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1.0 Introduction
1.1.

Overview

1.1.a. Study Authorization
On November 12, 2014, the Township of Cherry Hill (the “Township”), through Resolution #2014-11-5
authorized a study to determine the need for redevelopment of Block 66.01, Lot 1 and Block 595.01,
Lots 2 and 3 pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A-12A-6 (Appendix A). Group Melvin Design was contracted to
conduct a preliminary investigation for Block 66.01, Lot 1 and determine whether or not the designated
Study Area qualifies as an “Area in Need of Redevelopment.” At this time, investigation was conducted
solely on Block 66.01, Lot 1; no evaluation was made of Block 595.01, Lots 2 and 3. The exclusion of Block
595.01, Lots 2 and 3 indicates no action is being taken at this time; however, this does not prejudice or
preclude actions on the parcels at a later date.

1.1.b. Condemnation
Resolution #2014-11-5 identified Block 66.01, Lot 1 as a “Condemnation Redevelopment Area,” such
that the municipality may use all those powers provided by the Legislature for the use in the designated
area in need of redevelopment including the use of eminent domain pursuant to NJSA 40A: 12A-1 et
seq.
As of 2013, the Legislature requires that Preliminary Investigations state whether the redevelopment
area determination shall authorize the municipality to use all those powers provided by the Legislature
for use in a redevelopment area, including eminent domain. It is the recommendation of this Study that
Block 66.01, Lot 1 be established as a “Condemnation Redevelopment Area.”

1.1.c.

Study Area Description

The Study Area, located north of the intersection of Cuthbert Boulevard (County Road Route 636) and
State Highway Route 70, is comprised of one property, the former Baker Lanes bowling alley (Block
66.01; Lot 1).
Cuthbert Boulevard serves as a major north/south thoroughfare for Cherry Hill, connecting the Township
to surrounding communities, such as Pennsauken and Merchantville to the north, and Collingswood
and Haddon Township to the south, as well as nearby attractions, such as the Merchantville Country
Club and the Cherry Hill Mall and other commercial establishments and restaurants, as well as linkconnections to Routes 38 and 70, and the Cooper River Park system.

1.1.d. Summary Findings
This report finds that Block 66.01, Lot 1 (Baker Lanes) is blighted, is having decadent effects on the
community, and meets the statutory Criteria for A, B, and D. The building is currently vacant and has not
been properly maintained, resulting in a decline into such a state of disrepair as to be untenantable,
and demonstrates that the Baker Lanes bowling alley is obsolete, creating a condition that is detrimental
to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community, as documented by police reports and a
statement by the Police Chief, and also renders the property as stagnant and unproductive.
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Figure 1. Study Area

1

Block 66.01
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1.1.e.

Ownership

The following is a summary of the ownership of all parcels within the Study Area.

Block

Lot

Zoning*

66.01

1

B4

Address
761 Cuthbert Blvd

*Zoning: B4 - Regional Business Zone
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Owner
Commerce One, LLC

2.0 Redevelopment Vision
Per the 2004 Master Plan, Cherry Hill encourages the redevelopment of areas exhibiting decline (i.e. –
disproportionate number of vacant, dilapidated and/or substandard structures). This investigation will
serve to capitalize on strategic redevelopment of these areas that are exhibiting such decline in an
effort to ensure that future development will be compatible with the Township’s planning vision and
goals. As such, it will serve to fulfill the strategic goals and objectives outlined in the 2004 Master Plan
and the 2007 Master Plan Reexamination Report as outlined below:
Economic Development
• “Limit new retail industries within the Township to encourage redevelopment and full occupancy
in existing commercial locations. Investigate and establish “Redevelopment Areas”, where
appropriate.”: This investigation carries out this goal, identifying this area as in Need of
Redevelopment. Through the redevelopment of the underutilized property, new development
could be limited from expansion to non-developed or other sensative areas of the Township.
• “Continue to nurture Cherry Hill as a strong, growing business center in the region”: As detailed
in the following investigation, the Study Area consists of a vacant building that once served a
commercial use. Redevelopment of this area with a holistic approach would create an opportunity
to improve development opportunities in Cherry Hill.
Land Use
• “Coordinate land use to balance economic growth with community and conservation needs”:
The study area currently occupies approximately 3.6 acres, an area of land that could otherwise
be developed to accommodate business/commercial development. Because the site contains
a vacant, non-performing business, and an abandon building, there is additional development
pressure in other areas of the Township. Redevelopment of this area could relieve some of that
development pressure and help reinforce community conservation efforts.”
In addition to fulfilling local long-term planning goals, the redevelopment of the Study Area would
ensure consistency with the 2001 New Jersey Development and Redevelopment Plan, which identifies
Cherry Hill as a Metropolitan Planning Area,1 and the 2012 Draft State Strategic Plan2 , which identifies
this area as Priority Growth Investment Area (PGIA). According to the State Strategic Plan, a PGIA is
“an area where more significant development and redevelopment is preferred and where public and
private investment to support such development and redevelopment will be prioritized.”
In summary, the redevelopment of the Study Area is clearly consistent with the Cherry Hill Master Plan
and would reinforce key local, county and state smart growth objectives.

1
2001 New Jersey Development and Redevelopment Plan.
http://www.nj.gov/state/planning/docs/stateplan030101d.pdf. Accessed February 2015.
2
Draft State Strategic Plan. http://www.nj.gov/state/planning/spc-state-plan-draft-final.html. Accessed February
2015.
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3.0 Redevelopment Law
3.1.

Purpose of the Act

New Jersey’s Local Redevelopment and Housing Law (LRHL), empowers municipalities and local
governments with the ability to initiate a process that transforms underutilized or poorly designed
properties into healthier, more vibrant, or economically productive land areas. The process has been
used successfully across New Jersey to transform distressed properties, meeting statutory redevelopment
criteria, into economically viable and productive neighborhoods and centers of activity. Projects
approved for redevelopment are often eligible for certain types of technical and financial assistance
from local and county governments, as well as the state. The ability to grant these incentives is an
essential part of a comprehensive strategy to attract new development into areas exhibiting decline
and blight.

3.2. Redevelopment Procedure
The LRHL requires municipalities to engage in a series of steps before it may exercise its redevelopment
powers. This process is meant, in part, to ensure that the Governing Body acts in concert with the goals
and objectives of the Township’s Master Plan. Recognizing the Planning Board’s role as the steward of
the Master Plan, these steps require the Planning Board to make recommendations to the Township
Council. The required steps are as follows:
• The Governing Body must adopt a resolution directing the Planning Board to perform a preliminary
investigation to determine whether a specified area is in need of redevelopment according to
criteria set forth in the LRHL (N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-5). The Township Council has adopted Resolution No.
2013-6-14. Completed
• The Planning Board must prepare and make available a map delineating the boundaries of the
proposed redevelopment area, specifying the parcels to be included in it. This map should be
accompanied by a statement setting forth the basis of the investigation. Completed
• The Planning Board must then conduct the investigation and produce a report presenting the
findings. The Board must also hold a duly noticed hearing to present the results of the investigation
and to allow interested parties to give testimony. The Planning Board then may adopt a resolution
recommending a course of action to the Governing Body. This document is part of this action.
• The Governing Body may act on this recommendation by adopting a resolution designating the
area an “Area in Need of Redevelopment”. The Governing Body must make the final determination
as to the Redevelopment Area boundaries.
• A Redevelopment Plan must be prepared establishing the goals, objectives, and specific actions
to be taken with regard to the “Area in Need of Redevelopment.”
• The Governing Body may then act on the Plan by passing an ordinance adopting the Plan as an
amendment to the Township’s Zoning Ordinance.
Only after completion of this process is the Township able to exercise the powers granted to it under
the State Redevelopment Statute.
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3.3. Statutory Criteria
A study area qualifies as being an “Area in Need of Redevelopment” if it meets at least one of the eight
statutory criteria (A though H) listed in Section 40A:12A-5 of the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law:
A. The generality of buildings are substandard, unsafe, unsanitary, dilapidated, or obsolescent, or
possess any of such characteristics, or are so lacking in light, air, or space, as to be conducive to
unwholesome living or working conditions.
B. The discontinuance of the use of buildings previously used for commercial, manufacturing, or
industrial purposes; the abandonment of such buildings; or the same being allowed to fall into so great
a state of disrepair as to be untenantable.
C. Land that is owned by the municipality, the county, a local housing authority, redevelopment
agency or redevelopment entity, or unimproved vacant land that has remained so for a period of ten
years prior to adoption of the resolution, and that by reason of its location, remoteness, lack of means
of access to developed sections or portions of the municipality, or topography, or nature of the soil, is
not likely to be developed through the instrumentality of private capital.
D. Areas with buildings or improvements which, by reason of dilapidation, obsolescence, overcrowding,
faulty arrangement or design, lack of ventilation, light and sanitary facilities, excessive land coverage,
deleterious land use or obsolete layout, or any combination of these or other factors, are detrimental
to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community.
E. A growing lack or total lack of proper utilization of areas caused by the condition of the title, diverse
ownership of the real properties therein or other similar conditions which impede land assemblage
or discourage the undertaking of improvements, resulting in a stagnant and unproductive condition
of land potentially useful and valuable for contributing to and serving the public health, safety and
welfare, which condition is presumed to be having a negative social or economic impact or otherwise
being detrimental to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the surrounding area or the community in
general.
F. Areas, in excess of five contiguous acres, whereon buildings or improvements have been destroyed,
consumed by fire, demolished or altered by the action of storm, fire, cyclone, tornado, earthquake
or other casualty in such a way that the aggregate assessed value of the area has been materially
depreciated.
G. In any municipality in which an enterprise zone has been designated pursuant to the “New Jersey
Urban Enterprise Zones Act,” P.L.1983, c.303 (C.52:27H-60 et seq.) the execution of the actions prescribed
in that act for the adoption by the municipality and approval by the New Jersey Urban Enterprise
Zone Authority of the zone development plan for the area of the enterprise zone shall be considered
sufficient for the determination that the area is in need of redevelopment pursuant to sections 5 and
6 of P.L.1992, c.79 (C.40A:12A-5 and 40A:12A-6) for the purpose of granting tax exemptions within the
enterprise zone district pursuant to the provisions of P.L.1991, c.431 (C.40A:20-1 et seq.) or the adoption
of a tax abatement and exemption ordinance pursuant to the provisions of P.L.1991, c.441 (C.40A:21-1
et seq.). The municipality shall not utilize any other redevelopment powers within the urban enterprise
zone unless the municipal governing body and planning board have also taken the actions and fulfilled
the requirements prescribed in P.L.1992, c.79 (C.40A:12A-1 et al.) for determining that the area is in
need of redevelopment or an area in need of rehabilitation and the municipal governing body has
adopted a redevelopment plan ordinance including the area of the enterprise zone.
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H. The designation of the delineated area is consistent with smart growth planning principles adopted
pursuant to law or regulation.
N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-3 further states that “A redevelopment area may include lands, buildings, or
improvements which of themselves are not detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare, but
the inclusion of which is found necessary, with or without change in their condition, for the effective
development of the area of which they are a part.” This is commonly referred to as the “Section 3
Criteria.”
According to the Redevelopment Handbook, this section allows for the inclusion of properties that
do not meet the statutory criteria but are,”essential to be included in the designation to effectively
redevelop the area.” Examples of such properties include properties located within and surrounded by
otherwise blighted area, property that are needed to provide access to an area to be redeveloped,
areas needed for infrastructure or utilities, or properties that otherwise could be determined to be
critical to the area’s successful redevelopment.
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4.0 Block 66.01, Lot 1: Baker Lanes Bowling Center
4.1.

Introduction

4.1.a. Background
The Baker Lanes site is located in the Regional Business (B4) zone. It operated as a bowling recreational
center from 1958 until 2011 with a building footprint in the range of 100,000 square feet. The building is
classified as an “A-3” use group with a structural classification of “IIIB”. Following the closure of Baker
Lanes, the site was vacated and has since remained vacant. At one point, the building was used
without Zoning permit permission for the storage of hundreds of pieces of exercise and gym equipment
which was brought from off site. While much of the equipment was removed, several dozen pieces of
equipment remain in various stages of disassembly. The structure currently remains unmaintained and
in a severe state of disrepair. It is our understanding that much of the interior spaces were significantly
damaged by vandalism with the removal of copper piping and devices and other commodities from
the property.
Township records regarding this property contain three (3) zoning permits:
• Zoning Permit #4936: was issued in August of 2008 for a change of occupancy to permit a snack
bar in the bowling alley called “Debbie’s Dive”;
• Zoning Permit #7193: was issued in February of 2011 for a change of occupancy to permit the
food service “Bistro at Baker Lanes” within the bowling alley; and
• Zoning Permit #8923: A concept meeting was requested to discuss the installation of a fitness
center into approximately 50% of the bowling lane area. This application was put on-hold status
in October 2012 pending a submission of a site plan to permit such a use on the site, and as of this
time, no further action has taken place in regard to this concept.

4.1.b. Summary of Findings
This report finds that Block 66.01, Lot 1 is blighted, is having decadent effects on the community, and
meets the statutory Criteria for A, B, and D. This conclusion is based on a finding that the property has
fallen into a state of disrepair, has been rendered untenantable, and that this condition is detrimental
to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community. This report recommends Block 66.01, Lot 1 be
designated as an Area in Need of Redevelopment under the State Local Redevelopment And Housing
Law (N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-3).
Criterion A
This report finds that Block 66.01, Lot 1, in its current state, possesses a substandard building and
infrastructure and meets statutory criterion A. A site visit conducted by Robert Melvin, AICP/PP, Bill
Cattell, Township Construction Official and Paul Stridick, AIA, Township Director of Community
Development, found the building to be vacant and in such a significant state of disrepair as to be
irreparable. Observations included:
• Significant water damage to the roof and walls;
• Unsafe conditions that included the presence of mold, siginificant leaks through the ceiling and
walls, and a lack of running water or electricity and other utilities;
• Unwholesome working conditions, including non-functioning HVAC and broken windows; and
• Blocked means of egress, non-functioning sprinkler systems, and other life and safety standards.
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Figure 2. Existing Conditions of Baker Lanes property
Block 66.01, Lot 1 has been vacant since 2011

The finding that Block 66.01, Lot 4 is in a significant state of disrepair is supported by a long-standing
vacancy of approximately five years. Together, these facts support a finding that the building
which stands on Lot 4 is in substandard condition, possessive of characteristics of dilapidation and
obsolescence, is adversely affecting the community, and meets the standards identified in Criterion A
of the Redevelopment Statute.
Criterion B
This report finds that Block 66.01, Lot 1 meets statutory criterion B. The site was formerly a commercial
property, Baker Lanes Bowling Center, and has been vacant since 2011. Based on several inspections
conducted over a period of years by Robert Melvin, AICP/PP, Gerry Seneski, former Township
Construction Official, Bill Cattell, Township Building Subcode Official and Paul Stridick, AIA, Township
Director of Community Development, as well as a review of previous code violations, it was determined
that the building has not been properly maintained and has fallen into such a state of disrepair as to
be untenantable. The finding that Lot 1 is in a significant state of disrepair is supported by the decline in
the buildings’ assessed value since 2000.
Criterion D
This report finds that Block 66.01 Lot 1 meets statutory criterion D. As will be shown later, a review of
business journals, newspapers, and professional publications demonstrates the closing of the bowling
ally is consistent with the growing lack of demand for bowling as a pastime nation wide. This finding is
consistent with the closure of the bowling alley in 2011 and a recent tax assessment by the Township.
In addition, site inspections as well as a review of previous code violations, has demonstrated that
the building had not been properly maintained and should be considered dilapidated. Review of
police records and a statement by the Police Chief, clearly demonstrated that these conditions are
detrimental to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community.
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4.2. Criterion A
4.2.a. Statutory Language
The generality of buildings are substandard, unsafe, unsanitary, dilapidated, or obsolescent, or possess
any of such characteristics, or are so lacking in light, air, or space, as to be conducive to unwholesome
living or working conditions.

4.2.b. Unwholesome Working Conditions
As part of this study, a site visit was again performed in May of 2016 to complete interior inspections.
Site inspections conducted by Paul Stridick, AIA, Township Director of Community Development, Bill
Cattell, Township Construction Official and by Robert Melvin AICP/PP of Group Melvin Design reported
that due to the presence of significant standing water throughout the building, the presence of mold,
and the absence of maintenance resulting in significant aesthetic and structural damage, conditions
have resulted that are considered to be unwholesome. If the building was able to be occupied, in its
current state, the building would be a threat to those who would work or visit it. Conditions within the
building include deteriorated walls and ceilings that are water-saturated and decaying from constant
exposure to water due to significant roof leaks and water migration through walls. The odor of severe
mold growth also emits throughout all parts of the building. Furthermore, many windows throughout the
structure are broken or missing, and carpeted areas in reception and ambulatory areas were soaked
water-logged. HVAC throughout the structure is non-functioning, and beyond repair. Many areas of
ductwork are also exposed above the ceiling and whole sections have either fallen or were removed.
There is also currently no electrical or water service for the building.

4.2.c.

Dilapidated, Substandard, and Unsafe Building

The physical condition of the building is beyond repair; deterioration is significant and irreversible. The
building, in its current state, is a threat even to emergency responders who would need to respond in
instance of fire or other emergency. The lack of a functioning fire suppression system renders the building
particularly unsafe, and in violation of Township Fire Codes. This condition was previously noted by the
Department of Community Development, and the Township Fire Department was made aware in the
event that there was a fire event at this property. As an abandoned/closed and unused building, there
is still an on-going expectation and responsibility (per state Fire Codes) that the building be serviced
with water supply in order to have a functioning fire suppression system. When systems are shut down,
this is not possible. Furthermore, service to both the 1” domestic line and the 8” fire service for the site
have been terminated due to non-payment, per the Merchantville-Pennsauken Water Commission,
the water utility provider for the subject site. As such, the building has no water-service, and it has not
been possible to test the condition of the existing fire suppression system since it was not activated.
Below is a summary of the many conditions throughout the building observed during site visits which
further render the building as dilapidated, substandard and unsafe (see Figure 3):
Building Structural Issues:
• Significant leaking is occurring throughout the facility resulting in pooling water;
• Significant water infiltration is occurring from a failing roof;
• Significant water infiltration through walls and via surface areas;
• Much of the steel structure, including roof metal decking, web-joists and structural framing are
rusted and failing;
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Figure 3. Dilapidation of Baker Lanes property

A

B
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D

E
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• Collapsed building components lay on the floor throughout the building;
• Exterior walls are in decaying condition with delamination and spaulding of exterior finish surfaces;
• Significant structural cracks were observed on exterior walls; and
• The roof assembly had rotted and rusted through:
○○ Several roof leaks had roof openings large enough to clearly see daylight; the roof assembly
had rotted and rusted through to total failure;
○○ Major roof leaks throughout the building have caused large areas of pooling water in many
sections of the building, including in the lanes, in pin-setting area, shooting stall, reception,
coffee shop area and other ancillary spaces.
Building Systems Issues:
• HVAC equipment is damaged and non-functioning;
○○ Equipment is rusted and significantly damaged beyond repair;
○○ Wires hang loosely from the ceiling and are haphazardly strung across the mechanical room
and though many of the spaces;
• Mechanical room and services areas are completely littered with equipment and parts, trash,
and fallen, water-laden ceiling tiles and other forms of debris, posing challenges to access and
serviceability; existing equipment is rendered useless;
• Many areas of ductwork are exposed above the ceiling and whole sections have either fallen or
were removed;
• The Fire Suppression System, while fully installed, is turned off; the sprinkler system present in the
building is not operable;
• It is unknown if a smoke detection system exists in the building; and
• There is presently no electric service to the building/site and virtually all electric service and distribution boxes are opened, with panels removed and breakers damaged or removed in many
cases.
Health & Safety Issues:
• Egress: Egress doors were barred shut. The egress door from the Mechanical Room, while barred,
was slightly ajar; enough space for access by animals. This door seems to have been forcibly
opened to the extent it is. Windows throughout the facility have security bars and cannot be used
for emergency egress or entrance;
• Mold was seen throughout the structure and the smell of severe mold was noticeable throughout
all parts of the building; carpeting is sopping wet and water is displaced when walking on it; there
is no active ventilation in the building beyond broken windows;
• Water pools in areas of several electrical service and distribution boxes; and
• In addition to the 9”x9” Vinyl-Asbestos tiles (VAT) or other types of composited floor tiles, there is,
most likely, mastic that contains asbestos.
Substandard Conditions:
• Space within the building is littered with abandoned gym equipment and trash;
• Single-pane / wire glass windows throughout much of the building are in poor condition;
○○ Many broken and/or missing sashes and windows; and
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○○ Many windows have been left open, allowing birds and other animals to gain access to the
interior of building.
• Floor tiles (VAT and VCT) have delaminated and “cupped” from floor surfaces throughout the
building;
• Ceiling tiles through all spaces have been damaged from water and several hundred lie on the
floor surface, are water-logged and in a full state of disintegration; and
• Carpeted areas in reception and ambulatory areas were water-logged.
Additionally, approximately 90% of the equipment requisite for the building to function as a bowling
alley, such as pin-setters, ball returns, scoring centers, etc., have been removed or damaged beyond
repair. Because of water infiltration and pooling water, many of the maple-wood lane surfaces are
damaged and/or warped. In some cases, the maple-wood has been removed, with under sleeper-joists
visible. The space is completely abandoned and littered throughout with equipment, trash, collapsed
building components, warped and moldy floors and lanes, bowling balls, and outside equipment (such
as the gym equipment that is illegally stored in the building).

4.2.d. Conclusion
A review of the findings from site visits demonstrates the severity of the decay of the building situated
on Block 66.01, Lot 1. The Redevelopment Handbook3 states that, “typically buildings that meet the “b”
criterion will exhibit sufficient deterioration to meet the “a” criterion as well.” It is clear from assessments
of both the interior and exterior of the structure that the entirety of the building is beyond repair, and is
wholly dilapidated and unsafe and satisfies all conditions to meet the statutory Criteria A.

4.3. Criterion B
4.3.a. Statutory Language
The discontinuance of the use of buildings previously used for commercial, manufacturing, or industrial
purposes; the abandonment of such buildings; or the same being allowed to fall into so great a state
of disrepair as to be untenantable.

4.3.b. Discontinued Use
Block 66.01, Lot 1 previously operated as a bowling alley facility named Baker Lanes. According to a
Courier Post article published online on November 14, 2014, the bowling alley closed in September 2011
after being in business for 53 years (see Figure 2). The bowling alley was purchased in March 20114 but
has remained vacant and undeveloped. According to New Jersey Department of Taxation MOD-IV
records, the current owner is Commerce One, LLC.

4.3.c.

Disrepair

In an effort to ascertain the condition of the building, Robert Melvin AICP/PP of Group Melvin Design
conducted a site visit in December of 2014 and again in May of 2016. During inspections of the property,
it was noted that there was substantial cracking of the building facade and that the parking lot surfaces
are crumbling with obvious signs of large potholes, delamination of the surface and significant pooling
3 Redevelopment Handbook: A Guide to Rebuilding New Jersey’s Communities, 2nd Edition. Stan Slac\hetka and
David G. Roberts. New Jersey Department of Community Affairs.
4 Cooney, Joe. Courier-Post. November 2014. Accessed December 2014. http://www.courierpostonline.com/story/
news/local/south-jersey/2014/11/14/cherry-hill-sites-may-qualify-redevelopment/19011359/
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Figure 4. Roof Conditions of Baker Lanes property
Portions of the silver coating on the roof have begun to wear away
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water in many locations. It should be noted that in December of 2014, only an external inspection was
possible, as entry into the structure was prohibited due to the possible presence of airborne asbestos
and possibly other environmental and safety concerns5. However, an interior inspection was completed
in May of 2016. Detailed findings from said inspection support findings of rampant and total disrepair.
Satellite images obtained on Google Earth (see Figure 4) further support findings of disrepair. These
images show that portions of the silver coating on the roof surface have begun to wear away, and that
there is water damage to the roof, especially along the eastern edge of the building.
In addition to Group Melvin Design’s inspection in December of 2014, Gerry Seneski, former Cherry Hill
Construction Official, visited the site and provided the images shown in Figure 5. The following findings
were drawn from his report of that visit (Appendix B):
Vandalism & Hazardous Materials:
• As supported by images taken by an environmental assessment firm, the interior spaces are
significantly damaged by vandalism with the removal of copper piping and devices and other
commodities from the property. The removal of the piping damaged the asbestos insulation wrap,
thus leaving it to litter the facility.
Structural Issues:
• Roofing: must be accessed and analyzed, but conditions observed from the ground and on aerial
photography indicate that it is in deleterious condition. (Figure 4)
• Windows: throughout the facility are singled-paned/non-insulated. Many windows and front entry
are broken and shattered. All windows require replacement.
• Exterior walls: are in decaying condition with delamination and spaulding of exterior finish surfaces
and significant structural cracks on exterior walls.
Unsafe Conditions:
• Exits: doorways and all means of egress need to be analyzed. Doors may be too narrow; modification
may be required for code compliance. Exit doors are in severe dilapidated condition. Doors are
warped and rusted and may not be in working order. Doors are presently barred to make access
and egress impossible.
• Fire Suppression System: per the Merchantville-Pennsauken Water Commission, services have
been terminated for non-payment. As such, the building is not under any sort of fire suppression
at this time.
• Pests: Broken and missing windows provide entry for weather and animals/vermin.
• Electrical system: building is substandard and may require significant upgrades.
• Kitchen area: existing is substandard; must be replaced
5

Seneski, Gerry. Cherry Hill Construction Inspection Memo. January 2015.

15

DRAFT

Figure 5. Disrepair of Baker Lanes property
Litter from past use

Litter from past use
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Poor interior maintenance of boiler room

C
Presence of mold

D
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4.3.d. Continuing Neglect
The issues identified by Mr. Melvin and Mr. Seneski in the previous section are consistent with a history
of lack of maintenance on site. In April of 2006, John Thompson, the Cherry Hill Property Maintenance
Inspector, notified the owners that the property was in violation of the Municipal Code for failing to
remove trash and debris, “near the curb and in the street as well as all around the entire property.”
In 2014, after the building had fallen into disuse, the Public Works Department was forced to take action
in June and twice in August to remedy additional violations that included (Appendix C):
• Presence of weeds around all four sides of the building and parking lot (Violating 15-16.4a Natural
Growth)
• Failure to remove dead trees (15-16.4b,c,d Natural Growth)
• Failure to maintain landscaping surrounding the building (15-17.17b Appearance - Landscaping)
• Accumulation of trash and garbage thrown in the back of the property (15-18.1 Accumulation of
Rubbish or Garbage)
• Grass was not mowed and had not been mowed on a regular basis (15-62.1 - Grass Letter - 10
Days)
As photos from that report indicate the entire property had not been maintained in quite some time
(see Figure 6).
These violation indicate that the property was not properly maintained while it was in operation as a
bowling alley and that the owners (both past and present) failed to maintain the property.

4.3.e.

Decreasing Building Value due to State of Disrepair

Lot 1 has been vacant since 2011, and has had a historically declining total property value prior to its
vacancy. In 2000, the property had an appeal assessment loss of $77,000. In 2008, the property had an
appeal assessment loss of $383,100. Again in 2013, Lot 1 had an appeal assessment loss of $596,300.
Most recently in 2014, it had an appeal assessment loss of $248,100.
Most significantly, the building’s value has decreased between 2012 and 2014, while the land value
has increased. In 2012, the building value of the complex was $750,500, with the assessed land value at
$401,800, and the assessed improvement value at $348,700. The Cherry Hill Tax Assessor reported that
the building value of the complex was $650,000 in 2014, with the assessed land value at $600,000, and
the assessed improvement value at $50,000 (Appendix D).
In addition, the current assessed building value is only 8.3% of the property’s land value, or approximately
a 1:12 improvement-to-land ratio. Generally, any property with a 1:1 or less improvement-to-land ratio is
considered to be not supporting a reasonable value of improvements, or could have a higher market
value if the improvements were removed.6 The low building value to land value ratio indicates that the
structure is at the end of its economic life and likely to be demolished.
A key cause for the low improvement-to-land ratio and the structure’s devaluation is the antiquated
structure (which have greatly suffered due to discontinued use) structural issues, and disrepair.

6

Slachetka, Stan, Roberts, David G.The Redevelopment Handbook. NJ-APA. 2012.
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Tax assessment records indicated the following prior valuations for Block 66.01, Lot 1:

Year

Land Value

Improvement Value

2009, 2010

$401,800

$599,200

2011, 2012

$401,800

$348,700

2013

$642,800

$255,300

2014, 2015, 2016

$600,000

$50,000

4.3.f.

Untenantable Property

It is the finding of this report that Block 66.01 Lot 1, previously known as Baker Lanes, is untenantable.
Mr. Seneski, former Cherry Hill Construction Official, noted in a letter addressed to Paul Stridick, Director
of the Department of Community Development that the building would not receive a certificate
of occupancy in its current state, noting that “the building is in an abandoned state and not well
maintained, and exhibits severe deterioration.” In addition, the memo found that “ it can confidently
be stated that the interior of the facility will require many upgrades, including finishes, ADA features,
and upgrades to the mechanical and HVAC system.”
These observations, and the fact that the property has been on the market since 2011 and has yet to
be redeveloped or rennovated add support for the untenantable state of Lot 1.

4.3.g. Conclusion
This report finds that Block 66.01 Lot 1 is blighted, is having a detrimental effect on the community,
and both the building and site exhibit significant deterioration, disrepair and neglect, to be, without
any doubt, considered untenantable, and meet statutory criterion B. The site has been vacant since
2011. Property inspections and review of previous code violations demonstrate that the building has
not been properly maintained and has fallen into such a state of disrepair as to be untenantable. The
finding that Lot 1 is in a significant state of disrepair is supported by the decline in the buildings’ assessed
value since 2000.
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Figure 6. 2014 Building Violations of Baker Lanes property
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4.4. Criterion D
4.4.a. Statutory Language
Areas with buildings or improvements which, by reason of dilapidation, obsolescence, overcrowding,
faulty arrangement or design, lack of ventilation, light and sanitary facilities, excessive land coverage,
deleterious land use or obsolete layout, or any combination of these or other factors, are detrimental
to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community.

4.4.b. Obsolescence
As noted in the Section 5.3.b, Criteria B, Block 66.01 Lot 1 has sat vacant since 2011, when it ceased
being used as a Baker Lanes bowling center. The closing is consistent with the growing lack of demand
for bowling as a pastime nation wide. Tom Martino, president of the Bowling Proprietors’ Association
of America, noted in a 2014 Chicago Tribune article that since 1980, the number of Americans who
participated in bowling leagues has fallen significantly from 9.7 million to 1.7 million (a 82% decline).7 A
Bloomberg Business Week article published in April of 2014 reported that, “the U.S. had 4,061 bowling
centers in 2012, down 25 percent from 1998, the earliest year for which the U.S. Census collected
consistent data.”
A report in Philly.com in 2010 on Baker Lanes noted,
as the number of bowling leagues has dwindled, the family that has run Baker for 52
years has struggled to keep up with the changing business. Manager Dan Santone,
83, has made piecemeal renovations with the help of daughter Gloria Jean Esbrandt
and the alley’s longtime mechanic, Jimmie Seibert. They’ve painted the building
facade and replaced half the 52 lanes with the synthetic flooring that has become
the industry standard, a $40,000 investment. When there’s more money, LCD screens
will replace the old scoreboard monitors.8
The closing of the bowling alley in 2011 makes clear that these upgrades were insufficient to maintain
the business. As Brunswick (a nationwide leader in bowling alley management) notes in a pre-planning
guide for those interested in opening a bowling alley:
Trends for new center development have moved away from traditional bowling
centers toward a variety of new center concepts focused on the total entertainment
experience… Traditional bowling centers are primarily focused on bowling and
include a limited number of entertainment venues, typically featuring a game room
and billiards area, pro shop and bar. Beverages play a strong role at traditional
bowling centers and the food is usually limited to snack bar offerings.9
7
Werner, Richard. “Bowling Lanes hope redo helps sport strike it rich.” Chicago Tribune. August 2014. Accessed December 2014. http://www.ourtownperrysburg.com/Retail/2014/08/10/Bowling-lanes-hope-redo-helps-sport-strike-it-rich.
html
8
Canaboy, Chelsea. “Cherry Hill’s Baker Lanes still an original.” Philly.com. June 21, 2010. Accessed December 2014.
http://articles.philly.com/2010-06-21/news/24966150_1_bowling-houses-alley-family-nights
9
‘Preplanning Guide.” Brunswick Bowling. Accessed December 2014. http://www.brunswickbowling.com/downloads/
support/0208-18-Preplanning-Brochure-lo.pdf
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Alternatively, bowling is now considered part of a larger entertainment experience and may be located
in venues that,
include arcades, laser tag, go karts, bumper cars and party rooms in addition to the
venues found at traditional bowling centers. The food offering at FECs is enhanced
to match the atmosphere and beverage service plays a strong role. Typical options
include snack bar, food court and branded concepts10
They may also focus on,
socialization with full service, upscale food and beverage offerings. Bowling is the
primary form of entertainment, but is a smaller component of the business and is set
in a contemporary, social atmosphere. Boutique centers offer ancillary entertainment
options such as live music, billiards, virtual/cyber gaming, and bocce as additional
sources of revenue11
Based on site visits conducted by Robert Melvin, AICP/PP, Gerry Seneski, former Township Construction
Official, Bill Cattell, Township Building Subcode Official and Paul Stridick, AIA, Township Director of
Community Development, it is clear that Baker Lanes does not meet these modern standards and
is therefore functionally obsolete. The building has an obsolete layout, design and function, and was
originally designed for a use that is no longer viable or marketable as a bowling alley entertainment
center. It is also clear that retrofitting the building to provide modern types of services is unlikely to occur
solely through the means of private capital.

4.4.c.

Dilapidation

As was noted in Section 5.3.c, Criteria B, and in Section 5.2.B, Criteria A, the building has fallen into
a significant state of disrepair, to the point that it is considered dilapidated. This state of disrepair is
significant enough to make the building untenantable and it would pose a significant risk to anyone
employed or visiting the premises. Unfortunately, these physical issues may pose a significant burden to
any private developer wishing to rehabilitate the property and return it to an economically productive
use.

4.4.d. Faulty Arrangement or Design: Stormwater Management
Baker Lanes was constructed more than 50 years ago. Primarily due to past planning practices, almost
90% of the site is impervious, being covered with buildings, concrete, or other impervious surfaces for
parking. Currently, the B4 zone, which includes Block 66.01 Lot 1, would require the site to have a
maximum lot coverage of 70%. These limitations are often put in place to allow for proper stormwater
management, and to provide adequate context of landscaping, and enhance the aesthetics of a site.
Since Block 66.01 Lot 1 is adjacent to a flood plain and a wetland area (see Figures 7 & 8) as well as a
Rank 2 State Priority Area (see Figure 9, at least one state priority species is present), the consequences
of not adequately providing sufficient pervious surface may be severe. During heavy rains, there is no
area to mitigate or capture harmful chemicals such as oil and gasoline to drain into the wetland and
Priority Area, particularly due to the nature of the dumping and illegal occupation on the subject site.
This is a clear detriment to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community.

10 ‘Preplanning Guide.” Brunswick Bowling. Accessed December 2014. http://www.brunswickbowling.com/downloads/support/0208-18-Preplanning-Brochure-lo.pdf.
11

Ibid.
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4.4.e.

Crime: A detriment to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community

The issues identified above have lead Block 66.01 Lot 1 to become an attraction for illicit activity. Since
2010, the police have received 18 suspicious incident reports, 47 Motor vehicles stops, and multiple
calls for drugs, escorts, fire, vandalism, and burglary. In total, the property has received 428 calls for
service, including 281 direct patrols by police in an effort to curb illicit activity on site. The vacancy has
also created an attractive nuisance, with on-going use of the property for illegal, and not permitted by
zoning, chronic truck and vehicle parking.
The determinant to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community in this case can be
measured in two ways. First and foremost, the area attracts crime which clearly affects the safety of the
community. It is well documented that vacant properties often become a breeding ground for crime
12 13 14
and the statistics cited above clearly indicate Block 66.01 Lot 1 follows this trend.
It is also important to note the increased burden this vacant parcel places on the municipality. As was
noted in Section 5.3.d, Cherry Hill has already expended resources to clear the property of rubbish,
trash and to maintain landscaping. In addition, the extra cost of patrolling the area strains resources
but also diverts them from other areas of the municipality.

4.4.f.

Obsolescent Layout

The “D” criterion also allows the consideration of site improvements, such as parking areas. The parking
area located on the subject site is in total disrepair and is being used as an illegal dumping ground
for trash, mattresses, broken furniture, auto parts, car batteries, etc. It is also used illegally (without
any zoning permission or action) as a parking/staging area for large commercial tractor-trailers and
other vehicles. The site conditions are weed and litter-strewn. Existing off-street parking also fails to
meet Township standards, in particular with regard to layout, ADA parking requirements, landscaping,
curbing and pavement design and construction, buffers, and lighting. Poorly defined and designed
ingress and egress points for the site also inhibit safe access and egress. ADA accessible routes are nonexistent, though required to and from the public right of way. Furthermore, the site lacks any sidewalks
or pedestrian amenities, or landscaped buffers and/or setbacks.

4.4.g. Conclusion
A review of business journals, newspapers, and professional publications demonstrates that a bowling
center, in its current configuration, is an obsolete use. Competitive bowling centers include more
amenities that are not provided at this facility. This finding was consistent with the closure of the
bowling alley in 2011. In addition, site inspections conducted by Paul Stridick, AIA, Township Director of
Community Development, Bill Cattell, Township Building Subcode Official and by Robert Melvin AICP/
PP of Group Melvin Design, as well as review of previous code violations, demonstrated the building
had not been properly maintained and should be considered dilapidated.

12 “Vacant Properties: the True Cost to Communities.” Smart Growth America. August 2005. Accessed December 1,
2014. (http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/true-costs.pdf,
13

William Spelman, “Abandoned buildings: Magnets for crime?” Journal of Criminal Justice Vol. 2 I, pp. 48 I-495. 1993.

14 D. T. Kraut, “Hanging out the no vacancy sign: eliminating the blight of vacant buildings from urban areas,” New
York University Law Review, vol. 74, no. 4, p. 1139, 1999.
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Review of police records and a statement by the Township’s Police Chief, demonstrate that these
conditions are detrimental to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community. Specifically,
prolonged vacancy combined with lack of maintenance has made the site an attraction for illicit uses.
This not only threatens the safety of the community but is also an on-going financial burden on the
Township.
It is therefore the finding of this report that Block 66.01 Lot 1 meets the statutory Criterion D and should
be designated an Area in Need of Redevelopment.

4.5. Conclusion
This report finds that Block 66.01, Lot 1 is blighted, is having decadent effects on the community, and
meets the statutory Criteria for A, B, and D. This conclusion is based on a finding that the property has
fallen into a state of disrepair, has been rendered untenantable, and that this condition is detrimental
to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community. This report recommends Block 66.01, Lot 1 be
designated as an Area in Need of Redevelopment under the State Local Redevelopment And Housing
Law (N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-3).
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Figure 7. Wetlands
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Block 66.01

Deciduous Wooded Wetlands
Herbaceous Wetlands
Source: State of New Jersey, Department of Environmental Protection
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Figure 8. Flood Zones
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500 Year Flood
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Source: State of New Jersey, Department of Environmental Protection
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Figure 9. Threatened & Endangered Species Habitats & Known Contaminanted Sites

1

Block 66.01

Rank 1: Suitable Habitat - Meets suitability requirement defined for each habitat type.
Rank 2: State Priority - At least one state priority species is present.
Source: State of New Jersey, Department of Environmental Protection
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Appendices

Appendix A:
Resolution 2014-11-5

Appendix B:
Gerry Seneski, Cherry Hill Building Code Official, Memo

of Block 66.01, Lot 1

INTEROFFICE MEMO DRAFT
DEPARTMENT OF CODE ENFORCEMENT
AND INSPECTIONS
TOWNSHIP OF CHERRY HILL
TO:

Paul Stridick, AIA
Director: Department of Community Development

FROM:

Gerry Seneski: Building Code Official

DATE:

?? January 2015

SUBJECT:

Investigation of Proposed Redevelopment site
Cuthbert Boulevard Study Area

Baker Lanes Bowling Center
761 Cuthbert Blvd, Cherry Hill, NJ
Block 66.01 / Lot 1

The Baker Lanes site is located in the Regional Business (B4) zone. It was operated as a bowling alley / center
from 1958 until 2011. Following the closure of Baker Lanes, the site was vacated and has since remained
vacant. Township records regarding this property contain three (3) zoning permits:
1) Zoning Permit #4936: was issued in August of 2008 for a change of occupancy to permit a snack bar
in the bowling alley called “Debbie’s Dive”;
2) Zoning Permit #7193: was issued in February of 2011 for a change of occupancy to permit the food
service “Bistro at Baker Lanes” within the bowling alley; and
3) Zoning Permit #8923: A concept meeting was requested to discuss the installation of a fitness
center into approximately 50% of the bowling lane area. This application was put on-hold status in
October 2012 pending a submission of a site plan to permit such a use on the site, and as of this time,
no further action has taken place in regard to this concept.
The following items represent an appraisal of the field inspection performed on 14 January 2015 at the above
referenced site. The building consists of a large bowling alley with the footprint in the range of 100,000 square
feet. The building is classified as an “A-3” use group with a structural classification of “IIIB”; which requires a
one hour exterior perimeter wall permitting combustible materials within the building. The building is in an
abandoned state and not well maintained, and exhibits severe deterioration.
Note: The Township investigation team was informed that the interior spaces are significantly damaged by
vandalism with the removal of copper piping and devices and other commodities from the property. The
removal of the piping damaged the asbestos insulation wrap, thus leaving it to litter the facility. Access to the
interior could cause the asbestos now lying on floor and other surfaces to become airborne.
Because of air-born asbestos and possibly other environmental and safety concerns, interior access to this site
was prohibited. The exterior of the site was reviewed during the field inspection; the interior was limited to
photographs provided by the environmental consultants; however, relative to previous inspections within the

building, it can confidently be stated that the interior of the facility will require many upgrades, including
finishes, ADA features, and upgrades to the mechanical and HVAC system.
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Roofing: must be accessed and analyzed, but conditions observed from the ground indicate that it is in
deleterious condition.
Fire Suppression System: must be analyzed. Though the building is unused, it is still expected (per
Fire Codes) that the building be serviced with water supply in order to have a functioning fire
suppression system.
o Per the Merchantville-Pennsauken Water Commission (the water utility provider to this site):
the property has a 1” domestic line and an 8” fire service. Both services have been terminated
for non-payment, and that all notices appear to have been returned as undeliverable. As such,
the building is not under any sort of fire suppression at this time.
o This is a violation of Township Fire Codes and may be a violation.
Fire alarms/horn strobes: must be tested/reworked in accordance to the Rehab Code and the Uniform
Fire Code.
Fire walls: and/or fire separation walls must be assessed.
Windows: throughout the facility are singled-paned/non-insulated. Many windows and front entry
are broken and shattered. All windows require replacement. Broken and missing windows provide
entry for weather and animals/vermin. Exterior doors are also in damaged and substandard condition.
Asbestos: as noted above, asbestos remediation will be required.
Toilet rooms: are substandard and are not ADA accessible.
Exterior walls: are in decaying condition with delamination and spaulding of exterior finish surfaces
and significant structural cracks on exterior walls.
HVAC system: roof top units and ground mounted chiller will need to be refurbished and most likely
completely replaced with the entire system.
Exits: doorways and all means of egress need to be analyzed. Doors may be too narrow; modification
may be required for code compliance. Exit doors are in severe dilapidated condition. Doors are
warped and rusted and may not be in working order.
Parking areas: The existing off-street parking does not meet Township standards, in particular with
regard to layout, ADA parking requirements, landscaping, curbing and pavement design and
construction, buffers, lighting, etc.
Accessible routes: are non-existent and are required to/from public right of way.
Electrical system: building is substandard and may require significant upgrades.
Kitchen area: existing is substandard; must be replaced. Suppression is unknown.

The above items represent the results of the field inspection performed on 1/14/15 at the above
referenced site. The report includes, but not limited to; items which are deficient or are required to be
corrected and made functional in order to provide a working building.

Appendix C:
Public Works Department Violations of Block 66.01,

Lot 1

