themselves: Mr. Rashatwar

MEMORIALIZATION OF RESOLUTIONS

Recommendation to Township Committee for Adopting Ordinance 8-26 an Affordable Housing
Overlay Ordinance for A Portion of Block 198, Lot 7
Resolution of Approval

Ms. Augustine makes a motion to memorialize the resolution, seconded by Mr. Schwenke. Motion
carries by the following Roll Call Vote:

AYES: Mr. Vandegrift, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr. Schwenke
NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

RECUSE: Mr. Rashatwar

Area in Need of Redevelopment (AINOR) Study and Recommendation to Township Committee
A Portion of Block 198, Lot 7
Resolution of Approval

Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to memorialize the resolution, seconded by Ms. Branch.
Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:

AYES: Mr. Vandegrift, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr. Schwenke
NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

RECUSE: Mr. Rashatwar

Area in Need of Redevelopment (AINOR) Study and Denial Recommendation to Township
Committee

710 Centennial Blvd

Block 213.21, Lot 2

Resolution of Denial
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Ms. Augustine makes a motion to memorialize the resolution, seconded by Mr. Schallenhammer.
Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:

AYES: Mr. Vandegrift, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr. Schwenke
NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

RECUSE: Mr. Rashatwar

NEW BUSINESS

PC#26-007

Brandywine Mainstreet LLC

Extension of Approvals — Apartments
Mainstreet

Block 207, Lots 4, 4.08, 4.09, 4.24, & 4.25

The applicant’s attorney, Mr. Robert Baranowski from law firm Hyland Levin Shapiro approaches
the board to provide testimony on the application. Mr. Baranowski provides some common
background on both the applications for the Apartments as well as the Parking Lot at the
Mainstreet properties, stating that the applicant is seeking additional extensions of approval for
the previously approved apartments and parking lot onsite. He notes that the applicant had
appeared before the board for extensions of approvals which were granted in April 2025 and
explains that the board had tied both extensions together to last through May 9, 2026. Mr.
Baranowski states that the Apartment and Parking lot approvals are part of the Redevelopment
project for the Mainstreet properties and adds that the extension of approvals allows developers
and their partners to remain protected under Municipal Land Use Law from changes attendant to
the project approvals. Mr. Baranowski states that the applicant is seeking additional 1-year
extensions of approval for both the Apartments and Parking Lot, lasting through May 9, 2027. He
explains that such time is still available to the approvals under MLUL as the apartments were first
approved by the board in November 2022 and the total length of approvals could technically be
extended to November of 2027 with the initial 2-year approval period plus all three 1-year
extensions. Similarly for the parking lot, Mr. Baranowski notes that its initial approval was granted
in July 2023, allowing the approval to be extended to July 2028 when accounting for the initial 2-
year period as well as all possible extensions once again. He states that the applicant has also
been following the standards prescribed for final site plan approvals under section 52A of MLUL,
including having outside agency approvals, submitting multiple rounds of plans for resolution
compliance, among other items. Mr. Baranowski explains that the board can also review the
current extensions of approval applications under section 52E of MLUL, which contains
provisions such as consideration of projects of 100 units or more and consideration of economic
conditions, and he notes that the Mainstreet apartments are a 280-unit project. Mr. Baranowski
states economic conditions are as rocky, if not more than they were at the time of the previous
extensions of approval applications last year and the project can also be described as
comprehensive, which is another factor that can be considered under MLUL. For the overall
Redevelopment project, Mr. Baranowski explains that there is a certain order of development that
must occur for it to proceed: repair of the garage as well as construction of the auxiliary parking
lot prior to progression of the apartments portion of the Redevelopment. He states that he
believes demolition can occur concurrently with these items and adds that the CO for the first
building cannot be issued until completion of the aforementioned work. Mr. Baranowski states
that an amendment has also been made to the Redevelopment Agreement for the project and the
draft has been provided to the township.

Mr. Schallenhammer asks if the board has been made privy of the Redevelopment Agreement. Mr.
Norman states that the RDA is in draft form. Mr. Baranowski states that the draft RDA was not
submitted to the Planning Board but rather Township Council.

Mr. Baranowski notes that since the time of the last extensions of approvals, the applicant has
found a new development partner. The applicant, Mr. Anthony Ziccardi approaches the board to
provide testimony and is sworn in by Mr. Norman. Mr. Ziccardi introduces himself as Vice
President of Development at Brandywine Realty Trust and states he has been with the company
since around 1999. He states that they are nearly at an agreement with developer First
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Montgomery Group, a south jersey developer that owns numerous apartments, including the
Village in town. Mr. Ziccardi testifies that they expect to close an agreement and start
construction in the third quarter of the year. Mr. Ziccardi begins covering updates on the garage,
stating that they hired a parking consultant, Walker Consultants to assess the potential cost of
work on both garages. He adds that they had Walker prepare documents on Phase 1A for the
garages and the bids have been sent out, but they have not yet awarded any. Regarding potential
costs of Phase 1A for the garage repairs, Mr. Ziccardi explains they were given a wide range from a
low of 160 to a high 350. Mr. Ziccardi states that the Mainstreet garages are relatively standard
even though a little older and a 10-year projection had also been done on them to determine
possible future work needed with more work possibly needed after three or four years.

Mr. Schallenhammer asks Mr. Ziccardi who will be responsible for the maintenance of the garages
once he has leftits development. Mr. Ziccardi states that First Montgomery Group would take
responsibility for the garages. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if they are aware of the work needed on
the garages. Mr. Ziccardi confirms this.

Mr. Vandegrift asks if the developer will establish escrow for the garages in the near future. Mr.
Ziccardi responds that he does not see a reason for setting up escrow for the garages. Mr.
Baranowski states that they will follow the necessary requirements to proceed with the project
but there is no escrow requirement that they are aware of for the garages. Mr. Vandegrift asks if
they have provided the parking study to the board engineer. Mr. Ziccardi states he has not. Mr.
Noll states that the parking study was requested and he will need to know how many parking
spaces will be available during each phase as well as what the plans for repairs are. Mr. Noll asks
if a summary can be provided on the findings of the parking garage study/analysis. Mr. Ziccardi
explains that the south garage turns out to be in more dire need of repairs than the north, and the
repairs needed for the south garage include concrete work, especially around the top floor drains,
as well as replacement of all caulk joints, among several other items. He adds that some
recaulking is also needed for the north garage and there is a long list of repairs needed for both
garages. Mr. Vandegrift asks for confirmation on whether the repair and maintenance of the
parking garages is required before the start of construction. Mr. Noll states that it is a condition of
CO, but they will also need to have parking available in the garages during demolition and each
phase of construction. He notes that the parking analysis is needed to determine which parts of
the garages can be used for parking during this time to ensure there is an adequate amount
available. Mr. Baranowski states that the parking analysis will be provided.

Mr. Rashatwar asks Mr. Ziccardi if he thinks the estimates for the repair and maintenance of the
garages are low. Mr. Ziccardi explains that he was a bit surprised by the bids but they are
reviewing the low as well has high bids to ensure all necessary items are covered. Mr. Noll states
that the 350 bid that was shared earlier was just for phase 1 of the work, not for all phases. Mr.
Rashatwar asks what is included in the phase 1 work. Mr. Ziccardi states itincludes much
concrete structural work. Mr. Noll asks how many phases were recommended by Walker. Mr.
Ziccardi explains that the phases were spread across 3 years and bids were given for each
individual garage. Mr. Noll states that bids are therefore given for each phase for each garage. Mr.
Rashatwar asks what the estimated total was for all phases for both garages. Mr. Ziccardi states
that it is around $3 million.

Mr. Schallenhammer asks if First Montgomery will be taking full responsibility and liability for the
parking garages. Mr. Ziccardi explains that the parking garages are not owned by them but by
Mainstreet Council and there will be an agreement with the Council to do the work. Mr.
Schallenhammer asks how many seats on the Council are held by Brandywine Mainstreet. Mr.
Ziccardi states they hold thousands of seats and residents hold possibly five. Mr.
Schallenhammer, Mr. Ziccardi and Mr. Baranowski briefly continue to discuss membership on the
Mainstreet Council and Brandywine Mainstreet’s influence within the council. Mr. Baranowski
states that all previous conditions on the project will remain the same. Mr. Schallenhammer asks
if Brandywine Mainstreet essentially controls decisions made by the Council due to holding a
majority of seats. Mr. Ziccardi confirms this. Mr. Schallenhammer asks for the reasons for the
current request for extensions of approval. Mr. Baranowski states that the reasons include
economic conditions, the length of time that things take to plan, plan revisions that must be
submitted for resolution compliance, length of time to obtain outside agency approvals, as well
as overall comprehensiveness of the development. Mr. Schallenhammer goes through the
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minutes of the previous Brandywine Mainstreet extension application from April 2025, and states
that the applicant had previously testified that they were optimistic to begin work at the site. Mr.
Baranowski states that various factors, including economic conditions, changed the outlook for
the development. Mr. Schallenhammer states that the applicant had previously indicated that
they would begin work on the garages following the granting of the last extensions of approvalin
2025. Mr. Ziccardi explains that they had expected to, but notes the testimony given earlier on the
current application gives adequate summary of the current conditions and need for new
extensions.

Ms. Augustine asks for confirmation on whether Brandywine Mainstreet intends to close with
developer First Montgomery in October 2026. Mr. Ziccardi explains that they should be able to
have both a settlement with First Montgomery as well as commencement of demolition in the
third quarter. He adds that the demolition is estimated to be an approximately 6-month process,
and during this time they intend to begin construction of the lot for the Mansion so that once
demolition is complete, the building permit can be obtained and foundation started for Building A.
Ms. Augustine expresses her concern that if the agreement with First Montgomery falls through,
they will be back at square one. Mr. Ziccardi states that their side would be back to square one in
that case. Ms. Augustine asks if Mr. Ziccardi thinks it will take from now until the third quarter to
close with First Montgomery. Mr. Ziccardi states that there is a 75-day due diligence period once
an agreement is signed, which is also considered, thus the third quarter estimate.

Mr. Schwenke asks about when design plans would be entered in for permit applications. Mr.
Ziccardi states that they would submit the necessary permit applications following completion of
the agreement and due diligence period and in concurrence with the demolition of the building.

Mr. Baranowski introduces the applicant’s engineer, Mr. Paul Witthohn of CES, who is sworn in by
Mr. Norman. Mr. Witthohn testifies that some of the comments from ERI’s latest review letter on
plan revisions were regarding items that would also generally receive input from the project’s
developer. He states that Mr. Baranowski has submitted the amendments to the Redeveloper’s
Agreement and notes that it also describes some of the plan-related items that would be made
conditions of approval. Mr. Witthohn states that both the Shropshire Parking Analysis as well as
the Structural Inspection Report will be furnished to ERI. Regarding some of the plan revision
items, Mr. Witthohn explains that there are comments about pipe calculations, QA/QC items for
the Accessible Route, and a Gate Detail, among a few others. Mr. Noll states that the only other
major item that is being requested is a video of the existing Stormwater System to ensure it’s in
good condition. Mr. Witthohn states that they understand this and it may also be a condition of
approval. Mr. Witthohn begins testimony on the Redevelopment and Parking Lot portions of the
project, explaining that further information on downstream flow paths for the existing Stormwater
Basins has been provided. He adds that he also conducted site visits and took photos of the
existing basins and they currently are in good condition. Mr. Witthohn states that some revisions
to the Parking Analysis have been made and a review letter had also recommended a certain
sequence of construction, which had been discussed at a fall meeting with the board engineer.
He states that information on the construction sequence for the project will be added to the plans
once the details are confirmed by Mr. Ziccardi. Mr. Witthohn testifies that revised plans and
construction details have also been submitted to ERI. For parking, Mr. Witthohn explains that
there were some comments and concerns on the construction details for the Stormwater
Management and they prepared additional documentation and information which have been
submitted. He states that there are some additional comments on the construction details for
Stormwater that will be addressed and explains that revisions for Landscape plantings and other
site details were submitted in the fall and winter and were accepted. Mr. Witthohn states that
after working on a couple more comments on the Parking Plan as well this will be all the plan-
related and non-administrative items for the project. Mr. Noll clarifies for the board that the items
included in Mr. Witthohn’s testimony are part of the ‘Plan Modifications Not Required at this time’
section of ERI’s review letter and are not being requested currently as they can only be provided
with the eventual construction plans for the project.

Mr. Schwenke asks Mr. Noll about the typo revisions made to the Parking Analysis and if they
would affect the outcome of the review. Mr. Noll states that he needs the Shropshire Parking
Analysis to make that determination and assess whether the comments in the Redevelopment
portion have been adequately addressed.
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Mr. Vandegrift asks if the items noted outstanding in ERI’s review letter have been addressed by
the applicant’s team. Mr. Noll explains that the items related to the Parking Analysis will depend
onwhen itis provided to their office, and other items have been addressed through Mr.
Witthohn’s testimony. Mr. Witthohn reiterates that the Parking Analysis will be provided to ERI,
and they have no issue with any of the comments from the board engineer’s review letter. Mr.
Vandegrift asks when Mr. Noll and his office had received resubmission items from the
applicant’s team. Mr. Noll explains that a meeting had been held with the applicant and their
engineer in early October 2025 at which time some resubmission items were provided, and the
next resubmission was around February 2026 and ERI’s letter was provided afterwards in March
2026. He adds that during this time the applicant had sent some preliminary/draft items to check
for compliance prior to official submission which is not an uncommon part of the revision
process. Mr. Baranowski asks Mr. Noll if he would consider the revision process a pretty
continuous process. Mr. Noll confirms this. Mr. Baranowski mentions to the board that revision
dates for the planin ERI’s conformance review letters show updates through March 2026, and he
explains that this shows a continuous effort between CES and the board engineer in the revision
process. Mr. Noll states that not all documents have the same review letter as they were revised
at different points in time.

Ms. Branch asks if the change in development partner has anything to do with the delay in
submitting documents on a timely basis. Mr. Baranowski states that there are some items that are
pending the agreement with the new developer, however there are a number of other unrelated
issues that have contributed to the extended revision process. Mr. Noll explains that numerous
comments in ERI’s review letter can only be addressed once the process with the developer is
finalized. Ms. Branch asks about items noted as partially addressed in the review letters. Mr. Noll
confirms that these items can be addressed outside of the developer’s agreement and states that
the applicant has agreed to provide the necessary documents to address those comments.

Mr. Schallenhammer asks for some background on developer First Montgomery. Mr. Baranowski
states that he believes the Township has had continued business with the developer. Mr. Noll
states that First Montgomery owns numerous properties both in Voorhees as well as Cherry Hill.
Mr. Schallenhammer asks if the extensions of approval run with the property or the owner and
developer. Mr. Norman states that extensions of approval run with the original approval for the
site. Mr. Noll states that the extensions run with the property, not the developer or property
owner.

Mr. Ziccardi asks if commencement of the demolition portion of the project would constitute start
of the site plan requirements. The applicant’s team, Mr. Noll, and the board discuss the
demolition portion with respect to site plan conformance and requirements for a time. Mr.
Schwenke explains that to obtain the construction demo permit, the applicant would need to
have satisfied the full site plan conformance process and requirements along with the applicable
escrows and bond. Mr. Norman suggests this also be noted in the amended Redevelopment
Agreement. Regarding outstanding application items, Mr. Schwenke explains that the board had
been seeking both the structural analysis of the parking garages as well as the Shropshire parking
analysis as the parking garages are a major component of the project, and this was also the
reason for the board’s various questions about the parking information. Mr. Baranowski
acknowledges this and states that the applicant would also be unable to proceed with the project
until the parking items are provided, and both items will be provided to Mr. Noll’s office.

The board notes that the furnishing of the parking items also be made a condition of approval to
ensure the necessary information is provide to the board engineer.

Mr. Schallenhammer asks if Jay Ruder from Congregation Beth El is aware of the applicant’s
extension of approvals and the status of the project. Mr. Ziccardi states that Mr. Ruder is no longer
involved and that the new director of the synagogue has been made aware of the project status.
Mr. Baranowski confirms that Congregation Beth Elis aware of the project status.
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At this time, Mr. Schwenke opens the meeting to the public. Seeing no public who desire to
provide comment present, Mr. Rashatwar makes a motion to close public portion. Motion
seconded by Ms. Augustine.

Seeing no further comments or questions from the board, Mr. Norman outlines for the board the
conditions and stipulations for both extensions of approval applications:

1. The applicant shall submit the Shropshire Parking Analysis and Structural Engineering
Report and Cost Analysis to the board engineer’s office within 30 days

Ms. Augustine asks for clarification on the typos Mr. Schwenke had mentioned in regard to a
parking report. Mr. Schwenke states they were regarding the Parking Analysis. Mr. Witthohn
explains that the parking plan labels the proposed buildings. Mr. Baranowski explains there were
no material impacts on the parking analysis results.

Ms. Augustine makes a motion to grant a 1-yr extension of approvals for the Apartments extension
of approvals application through May 9, 2027, seconded by Ms. Branch.

Mr. Schallenhammer asks for confirmation on if the approval would be conditioned upon the
furnishing of the parking items within 30 days. Mr. Schwenke confirms this. Mr. Vandegrift asks if
the applicant would be eligible for additional extensions following the current approval. Mr.
Schwenke explains that as noted by Mr. Baranowski during earlier testimony, the Apartments
would be eligible for extensions through November 2027, and the Parking Lot through July 2028.
Mr. Schwenke states that the applicant is not seeking further extensions currently as they
anticipate commencement of construction in late fall 2026. Mr. Ziccardi confirms this. Mr.
Baranowski explains that this is accurate if the demolition of the office building is constituting as
the start of construction.

Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:

AYES: Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Rashatwar, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr.
Schwenke

NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

RECUSE: None

PC#26-008

Brandywine Mainstreet LLC
Extension of Approvals - Parking Lot
Mainstreet

Block 207, Lot 4.25

As both applications share history and overlap in the Brandywine Mainstreet project, the
applicant’s team presented combined testimony noted above at the meeting for both
applications.

Seeing no further comments from the board, Mr. Schwenke opens the meeting to the public.
Seeing no public who desire to provide comment present, Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion
to close public portion, seconded by Mr. Rashatwar.

Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to grant a 1-yr extension of approvals or the Parking Lot
Extension of Approval application through May 9, 2027, seconded by Mr. Rashatwar. Motion
carries by the following Roll Call Vote:

AYES: Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Rashatwar, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr.
Schwenke

NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

RECUSE: None
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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



