
 

VOORHEES TOWNSHIP  PLANNING BOARD MINUTES MAY 27, 2026____________ 
 
Board Chairperson, Mr. 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. Kleinman, Mr. Rashatwar, Mr. Ravitz,  
Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr. Schwenke 
 
Absent: Mr. Platt, Ms. Branch 
 
Also present were Chris Norman, Board Solicitor and Jeremy Noll, Board Engineer. 
 
 
 
Mr. Norman swears in Board Engineer, Mr. Jeremy Noll. 
 
MEMORIALIZATION OF RESOLUTIONS 
 
Redevelopment Plan  
201 Laurel Rd  
Block 150.02 Lot 1.04 
Resolution Recommending Approval to Township Committee 
 
Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to approve the resolution, seconded by Ms. Augustine. 
Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:  
 
AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Rashatwar, Mr. Ravitz, Mr. Schallenhammer 
NAYES: None 
ABSTAIN/RECUSE: Mr. Kleinman (Recuse), Ms. Augustine (Recuse), Mr. Schwenke (Recuse) 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Redevelopment Plan  
1219 Kirkwood-Gibbsboro Rd (Carriage House/Gate Properties) 
Block 197, Lots 4, 4.01, 4.02, 5, and 11 
 
Mr. Ravitz states that he must recuse himself from the plan as he lives within 200ft of the subject 
property. Mr. Nicini states that he must recuse himself from the plan as he knows the owner, 
Subash Rashatwar, and he would not be able to be partial. Mr. Rashatwar states that he must 
recuse himself from the plan as he is the property owner. Mr. Norman explains to the public 
present that the board is reviewing the Redevelopment Plan for Master Plan consistency with the 
Township’s Master Plan, and this is the only task before the board for the property. He states that 
the board is not hearing a development application on the property. Mr. Norman introduces the 
plan, testifying that it was prepared by the Township Planner, Mika Apte, and covers the 
Redevelopment of five properties across lots 4, 4.01, 4.02, 5, and 11 in block 197. Mr. Norman 
provides the following further details on the plan and the subject properties it covers: the area is 
currently developed with some single-family residential uses, as well as a former restaurant, the 
Carriage House/Gate restaurant. The area is approximately 0.75 miles from the Lindenwold 
PATCO station. The ordinance for the potential future development of the site would allow for a 
maximum residential density of 77 new age-restricted dwelling units within the Redevelopment 
Area.  
 
Mr. Norman asks if the board engineer, Mr. Noll is also a professional planner. Mr. Noll states that 
he is not. Mr. Norman asks Mr. Noll if he can provide an overview of the plan as it relates to the 
Township Master Plan. Mr. Noll testifies that the Redevelopment Plan is consistent with the 
Voorhees Township Master Plan, Camden County’s Master Plan, and the State Development and 
Redevelopment Plan. He begins to cover the provisions of the various local, county and state 
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plans and the Redevelopment Plan’s consistency with them. Mr. Vandegrift asks when the subject 
properties were established as an Area in Need of Redevelopment. Mr. Norman states that the 
Carriage House properties had previously been deemed an Area in Need of Redevelopment and a 
hearing was held on the matter as well. Mr. Vandegrift asks if the determination had only gone 
through Township Committee. Mr. Norman and Mr. DiNatale explain that the properties had been 
reviewed by both the Planning Board and Township Committee for its Redevelopment 
designation. Mr. Noll states that the Redevelopment designation for the properties occurred in 
July 2018, and notes that the Township Committee resolution is attached in the plan. Mr. 
Vandegrift, Mr. DiNatale and Mr. Norman continue to briefly discuss the Redevelopment 
designation of the properties. Mr. DiNatale explains the Redevelopment process, noting that 
Township Committee will hire a Planner to conduct a study/investigation on a property to 
determine if it should be deemed in need of redevelopment, which the Planning Board will hear in 
the process as well. He states that the subject property has a dilapidated restaurant on it and 
Area in Need of Redevelopment is used to help such properties that are struggling to be 
redeveloped. Mr. Norman states that though the Redevelopment designation occurred in 2018 for 
Carriage House, there is no timetable within which the following steps must be done. He adds 
that if the property’s redevelopment plan were to move forward, the Planning Board would also 
review the site plan application of the proposed development in another public hearing. Mr. 
Norman states that the site plan application submission to the board has not yet been reviewed 
as the board must first review the Redevelopment Plan for Master Plan consistency.  
 
Mr. Schallenhammer asks if the board would be able to make an impartial decision on the plan 
given the property owner, Mr. Rashatwar is also a board member, and he expresses his doubts 
regarding whether he could be impartial. Mr. Norman explains that there has been case law 
regarding this subject, and the state supreme court determined that a board member would not 
lose their rights as a property owner just because they are a member of a land use board. He 
states that if Mr. Schallhammer feels he is unable to be impartial on the plan, he may recuse 
himself. Mr. Schallenhammer states that he will hold his decision to the vote. Mr. DiNatale briefly 
discusses the role of board members in relation to potential conflicts of interest with applicants. 
Mr. Schallenhammer explains that with Mr. Rashatwar as a board member, he is unsure if he 
could be impartial on the plan. Mr. DiNatale asks Mr. Schallenhammer if he would need to recuse 
himself or if he would need to wait until the end of the review to make his decision. Mr. 
Schallenhammer states that he does not believe he can be impartial given Mr. Rashatwar is a 
board member and also a friend. Mr. Schallenhammer recuses himself from the application.  
 
Ms. Augustine asks if the environmental constraints referenced in the plan will be further defined. 
Mr. Noll explains that the applicant would need to submit a full environmental impact statement  
as the property has environmental history. Ms. Augustine asks if the environmental impact 
statement would be submitted for the redevelopment plan or the site plan application. Mr. Noll 
states that it would be required for the site plan application and it cannot be deemed complete 
until it has been provided. Mr. DiNatale asks if the board is only reviewing the subject plan for 
Master Plan consistency and if the township’s professional staff has noted that the plan is 
consistent with the township, county, and state plans. Mr. Norman confirms this. Mr. Vandegrift 
briefly discusses the timing of when board members received their meeting packet materials and 
asks if the board had enough time to review the plan for the hearing. Mr. Norman asks board 
secretary Mr. Thapa if he submitted a copy of the plan to board members ahead of the meeting. 
Mr. Thapa confirms this and explains that meeting materials, including the plan were emailed to 
board members before the meeting and caucus and hard copies were able to be picked up from 
the township offices. Mr. Schwenke notes that the email with the meeting agenda and plan were 
sent on May 22. Mr. Noll states that he believes this was the revised agenda and the plan may 
have been sent out earlier.  
 
Seeing no further comments or questions from board members, Mr. Schwenke opens the meeting 
to the public. Mr. Norman explains that the purpose of the hearing is limited to master plan 
consistency review and decisions on the suitability of the proposed use of the area is not within 
the board’s purview.  
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Louis Mueller 
1260 Kirkwood-Gibbsboro Rd 
 
Mr. Mueller states that the subject redevelopment plan is inconsistent with several goals 
contained within Township’s 2022 Master Plan Re-examination report. He explains that the 
subject plan is inconsistent with the following master plan goals: maintaining sensitivity to 
environmental resources, preserving the character, scale, and privacy of established residential 
neighborhoods, and maintaining balanced suburban land use patterns. Mr. Mueller explains that 
the plan would allow for a single residential structure that is concentrated in a relatively limited 
upland area adjacent to low-density residential neighborhoods. He states that the plan also 
contains little meaningful analysis regarding massing impacts, neighborhood compatibility, 
ecological impacts, or how the scale of development satisfies master plan objectives. He adds 
that he is concerned about the environmental analysis in the report, stating that it is limited to 
contamination issues but does not address wildlife habitat, proximity to an NJDEP-recorded bald 
eagle nest, and other known reported special or endangered species. Mr. Mueller also expresses 
issues with the deferment of most environmental review of the area to the later site plan 
application, as well as with the purported lack of development standards regarding buffering, 
lighting, environmental, and proximity to existing homes for the proposal in the plan. He states 
that he does appreciate the board engineer’s earlier comment that the potential future site plan 
application would need a full environmental report, and he requests that the planning board 
ensure that all submission requirements and supporting technical information is provided by 
applicants for any future development application. He asks if the environmental commission 
would also review the environmental report for any future application for the properties. Mr. 
Norma and Mr. DiNatale explain that this can be made a condition of approval. Mr. Mueller, Mr. 
DiNatale and Mr. Norman continue to briefly discuss the environmental commission’s review of 
the future environmental report. Mr. DiNatale states that Mr. Mueller’s recommendation to have 
the environmental commission review any environmental report for the later site plan application 
is a great idea. Mr. Mueller requests that the board either not favorably recommend the 
redevelopment plan to Township Committee, or have it sent back for further revisions with more 
consideration on the bulk requirements of the proposed residential building. Mr. Mueller briefly 
covers the Carriage House properties’ redevelopment designation from 2018, and states that the 
properties were ranked #4 on a 2004 list recommending properties that be turned into preserved 
Open Space. Mr. Noll notes that there will also be extensive DEP permitting required for the 
properties for the site plan application. Mr. Mueller begins covering the presence of an active bald 
eagle’s nest in close proximity to the subject development site, and explains that the nest will 
create substantial construction impacts on the applicant as bald eagles nests near development 
sites carry strict construction restrictions. He states that the bald eagle’s nest is approximately 65 
feet from the property line of the subject property. Mr. Mueller notes that species on the 
endangered and threatened species lists, including little blue herons and green herons have been 
seen on properties adjacent to the subject site.   
 
Dina Mueller 
1260 Kirkwood-Gibbsboro Rd 
 
Ms. Mueller briefly discusses the #4 ranking of the Carriage House properties on the 2004 Open 
Space list referenced earlier and asks if other properties on the list had been made preserved 
Open Space. Mr. DiNatale states that he is unsure if the township has protected any properties 
using Open Space designation recently. Mr. Noll states that information on Open Space 
properties can be found on the Recreation Open Space Inventory (ROSI) list online, which can be 
cross-checked with the discussed 2004 list. Ms. Mueller and Mr. Noll briefly discuss the Green 
Acres program and Mr. Noll notes that the majority of the Carriage House properties have 
wetlands, so NJDEP’s review of any future site plan application would be highly stringent as 
nothing can be disturbed within the noted zones. Ms. Mueller expresses concerns regarding the 
density of the residential building noted in the plan. Mr. Norman explains that the number of units 
could also decrease depending on the outcome of the future site plan review, especially 
considering the area’s environmental constraints. Mr. Noll explains that the fire marshall review 
for site circulation could also affect the ultimate density and site layout. He adds that NJDEP’s 
regulations overall are far more stringent than they were back in 2018.  
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Christine Beswick 
23 Stevens Dr 
 
Ms. Beswick echoes concerns regarding consistency of the redevelopment plan with the 
Township’s Master Plan, and explains that the Kirkwood-Gibbsboro area of the township is a quiet 
community and they wish to retain this character for the area. She states that she does not object 
to some form of redevelopment for the area but does not feel that a 77-unit residential 
development would be feasible or environmentally responsible given the low-density residential 
properties surrounding the subject site. Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Norman and Ms. Beswick briefly 
discuss the redevelopment process and other properties in the township that have been 
developed despite environmental concerns. Ms. Beswick requests that the redevelopment plan 
be either unfavorably recommended to Township Committee or have it sent back for revisions.  
 
Mr. Norman explains that the underlying zoning the subject properties fall within is the Office 
Retail Business (ORB) zone of the township, which permits development of various commercial 
and office uses. He adds that this was the zoning of the property before the introduction of the 
area as a redevelopment area, and it had never been zoned as environmentally sensitive. 
 
Anthony Destefano  
1183 Kirkwood-Gibbsboro Rd 
 
Mr. Destefano expresses his deep concern regarding risk of detrimental ecological impacts from 
the potential residential development noted in the plan.  
 
Sam Gullo 
122 Lotus Ave 
 
Mr. Gullo asks if the application for 128 Lotus Ave is scheduled to be heard at the current meeting. 
Mr. Thapa explains that the Carriage House redevelopment plan is the only business for the board 
at the current hearing. Mr. Noll explains that the Lotus Ave application was moved to a different 
meeting date, and updates are posted to the township website. Mr. Thapa confirms this.  
 
Mr. DiNatale states that he agrees with much of the sentiment expressed by the public at the 
hearing, and he explains that compromises on what is proposed for the site are possible.  
 
Tom Hanney  
2 Farmhouse Ln  
 
Mr. Hanney expresses concern regarding the limited amount of developable area within the 
subject site, as well as the high-density residential structure and potential high traffic from 
parking. Mr. Hanney asks about what is reviewed in terms of intensity and density of development 
for the plan and later site plan application. Mr. Norman explains that the base zoning of a property 
indicates the type of development the township had originally intended for it, but as the base 
zoning does not always work for a property, redevelopment plans provide an opportunity for 
properties to be redeveloped with a different type of zoning that may be more conducive to the 
existing conditions of the property. Mr. Hanney states that the intensity of the proposed 
development in the plan seems to be outside what would be suitable for the size of the Carriage 
House properties, and requests that the board consider this in their decision. Mr. DiNatale asks 
Mr. Norman if a favorable decision on the plan would necessarily mean that 77 units would be 
allowed for the site. Mr. Norman explains that 77 units could be proposed in the later site plan 
application, however it would have to be permissible with the required state and other outside 
agencies as part of the site plan application, and the board would have an actual site plan to 
review and consider with the environmental constraints of the area. He states that the 
redevelopment plan is the starting point of the process, not the finish line. Mr. Hanney, Mr. 
DiNatale and Mr. Norman briefly continue to discuss the zoning of the site and Mr. Hanney 
recommends the Environmental Commission review the plan as well.  
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Ed Kelleher 
1120 Kirkwood-Gibbsboro Rd 
 
Mr. Kelleher asks about the previous Carriage House application from 2025. Board secretary Mr. 
Thapa explains that there had been a site plan application for Carriage House back in 2025, 
however it had been withdrawn and did not have a hearing. Mr. Kelleher expresses concerns 
regarding the density of the age-restricted residential development, as well as its environmental 
impacts particularly in regard to the presence of the nearby bald eagle nest. He expresses issue 
regarding the continued development of high-density residential developments in the township. 
Mr. DiNatale and Mr. Kelleher briefly discuss other types of development within the township and 
other uses for the properties that Mr. Kelleher would prefer to see for it.  
 
Regarding residential uses and development in the township, Mr. Schwenke explains that the 
state has also imposed certain requirements and mandates on development of residential units 
that towns must comply with. He adds that the Voorhees Town Center is also a site that is under a 
redevelopment agreement for residential units, but the board has yet to see a development 
application on it. For the environmental restrictions on the subject properties, Mr. Schwenke 
states that he personally would not touch the property from a NJDEP permitting standpoint due to 
the stringent standards that NJDEP will impose on the site that will highly restrict development.  
 
Ms. Mueller approaches the board again and asks if a traffic study would also be supplied for the 
proposed development. Mr. Noll states that the applicant will be required to submit a traffic study 
in the future site plan application.  
 
Mr. Mueller approaches the board again and asks if it would be possible for the Planning Board to 
recommend to Township Committee that the subject site be downsized from a density 
standpoint. Mr. Schwenke and Mr. Norman explain that the board is able to condition any 
approval. Mr. Norman states that the board could make a recommendation for reduction in the 
density. Mr. Mueller, Mr. Schwenke and Mr. Norman continue to discuss a possible density 
condition for the recommendation of the plan. Mr. Noll asks if it may be possible to table the vote 
on the plan, as the planner is not available to provide testimony at the hearing. Mr. Schwenke 
agrees that the board could table the vote to a later date when more information is available. Mr. 
Mueller asks if there would be a completeness time issue with the new Carriage House site plan 
application already having been submitted. Board members continue to discuss the site plan 
application submission time. 
 
Roy Gordon  
4 Turnberry Ct 
 
Mr. Gordon raises issue with the density of the proposed residential building particularly in 
relation to the presence of the existing single-family neighborhood around the subject site. He 
also expresses concern with the lack of additional environmental information in the 
redevelopment plan prior to the site plan application. Mr. Gordon discusses some of the history of 
the site prior to the redevelopment process on it and expresses concerns regarding a purported 
lack of effort and evidence from the owner to redevelop the site with development more in line 
with its current ORB zoning designation. Mr. Gordon, Mr. Norman and board members discuss the 
prior recusals of board members on the plan and the state case law on conflicts of interest with 
board members who also own property within the township. Mr. Gordon reiterates his concern 
regarding lack of environmental information prior to the site plan application. Mr. Noll explains 
that the redevelopment plan does show a wetlands map with buffers and shows all of lot 4 
impacted by wetlands. 
 
Mr. DiNatale and Mr. Schwenke briefly discuss possible courses of action on the redevelopment 
plan given that the planner is not present and additional information on the property could be 
useful.  
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Lorri Bond 
3037 Fifth St 
 
Ms. Bond expresses concern on the density of the residential building, particularly with regard to 
the number of dwelling units and the building being three stories. She explains that there are 
differences between having a proposed single-family development of a number of homes versus 
the higher density development noted in the plan. Mr. DiNatale states that he concurs with Ms. 
Bond’s concerns on density and adds that there is the environmental aspect that has also great 
bearing on the impacts of the potential future development.  
 
Seeing no further public comment, Mr. Vandegrift makes a motion to close public portion, 
seconded by Mr. DiNatale.  
 
Mr. Vandegrift makes a motion to find the redevelopment plan for the Carriage House properties 
inconsistent with the Township Master Plan.  
 
Mr. Schwenke explains to the board and public that if the plan were found to be inconsistent with 
the master plan, Township Committee could revise the plan or still move forward with it as the 
board’s decision is only a recommendation on the plan. Mr. DiNatale asks Mr. Norman if the 
board would need to list reasons for not finding the plan consistent with the Township Master 
Plan. Mr. Norman explains that the board is not required to provide reasoning, however it is 
recommended to find a provision of the master plan that supports the inconsistency finding. Mr. 
Schwenke asks whether the board could strike out the density component entirely and have it 
conditioned as part of the potential future site plan application’s review. Mr. Noll explains that if 
the board were to have that condition as part of the recommendation, the applicant would have to 
go before the Zoning Board for a density variance. Ms. Augustine asks for clarification on the 
density variance. Mr. Noll explains that zones in the township have a set density and if they are 
changed, a different density would need to be established to compare density for the applicant. 
Mr. Norman states that the Planning Board does not have veto power over Township Committee in 
setting density, and can only make recommendations on the plan. Mr. Noll asks Mr. Norman if the 
board could make a condition noting that the planner provide alternative densities for the 
proposed development. Mr. Schwenke, Mr. Noll and Mr. Norman continue to briefly discuss 
possible conditions on density and the board’s scope of action on the plan. Mr. Noll confirms that 
the redevelopment plan had been submitted on the same date it had been produced: April 10. Mr. 
Schwenke states that the board therefore could not table the vote to a later meeting due to 
completeness time. Mr. Noll states that the board could ask Township Committee for an 
extension to review the plan.  
 
Mr. Schwenke seconds the earlier motion to find the redevelopment plan for the Carriage House 
properties inconsistent with the Township Master Plan. Mr. Schwenke explains the reasons for his 
seconding of the motion, explaining that environmental concerns with the site, density issues, 
and the need for further information on the plan from the township planner were all factors. He 
adds that going past the application completeness time is also a concern. The motion carries by 
the following Roll Call Vote: 
 
AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Kleinman, Ms. Augustine, Mr. Schwenke 
NAYES: None 
ABSTAIN/RECUSE: None 
 
 
 
Seeing no further business, Mr. Vandegrift makes a motion to adjourn the meeting, seconded by 
Mr. DiNatale. Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present members. 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 
 


