OXFORD TOWNSHIP
LAND USE BOARD
MEETING FEBRUARY 25, 2025
www.oxfordtwpnj-org

FLAG SALUTE
CALL TO ORDER: Mr. Ott called the meeting to order at 7:01pm

ADEQUATE NOTICE was given as follows: Notice was sent to the Express Times and The Star Ledger.
Notice was posted on website and the municipal bulletin board in the Township Administration
building in Oxford Township, New Jersey and notice was filled with the Township Clerk.

ROLL CALL:

Members Present: Mayor Norton, Mr. Ort, Mr. Daneault, Mr. Ott, Mrs. Taranto, Mr. Weiss, Mrs.
Hoffmann, Mr. McGuire, Mr. O’Neil, Mr. Hale, Mrs. Sadel

Members Absent: Mrs. Koufodontes

Professionals: Richard Schneider, Land Use Board Attorney, Joseph Brosnan, Land Use Board
Engineer/Planner

MINUTES: January 28, 2025 Re-Organization
Eligible to Vote: Mayor Norton, Mr. Ort, Mrs. Koufodontes, Mr. Daneault, Mr. Ott, Mr. Weiss, Mrs.
Hoffmann, Mr. McGuire, Mrs. Sadel, Mr. O’Neil

A motion to approve meeting minutes was made by Mr. Ort, seconded by Mr. McGuire

Ayes 8, Nays 0, Abstain 3, Absent 1
Motion carried.

DISCUSSION:
Oath Of office:

Richard Schneider swore in 1 Land Use Board Committee Members for their new terms. Mr. Hale

Resolution 2025-04:

Richard Schneider stated that this Resolution is from there public hearing that was in January and held
over 2 meetings. The resolution states the conditions that the boards voted on. | also sent the
resolution to our professionals and the Applicant to view.



OXFORD TOWNSHIP LAND USE BOARD
RESOLUTION 2025-04

DECIDED: January 28, 2025
MEMORIALIZED: February 25, 2025

MEMORIALIZING RESOLUTION OF THE
TOWNSHIP OF OXFORD LAND USE BOARD
GRANTING TO THE APPLICANT, SHRI
PROPERTIES, LLC, PRELIMINARY AND FINAL
SITE PLAN, VARIANCE APPROVAL AND DESIGN
WAIVER RELIEF RELATING TO PROPERTY
DESIGNATED AS BLOCK 31, LOT 21.01 ON THE

OFFICIAL TAX MAPS OF THE TOWNSHIP OF
OXFORD

WHEREAS, SHRI PROPERTIES, LLC (“Applicant”) has applied to the Township of
Oxford Land Use Board (“Board”) for permission to construct a residential development
consisting of both townhomes and apartments, together with related improvements on property

designated as Block 31, Lot 21.01 on the Official Tax Maps of the Township of Oxford; and

WHEREAS, the Board conducted public hearings on December 17, 2024, and January
28, 2025, in accordance with the jurisdictional and procedural requirements of the Township of

Oxford Land Development Ordinance and the New Jersey Municipal Land Use Law; and
WHEREAS, the Board hereby makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

1. The Applicant was represented by William Rodriguez, Esq., and presented the

expert testimony of the following witnesses:

A. Christopher Nusser, P.P., P.E. — whose qualifications were accepted as an

expert witness, both in the field of civil engineering and professional planning.



B. Andrew Podberezniak, R.A. — whose qualifications were accepted as an

expert witness in the field of architecture.

The Board is in receipt of the following municipal review reports:

A. Review report from Timothy O’Brien, Township Planner, dated November
18, 2024.
B. Completeness review reports of Finelli Consulting Engineers, Township

Engineers, dated October 22, 2024, and November 18, 2024, and technical

review report dated November 18, 2024.

Both of the respective review reports reflect the documentary submissions made
on behalf of the Applicant, including specifically those plans entitled “Site Plans”
prepared by Christopher Nusser, P.E., of French and Parrello, originally dated

June 24, 2024, and revised through November 1, 2024 (“Plans”).

The application proceeds to the Board in furtherance of Township Committee
Resolution R-2024-51 pursuant to which the Township determined that the subject
property qualified as an Area in Need of Redevelopment, and thereafter Ordinance
2024-10 in which the Township adopted a certain Redevelopment Plan. Specific
reference is made pursuant to Ordinance 2024-10, Article 4B, in which Chapter
340-19B now permits both townhomes, multi-unit residential buildings and cell
phone towers as principal permitted uses within the property that is subject to the
Redevelopment Plan. As such and hereinafter detailed, the proposed use by the

Applicant is a permitted use under the Redevelopment Plan ordinance.



The subject property comprises 23.56 acres and maintains frontage along Pequest
Road and Huntington Road, which is a private roadway serving the contiguous
Cambridge East development. The portion of the property, which fronts on
Pequest Road, currently consists of recreational facilities, fields and facilities no
longer in use by the Township as current owner of the subject property. The vast
remainder of the subject property is wooded, containing a gravel driveway for
access to an existing cell tower located in the rear upper portion of the property.
From a topographical perspective, the property’s highest point is in the rear of
same, noted by the presence of a “ridge”. The property slopes to the north side of
the ridge, and the property overall contains an approximate 100 foot grade change
sloping downward to Pequest Road. Mr. Nusser testified that there are no DEP
constraints associated with the subject property. The property is located within the

Highlands Planning Area.

In accordance with the Permitted Uses under the Redevelopment Plan ordinance
referenced above, the Applicant seeks preliminary and final site plan approval,
together with variance relief pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) and design waiver
relief pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-51 to permit 24 apartment units in two
designated buildings (designated as Buildings 1 and 2), together with 122
townhome units in 19 separate townhome buildings. More specifically, with
respect to the apartment complex, of the total of 24 units in the two separate
buildings, 22 of the 24 units would be two-bedroom units, and the two remaining
units would have one bedroom. With respect to the townhomes, there would be

located four to eight units per building, and the ultimate bedroom mix would be 86



three-bedroom units and 36 four-bedroom units. As more specifically to the
townhome units, each unit would include a garage built into the first story of the
unit, together with an attached deck to the rear of the unit and a driveway. The
townhome units would have a two-car garage, and each unit would ultimately
provide for a total of three parking spaces based on contemplated use of the
driveway. EV charging units for the respective townhomes would be located in
within the garage of the respective units. Parking would be provided throughout
the site. There would be seven EV charging stations associated with the two
apartment buildings. All proposed EV charging stations, inclusive of their location
and number are in compliance with the respective provisions of the New Jersey
Municipal Land Use Law. The development is proposed to be accessed via
Pequest Road with a main roadway branching into numerous other internal
roadways to access the respective units proposed. Sidewalks adjacent to the
roadways throughout the development, including ADA accessible ramps and
crosswalks for pedestrian circulation are proposed. The internal roadways are

proposed to be “private”, and not intended to be dedicated to the Township.

In addition to the proposed apartment and townhome units, additional site plan
improvements include respective trash and recycling enclosures as reflected on
the plans, lighting, certain retaining walls and stormwater management measures
throughout the site. With specific reference to the stormwater management
measures, the Applicant proposes seven small scale subsurface infiltration
basins, six small scale surface infiltration basins, one large scale surface infiltration

basin, and pervious pavement for the parking area for Buildings No. 1 and 2. All



existing pavement, fencing and stormwater systems within the lot are proposed to
be removed as part of the development. There exists on the subject property a
wireless communications facility to the rear, which is proposed to remain, with
access to be provided via a small portion of an existing gravel driveway connecting
to one of the proposed roadways (“Roadway I”). The Applicant stipulated that
satisfactory proof will be provided as a condition of approval to confirm the
continued access rights of the wireless communication facility operator after the
proposed residential development is implemented. No other changes are required
or proposed relative to the existing wireless communication facility. The
development will be constructed in five phases, Phase | being the two-building
apartment complex, together with two townhome units and associated roads and
utilities. The balance of the four succeeding phases will be represented by the
construction of the additional approved townhome units. In the opinion of the
Township Engineer, the proposed stormwater management improvements should
satisfy all applicable stormwater management provisions subject to the final review
of the Township Engineer. The Township Engineer does note that there must be
a final grading plan to be approved by the Township Engineer to ensure that the
grading plan can be undertaken in an acceptable manner to address the phasing
of the project as cited above. With respect to utilities, water service will be provided
by New Jersey American Water, and the Applicant testified that they have
indicated there should be sufficient capacity to provide required water to the
project. There is a current water line fronting this property as a means of providing

the requisite water. There is likewise existing sanitary sewer infrastructure



necessary to provide sanitary sewer service from the development, which runs
through a main connection through the Cambridge East development. All

remaining utilities will be run underground.

A comprehensive lighting plan is reflected on the site plans, including specifically
Sheets 49 through 51. The plans detail the proposed lighting pole mounting
heights and respective footcandle measurements. A de mininis deviation requiring
design waiver relief is necessary as to a certain spillage of the lighting onto an
adjourning property zoned residentially, but not developed, or in all likelihood not
to be developed, and owned by the State of New Jersey. In addition, in accordance
with Comment 44 of the Township Engineer’s review report, the Applicant will not
be proposing that the parking lot lighting be controlled by a timer. The Applicant
further confirmed with respect to lighting that there is no lighting proposed or

existing as to the existing wireless communication facility.

A landscaping plan is proposed on Sheets 52 through 54 of the site plans.
Specifically Sheet 52 contains both a tree planting and shrub planting list
indicating, in pertinent part, the initial installed height, spacing and type of species
proposed. The Applicant further stipulates that the final landscaping plan shall be

subject to the approval of the Township Planner.

As a permitted use, the Board is effectively precluded from considering, as a matter
of law, potential adverse impacts, if any, associated with off-site traffic. For
informational purposes, based on RSIS and ITE, there would be proposed
approximately 893 or 984 daily trips per day. Broken down further into peak hours

in the morning, there would be approximately 69 trips; in the evening 83 trips; on

7



10.

Saturdays peak hours 60 trips; and on Sunday 53. It was the opinion of Mr. Nusser
that the local roadways do have sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed
traffic, and Mr. Nusser further noted that a detailed traffic study will ultimately be

required by the County as a condition of their approval.

Mr. Nusser, testifying in his capacity as a professional engineer, further reviewed
the review comments contained within the FCE review report dated December 15,
2024. Essentially and summarily, no issue was taken as to compliance with each
and every recommendation contained within said report, subject to the following
clarifications. All references are to paragraph numbers within the FCE review

report:
A. 9. - The site triangle is proposed to be in favor of the Township.

B. 10. - The Applicant proposes a width of 24 feet, where as 25 feet is required
by ordinance. Mr. Nusser, both in his capacity as a professional engineer
and planner, noted that the one foot deviation creates no engineering

concerns relative to access relative to the one foot deviation.

C. 14. - There will be a posted 25 mile per hour speed limit, and the Applicant

further stipulates that it will subject the property to Title 39 enforcement.

D. 44. - As set forth above, the proposed parking lot lighting will not be

controlled by a timer.

E. 56. - There is no proposed emergency generator associated with the

existing wireless communication facility.



11.

12.

The Applicant, otherwise, provided the requisite testimony to address the issues
raised within said report and/or otherwise agreed to comply with recommendations

contained in said report.

Mr. Podberezniak testified at both the December 17, 2024, and January 28, 2025
public hearings. At the first public hearing on December 17, 2024, Mr.
Podberezniak provided a review of all of the architectural elements of the proposed
residential development. Mr. Podberezniak reviewed the design elements, both
from an interior perspective (floor plans, etc.) and exterior perspective of both the
townhomes and apartments. He noted that with respect to the townhomes, they
would be two-story buildings comprising the bedroom mix previously noted, albeit
with the same square footage in all of the units. Specifically, the first floor of each
of the respective units would have approximately 679 square feet, the second floor
1,775 square feet, with a basement square footage of 679 square feet. With
respect to the apartments, there would be no basements, there would be 12 units
in each building, and the two-bedroom units would have approximately 800 square
feet, whereas the one-bedroom units would have 676 square feet. These
apartment buildings would be set up with first floor utility rooms, with the apartment
units being located on the second and third floor. The apartment units would have
sprinklers for purposes of fire fighting objectives as necessary. Two critical
aspects of Mr. Podberezniak’s testimony are specifically noted. The first relates
to his description of the need for variance relief for the two apartment buildings
containing a 36.48 foot height for Building 1 and 36.75 feet for Building 2, thereby

exceeding the authorized 35 foot maximum height requirement under the



13.

Redevelopment Plan ordinance. The variances according to Mr. Podberezniak
are essentially required as a result of the Applicant’s determination to provide for
a gabled roof for aesthetic visual purposes, as well as a request to maintain a nine
foot ceiling for the respective units to give said units a more “high end” feel. The
second critical aspect of Mr. Podberezniak related to the proposed exterior color
choice of the units. After reviewing the proposed color choices, the Applicant was
requested to return to the Board’'s January 28, 2025 public meeting for the
purposes of providing more detailed “color choice” for the Board’s further
consideration. In accordance with Exhibit A-6 presented at the January 28, 2025
public hearing, the Board reviewed the relevant color choices. The Board
approved all color choices with the underlying exception of that contained on the
lower righthand corner on the Page 4 of A-6 and the lower righthand corner on
Page 6 of A-6. All other choices were approved, subject to the stipulation that
where possible, the townhomes closest to the apartment units would attempt to
maintain a similar color choice to that of the apartment buildings. In addition, after
each respective phase, if the Board elected to provide any further input as to color
choice, the Applicant would take same into consideration in conjunction with future

buildouts of the respective phases.

At the January 28, 2025 public hearing, the Applicant presented the expert
testimony of Christopher Nusser in his capacity as a professional planner. Mr.
Nusser reviewed the Applicant’s request for both variance relief pursuant to
N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c), as well as certain design waivers as hereinafter detailed in

support of the application. Based on the testimony of Mr. Nusser and review by

10



the respective Township professionals, the Board has determined that the

following relief is required and grants the same for the following reasons:

A. A height variance pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) from Section 340-19D
to permit apartment Buildings 1 and 2 to have a height of 36.48 feet and 36.75
feet, whereas 35 feet is the maximum height permitted. Mr. Nusser noted that the
topography of the subject property relative to the apartments in the front of the
property mitigated against any discernable visual impact associated with the de
minimis height exceedance. Mr. Nusser further relied on the testimony of Mr.
Podberezniak to note that the additional height was essentially a function of a
gabled roof and the proposed nine foot ceilings, which in his professional opinion
created a more desirable visual environment associated with the buildings
themselves, as well as representing an improvement to the interior design of the
respective apartment units. For those respective reasons, it was the opinion of Mr.
Nusser that the statutory criteria was satisfied. More specifically it was the
planning expert testimony of Mr. Nusser that the proposed height deviation
advances the purposes of zoning pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-2(i) by promoting a
more desirable visual environment through creative development techniques, and
that pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c)(2), the benefits of the deviation would

substantially outweigh any detriments.

B. Variance pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) from Ordinance Section 340-
19D, which requires a 50 foot front yard setback, whereas the proposed front yard
setback of Road A is zero feet. Under the applicable ordinance sections, which

were amended pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan, roads are deemed to be

11



accessory uses, hence the applicability of the front yard setback requirement. This
variance relief may be easily granted pursuant to the statutory criteria of N.J.S.A.
40:55D-70(c)(1). By virtue of the anomaly of Road A being the primary access
road, as constituting an accessory use, the variance relief is required.
Fundamentally, Road A in this case cannot be obviously located in conformance
with the 50 foot front yard setback, and denial of the variance would essentially
prohibit the development in its entirety. The Board is able to conclude that by
reason of the physical features affecting the subject property, or by reason in this
case of an exceptional situation uniquely affecting the subject property, the strict
application of, in this case the 50 foot front yard setback, would result in peculiar
and exceptional practical difficulties and undue hardship upon the Applicant, and
therefore pursuant to the statutory criteria, may grant a variance from the strict

application of the front yard setback so as to relieve such difficulties or hardship.

C. Variance from N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) from Ordinance Section 340-19D to
permit the development sign, as depicted on the plans, to be located 10 feet from
the front property line, whereas 50 feet is required by ordinance. The Board
granted the variance pursuant to the statutory criteria of N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c)(2).
As opined to by Mr. Nusser, the sign is limited in size but is necessary to be
installed in the current location to properly identify the project development.
Conformance with the 50 foot front yard setback would effectively preclude an
appropriate identification of the project development, and the 10 foot setback is an
appropriate location given the sign size to properly identify the development. Mr.

Nusser opined that the proposed signage location would advance the purposes of

12



14.

zoning pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-2(a) promoting the public health, morals and
general welfare by properly identifying the development, and that the benefits of
the deviation substantially outweigh the detriment, which in this case is minimal or
de minimis given the size’s relatively small size with no adverse impacts on either
the public good or zone plan or zoning ordinance. The Board again notes the

somewhat anomalous situation of the sign being deemed an accessory structure.

The Board further grants two design waivers pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-51. The

required design waivers are as follows:

A. Pursuant to Oxford Township Ordinance Section 340-28E(2), the required
width of driveway, serving aisles and parking lots is 25 feet, where to the extent
not preempted by RSIS, the Applicant proposes a 24 foot driveway width
representing a de minimis one foot deviation. Mr. Nusser noted that the width in
this case does meet the RSIS standards, and that there is no adverse impact on
firefighting protection, as confirmed by the Fire Chief. Mr. Nusser opined that this
provision is generally more applicable to business establishments verses a
residential development and further highlighted the de minimis one foot deviation
to which he opined would create no adverse impacts on firefighting safety. The
Board is therefore able to conclude that the application, to the extent applicable,
of the 25 foot width requirement is impractical or will exact undue hardship because

of the peculiar conditions pertaining to the property in question.

B. As noted in Comment 45 of the Township Engineer’s technical review
report, the lighting plan reflects a de minimis exceedance over the eastern property

line to the adjoining lot representing .1 or .2 foot candles, which adjoining property

13



is located within the R-80 residential zone district. That property is State owned
and is not currently developed and is not likely to be developed. This de minimis
exceedance in spillage onto the adjoining property line represents no detrimental
impacts. Litoral enforcement of Section 265-12(B)(a)(3) would exact undue
hardship on the Applicant, recognizing the current and contemplated use of the

adjoining property specifically affected.

15. Based on all of the foregoing and subject expressly to the conditions herein
imposed, the Board is satisfied that the Applicant is entitled to the grant of both

preliminary and final site plan approval, variance relief and design waiver relief.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Land Use Board of the Township of
Oxford that the application of SHRI Properties, LLC, for preliminary and final site plan approval,

variance relief and design waiver relief is herein granted, subject to the following conditions:

1. The Applicant agrees to be bound by all stipulations and representations made

during the course of the public hearing.

2. The Applicant shall comply with all recommendations contained within the
Township Engineer’s review report dated December 15, 2024, subject to those
items identified during the public hearing process to which the Applicant provided
clarification for its inability to comply, as more particularly clarified or set forth in

Paragraph 10 of this Resolution.

3. The Applicant shall submit revised plans to conform to all stipulations and
representations made during the course of the public hearing, as well as

compliance with the outstanding recommendations of the Township Engineer’s

14



review report dated December 15, 2024. Specifically in that regard it is noted that
a recommendation was made by the Township Engineer that a revised grading
plan associated with the phasing plan and additional soil testing will be required
for stormwater management compliance, and the Board retains jurisdiction in the
event any such additional grading plans and/or soil testing results in a material
change to the design of the development in the reasonable opinion of the Township

Engineer.

The revised plans shall be subject to the approval of the Township of Oxford Fire
Chief including, but not limited to, approval of no parking signage where
recommended, the installation of additional fire hydrants where recommended,
and the installation of fire connection locations on the apartments, all as

recommended by the Fire Chief.

Color choices of all buildings shall be in conformance with A(6), except as noted
on Pages 4 and 6 in the lower righthand corner (which are not to be used), and

shall be subject to the stipulations set forth in Paragraph 12 of this Resolution.

The final landscaping plans and plantings shall be subject to the review and

approval of the Township and its professionals.

The approval herein granted is subject to the Applicant obtaining any and all
outside governmental agency approvals as set forth in Paragraphs 68 through 71
of the Township Engineer's review report, including any additional outside
governmental agency approvals that may be required. In the event the approval
of any other governmental outside agency results in the need for any material

change to the development as herein approved, the Board reserves the right to

15



require the Applicant to obtain such additional amended site plan or additional

relief as may otherwise be required.

8. The Applicant shall submit for the approval of the Township Engineer all required
will-serve letters from any and all required utility providers as required by

Paragraph 47 of the Township Engineer’s review report.

9. All fees, taxes, assessments, escrows and other monies due to the Township of

Oxford shall be paid in full.

IN FAVOR OF THE BOARD ACTION TAKEN ON FEBRUARY 25, 2025 APPROVING THIS

APPLICATION.
OPPOSED:

ABSTAINED:
The undersigned hereby certifies that the within is a true copy of the Resolution
memorializing the action taken by the Land Use Board at its meeting held on January 28, 2025,

which was adopted by the Board at its meeting on February 25, 2025.
A motion to was made by Mr. Ort to approve Resolution 2025-04, seconded by Mrs. Hoffmann

Ayes 9, Nays 0, Abstain 0, Absent 0
Motion carried.
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Completeness: Terra Capital Application
Mayor Norton and Mr. McGuire recused themselves from this application.

Brian Tipton Attorney for the Applicant. The property is owned by the township of Oxford. | have
several witnesses to be sworn in.

Rich Schneider sworn in Wanye Ingrim, Seth Tipton, Tony Gallo, Alex De La Torre.

Richard Schneider stated that this application is on for completeness and the applicant also notice for
public hearing if the board deemed this complete. If the board grants the waivers from February 13,
2025 Van Cleef’s Report and deems this application complete we will proceed to the testimony of
items on the report during the public hearing.

Brian Tipton introduced Mr. Wayne Ingram a License civil engineer and planner in New Jersey.

Mr. Ingram stated that there are no variances being requested only waivers and appeals to the board
to deem the application complete and proceed to the public hearing.

A motion to was made by Mrs. Taranto to grant waivers as requested by the applicant Terra Capital LLC
and deem the application complete, seconded by Mr. Ort

Ayes 9, Nays 0, Abstain 0, Absent 0
Motion carried.

Public Hearing: Terra Capital LLC Application

Wanye Ingram passed out smaller renderings of the exhibits being shown to the board. Exbibit A1, A2
and A3.

Mr. Ingram started discussing some of the topics for Block 1.01 lot 3.03

- Lot is owned by the Township

- 46 Acres

- Frontage is on Renner’s Lane

- No county road connects to the property

- Quarry Facility

- Using the existing driveway around the buildings

- Structures on the property some will stay and some will be removed
- Large depression wet lands area

- Small wooded and brush area

17



- Easements thru out

- only one active pole on the south side of the property

- will use existing driveway — no modification for the first 250 ft

- Will widen the driveway around the building from 12 ft to 20 ft.

- Drive will be 2 way around the building only 1 way in and out of property

- Will retro fit and do upgrades

- 1structure is 2078 sq ft

- 2 structure is 3500 sq ft

- Gated fence cultivation

- 3licenses — 15 acres (5 acres for each license)

- 21 parking space between the 2 building

- Building 2 will be loading dock and offices

- Building 1 will have a few parking spaces

- Silo will be remaining on the property

- Will clean up small items on the property

- Traffic trips will be 80 per day will include employee vehicles and delivery trucks
- 2 Gates on the driveway one at the entrance and one closer to the buildings
- The Site will fit emergency vehicles up thru and around each building

There are no variances and we are in agreement with all comments from Van Cleef’s Report
Mr. Ingram went over some items on Mr. O’Brien’s Report

Page 8

#2 A & B no concerns

Page 9

Letter C —Site Driveway only a day operation no lighting concern

Letter D - Not curbing the area. The lot drains to an onsite quarry pit

Letter E, F & G — Not applicable

Page 10 Technical Review

Iltem 1 —intend to comply with Tree Ordinance and will get soil conservation approval
Item 2 — Can add more sheets for the site if needed

Iltem 4 — Security — the driveway will be in the range of 12ft(single) to 25ft(double).

Iltem 6 - Structures staying will make adjustments sidewalks around buildings
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Iltem 7 — Agricultural Plans

Iltem 8 - Grease traps Required by MUA

Item 9 — Knee walls were needed will be 2-3ft level out slope areas
ltem 10-12 — Will comply

Item 14 — Wil be proactive if needed will screen perimeter
Item 15 — EV charging by Building 2

Iltem 16 — will do per Ordinance
ltem 17 — Will Comply
Iltem 18 — Agreed
Item 19 — Fencing 8ft per CRC — will be chain link fence
Iltem 20 — have submitted Stormwater Report
ltem 21 — Agreed
Iltem V — Outside agencies
- We do agree to the items listed on the Van Cleef’s Report and get required approvals,
waivers, permits etc.
Page 2 of the Van Cleef’s Report

1B — will provided requirements

2B — Has onsite Well, Sewer line already established, Electric may need to add

The board has no questions at this time.

Joseph Brosnan — Engineer — Comments
- Gate comments
- Tims comments about Stormwater, all water natural depression, DEP review regulations
- Stormwater — will comply
- Gate active control intercom and deliveries will be scheduled. If access is denied there is
space to turn around
Rich Schneider clarified 80 trip per day 25 per employees and then deliveries
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- Exterior fence CRC 8ft Fencing required

- 5acres per license fencing

- Outside approvals —we have not applied to county as of yet

- Design Waiver — traffic/gate monitor

- Structures Demo plan — some will remain and some will be removed

- EV-required by the MLUL provisions

- 21 Parking spots — 14 required by Ordinance — see square footage on page 5

Mrs. Taranto asked about signage & no trespassing signs. We will provide a number sign for emergency
purposes no name. NO trespassing sing per CRC requirements.

Mr. Ott opening up the Public Hearing for questions on this testimony only.

Kathleen Flieguaf, Oxford, NJ
- asked about the 3 different Licenses
- Waste water questions?
- Open Field what about the smell

Cherry Hill Oxford, NJ
- Traffic will impact Homes on Renner’s Rd

- Will the pond on the property be affected?

Kathleen Flieguaf, Oxford, NJ
- Our wells are very shallow will this affected our wells?

No more public comments Mr. Ott closed this portion

Brian Tipton introduced Alex De La Torre — Counsel for Terra Capital, LLC
Exhibit A3 — Color Rendering Arial View

Alex De La Torre there will be 2 phases for this property
Phase 1 will get the property ready for cultivation for 1 License with 4/5 acres
Phase 2 will be next year for the other 2 licenses with 4/5 acres each

The Class 1 Cultivation is permitted on the property per the Townships Ordinance. 15 acres will be fro
cultivation 5 per license.

We will be an outdoor grow.
- 1 grow per season
Time line January thru July 8-10 employees preparing for grow
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September thru November 18/20 employees this will be the most active apart with the
grow and getting it ready to be processed and shipped out.

Open 7am-5pm Monday thru Saturday

Each early spring season we will bring in the dump trucks with the soul to set up the grow.

Building 1 West Metal building — will be shipping and receiving offices.

Building 2 East Brick Building — will be the mother grow and clone rooms

Outside — grow will be at least 700 ft away from any builds. Lavander will be place thru out
the grounds. The smell only happens when we harvest the cannabis which is the reason for
the lavender to help.

The building will have HVAC with Carbon Filters

Once the cannabis has grown it will be processed and go to Building 2 for dry and curing

zones. The product will go to a licensed testing facility once we received that the product is
complaint it will be packages in building 1 to be sold.

Exhibit A2 — Security Diagram

Tony Gallo — Security Company

Mr. Gallo stated that they did meet with Chief Jones and staff.

Security measures for the property:

Secured access to the buildings

Each employee will have a access controlled devise for the gates and building and will
provide access cards to the First Responders and Police

Cameras inside the buildings are restricted.

There will be a 3™ party alarm system that will notify police.

The fence line will have ring coverage

Front gate will have access card and video monitoring

The second gate will have to get approval as well to enter

Mr. Ott asked will remote be able to be turned off and will police have access to the camera

Mr. Gallo stated that this meets the requirements of the CRC they hold retention for 30 days. The CRC
will have a portal access to look at the facility.
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Lighting around the building will be during the hours of operation. The cameras have inferred lighting
coverage.
Mr. Ott opening up the Public Hearing for questions on this testimony only.
Cherry Hill Oxford, NJ
- Outdoor lighting

- Will there be fans for the buildings indoors

Kathleen Flieguaf, Oxford, NJ
- What types of Cannabis will you be growing

Rich Schneider asked about the multiple licenses entails.
- Ms. De La Torre - These will be Affiliates to the applicant.
- Seth Tipton — New Jersey only allows 1 license per company

Suzanne Taranto — Alex De La Torre what is your title — Is Council to the property and the applicant

Kathleen Flieguaf Oxford, NJ
- Asked about the Loading Dock

Ms. Sadel
- On the diagram which is Building 1 and Building 2

Kahleen Flieguaf Oxford, NJ
- What types of trucks will be coming to load the product

Mr. Ott —is there any other outdoor grow facilities in NJ

Mr. Brian Tipton this concludes our testimony for the application of Terra Capital, LLC. There are no
variances for this application.

Rich Schneider stated manufacturing proposed or this property. This will be cultivation only.

Also, on page 8 Item D of the Van Cleef’s report asked about Class 1, 2, 3 and 4.
We are doing class 1 only

Mr. Ott opening up the final Public Hearing for comments only on this application.
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Kathleen Flieguaf Oxford, NJ
- Alex De La Torre asked for her business card
- Concerns with water for cultivation
- Well concerns

Well Records were provided to the board from the applicant. The report states that there are 3
factures and the is much deeper than the residents in the area.

Seth Tipton had some final comments
- Will comply with no trespassing signs by the township engineer
- Compliance with any outstanding comments of the Van Cleef’s Report
- Will provide a phone number to the residents with in 200ft of the property

Hugh Giordano, Director UFCW Local 360
Made some last minutes comments
- Union that works with all cannabis in NJ
- Will bring economics to Oxford
- Workers are college educated
- This will bring young educated people to the area will be a benefit to the town
- Will increase house prices supply and demand
- We work with the project and labor
- All labor agreements and the safety if the employees

Rich Schneider the applicant is requesting Preliminary and Site Plan Approval. There are no required
variances will comply with waivers requested.

Subject to comply with Van Cleefs Report Items listed
- Phone Numbers for 200 ft Residents for any concerns
- No trespassing signs approved by engineer
- Class 1 Cultivation License only

- Comply with the CRC requirements

A motion to was made by Mr. Ort to approve Terra Capital LLC Preliminary & Finale Site Plan per
conditions stated above, seconded by Mrs. Taranto

Ayes 9, Nays 0, Abstain 0, Absent 0
Motion carried.

23



Brian Tipton is requesting if we could have a special meeting on March 11, 2025 to approve the
Resolution from tonight’s meeting.

The boards will hold a special meeting on March 11, 2025 at 7pm as requested by the applicant
meeting notice will be published by Lee Geller Board Secretary.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

No public comment

EXECUTIVE SESSION:

No Executive Session

VOUCHERS:

A motion was made by Mr. Ort and seconded by Mr. O’Neil to pay the Vouchers for the Land Use Board.

Ayes 11, Nays 0, Abstain 0, Absent 1
Motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT:

A motion was made by Mrs. Hoffmann and seconded by Mrs. Taranto with no further business before
the board and no public comment offered the meeting was adjourned at 9:10 pm.

Respectfully Submitted,

Lee L. Geller, Secretary
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