OXFORD TOWNSHIP
LAND USE BOARD
SPECIAL MEETING MARCH 11, 2025
www.oxfordtwpnj-org

FLAG SALUTE
CALL TO ORDER: Mr. Ott called the meeting to order at 7:00pm

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, Mr. Weiss, Mrs. Hoffmann, Mr.
McGuire, Mr. O’Neil(arrived 7:02), Mr. Hale, Mrs. Sadel

Members Absent: Mrs. Koufodontes, Mrs. Taranto

Professionals: Richard Schneider, Land Use Board Attorney, Tim O’Brien, Land Use Board
Engineer/Planner

MINUTES: February 25, 2025 Meeting Minutes
Eligible to Vote: Mr. Ort, Mr. Daneault, Mr. Ott, Mr. Weiss, Mrs. Hoffmann, Mrs. Sadel, Mr. O’Neil

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

Ayes 7, Nays 0, Abstain 2, Absent 3
Motion carried.

DISCUSSION:

Resolution 2025-05:

Richard Schneider stated that this Resolution is from there public hearing that was in February. The
resolution states the conditions that the boards voted on. | also sent the resolution to our
professionals and the Applicant to view there was a few revisions.



OXFORD TOWNSHIP LAND USE BOARD
RESOLUTION #2025-05

DECIDED: February 25,2025
MEMORIALIZED: March 11, 2025

MEMORIALIZING RESOLUTION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF
OXFORD LAND USE BOARD GRANTING TO THE
APPLICANT, TERRA CAPITAL NJ, LLC, PRELIMINARY AND
FINAL SITE PLAN AND DESIGN WAIVER RELIEF RELATING

TO PROPERTY DESIGNATED AS BLOCK 1.01, LOT 3.010N
THE OFFICIAL TAX MAPS OF THE TOWNSHIP OF OXFORD

WHEREAS, Terra Capital NJ, LLC (“Applicant”) has applied to the Township of Oxford Land Use
Board (“Board”) for permission to utilize the property designated as Block 1.01, Lot 3.01 on the Official
Tax Maps of the Township of Oxford (“Subject Property”) for a cannabis cultivation facility by one or

more Class | licensed cannabis cultivators as set forth herein; and

WHEREAS, the Board conducted a public hearing on February 25, 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 Brian Tipton, Esg., and presented the testimony of the

following witnesses:

A. Wayne Ingram, P.E., P.P. — whose qualifications were accepted as an expert

witness in the field of both civil engineering and professional planning.
B. Alex De LaTorre, Esq. —a representative and legal counsel of the Applicant.

C. Tony Gallo — A recognized expert in the field of “security” for cannabis facilities.



D. Seth Tipton, Esq. — A member of the law firm representing the Applicant and a

recognized expert in the field of cannabis and regulatory licensing.

The Board is in receipt of a February 13, 2025 review report from Van Cleef Engineering
Associates, which report details the documentary submissions made by the Applicant as

part of the application.

At the February 25, 2025 public hearing, the Board addressed whether the application
was complete in accordance with the requirements of the Oxford Township Land
Development Ordinance and the New Jersey Municipal Land Use Law. The Van Cleef
Engineering Associates report recommended the application be deemed complete
subject to the Applicant providing testimony as to those items denoted in Article 2 of the
Van Cleef Engineering Associates report. At the February 25, 2025 public hearing, based
on the testimony of Mr. Ingram as to completeness, the Board granted the necessary

temporary and permanent waivers and declared the application complete.

By way of background, pursuant to the Township of Oxford Resolution 2024-102, the
Township designated the subject property as an “Area in Need of Redevelopment, and
thereafter pursuant to Ordinance 2025-02 adopted a Redevelopment Plan Ordinance.
For purposes critical to the adjudication of the subject application, the Redevelopment
Plan Ordinance designated as Permitted Uses pursuant to Section 340-18.5(b), Class |
cannabis licensed facilities as defined in the New Jersey Cannabis Regulatory Enforcement
Assistance and Market Plan Modernization Act, as well as further “agricultural activities”.
Accessory uses were permitted as those customarily incidental to the Permitted Uses,

including those services which are essential to the operation of a permitted cannabis use.
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The ordinance further provided requirements as they relate to EV parking standards,
regular parking standards, fencing, site lighting requirements and buffers. Article V of the
bulk schedule of the Oxford Township Land Development Ordinance was also amended
to provide for specific setbacks relating to the principal permitted and accessory uses in

part based on whether the activity was an agricultural or nonagricultural use.

Mr. Ingram, in his capacity as both a licensed civil engineer and professional planner
testified as to the proposed site plan, including a description of the existing conditions
relating to the subject property. Testifying in furtherance of the site plan submission,
including those plans identified in Paragraph G of the Van Cleef Engineering Associates
review report dated February 13, 2025 (“Plans”), as well as a supplemental Existing
Conditions Survey dated November 12, 2024, prepared by French & Parrello Associates,
Mr. Ingram noted that the subject property was previously used as a quarry and is
currently developed with two buildings, a paved area surrounding one building, a gravel
area surrounding the other existing building, a partially paved access drive and several
paths throughout the site. The subject property currently contains 46.604 acres. The
property is currently owned by the Township of Oxford, who has consented to the within
application. The property technically fronts only on Renners Lane, and there is no
frontage on any county road. The Applicant would nevertheless apply to the County of
Warren for any approvals, if required. The property is constrained by a certain large
depression wetlands area, and any approval will ultimately be subject to obtaining any
and all required approvals from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection,

as set forth in Comment V in the Van Cleef Engineering Associates February 13, 2025



review report (as well as such other governmental agencies as set forth therein). The
property does have certain existing easements, as are in part reflected on the existing
conditions survey referenced above, although Mr. Ingram noted there is only one active

utility pole located on the south side of the property.

The plans detail those existing structures that will either remain or be removed as part of
the proposed development. That building designated on the plans as existing Building 1
is intended to remain and comprises 3,532 square feet. Itis a one-story framed building
with an existing height of 28.78 feet. Existing Building 2 will likewise remain, said building
comprising 2,078 square feet with an existing height of 18.4 feet. In addition, thereis a
silo located on the property, which is intended to remain. Various sheds, as located on
the property, are intended to be removed. Reference is specifically made to Sheet 3 of
14 of the site plan representing the “demolition plan”, which reflects those improvements
that are to remain and/or to be removed, including references to those paved areas which

may be required to be repaired as necessary.

Access to the site is off of Renners Road. There is a proposed first access gate with a call
box to restrict access to the site. For the approximate first 250 feet, the existing access
drive will remain in its current width. Thereafter it will be increased to a width of 20 feet,
which then ultimately extends to a 25 foot width surrounding that of existing Building 2.
Existing Building 2 is intended to be devoted to the offices of the Applicant and is designed
as a two-way access surrounding that building. The width of the driveway around the
building varies from 20 to 25 feet. Surrounding Building 2 is a proposed 10 by 15 foot
trash enclosure, a 12 by 58 foot loading zone, a proposed EVSE make-ready charging
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station parking, including a proposed handicapped parking stall and proposed concrete
curbing. Building 1, as referenced above, contains 3,532 square feet and maintains a deck
and cellar entrance surrounded by a macadam drive. The building will maintain a height
of 28.78 feet. In addition to the first gate providing access to the site, there is a second
gate as reflected on the plans, both of which are intended as a means of controlling access
to the site and appropriate security to the site to prevent unauthorized access by third
parties and to otherwise ensure that the site is only accessed by authorized employees
and/or delivery representatives requiring access to the site. There will actually be a
reduction in impervious coverage associated with the proposed site plan. As more
particularly reflected on Sheet 4 of 14 of the site plan, the site currently maintains a 4.80%
of impervious coverage comprised of asphalt, buildings, macadam gravel, concrete and
paths, which will be reduced to 4.18%. There will be a total of 21 parking spaces provided,
whereas under the Redevelopment Plan Ordinance, 14 spaces are required, reduced to
13 with the one EVSE credit provided. The proposed number of parking spaces are
intended to accommodate the number of employees employed at the site, providing the
explanation as to why the number of parking spaces exceed that which is required by
ordinance. For informational purposes, one space per 400 square feet is required by
ordinance, and based on 5,610 square feet, 14 spaces would otherwise be required.
Based on the anticipated number of employees, it is estimated that there would be a total
of 80 trips per day (40 in and 40 out). The Board notes that as a Permitted Use, as a
matter of law it may not reasonably consider off-site trafficimpacts, but further notes the

de minimis traffic associated with the proposed use, and relative to traffic it further notes



that the site otherwise provides for a safe means of ingress and egress interior to the site.
Deliveries to the site, except as described below relative to the planting season, are
generally made by FedEx or UPS delivery trucks utilizing smaller box trucks. A firetruck
template demonstrating the ability of firetrucks to safely navigate and circulate through
the site is included in the plans, and the Fire Chief has indicated no concerns or objection
to firetruck access. The Plans also depict box truck circulation. The Applicant further
stipulated that it would otherwise comply with any additional recommendation of the
Fire Chief, if applicable. There will be exterior fencing to the site with a height of 8 feet
(of a chain-link design), which complies with the ordinance provisions and isin accordance
with the cannabis regulatory requirements associated with a cannabis facility. As further
noted by Ms. De LaTorre, there may be further interior fencing to separate additional
Class | licensees interior to the exterior fencing provided. The details of the additional
interior fence will be a function of whether there are additional licensees utilizing the site,
and such fencing should otherwise be in accordance with the ordinance requirements,

and no further relief is granted in that regard.

A Lighting and Landscaping Plan was presented on Sheet 9 of the site plan. While a
proposed plant list is contained on said sheet, the landscaping plan shall be subject to the
approval of the Township Engineer. Aluminaire schedule is also set forth on this sheet of
the site plan further detailing the respective footcandles that are associated with the
proposed lighting and relevant details as to the mounting details of the proposed lighting.
In recognizing the significant distance of any adjoining residences, which are set back

approximately 800 feet from the proposed cultivation area, there is no anticipated off-



site adverse impacts associated with lighting, and it is not anticipated, in view of where
the activities are conducted on-site, that there will be the need for any supplemental

landscaping.

Mr. Ingram specifically confirmed in his expert testimony that he would comply with any
and all recommendations contained in the Van Cleef Engineer Associates review report.
He further provided clarifying testimony as to certain technical review comments
contained within said report. Turning this attention to the specific technical review
comments, the following is specifically noted (All refences are to paragraph numbers

commencing on Page 10):

(1) The Applicant will comply with applicable requirements of the Township

Tree Ordinance.

(7) Even if the agricultural setback requirements are applied, no variance relief

is required.
(8) The Applicant will provide a grease trap, if required by the County MUA.

(9) If any wall plans exceed 4 feet, the Applicant will supply required structural

plans.

The Applicant otherwise agreed to comply with all of the technical review comments and
otherwise addressed the outstanding comments in testimony at the public hearing. Mr.
Ingram further reviewed the proposed stormwater management in accordance with a
submitted Stormwater Management Assessment dated January 28, 2025. The same was

reviewed by the Township Engineer, who takes no issue with the fundamental findings of



10.

the assessment, but the final stormwater design shall be subject to the approval of the

Township Engineer.

The Applicant presented the testimony of Ms. Alex De LaTorre in her capacity as a
representative and legal counsel to the Applicant. Essentially, Ms. De LaTorre was
presented for the purposes of discussing the specific nature of the operations proposed
by the Applicant and providing some further explanation as to the potential use of the
site by additional licensees. Ms. De LaTorre has extensive experience in her capacity as
legal counsel for cannabis facilities, including specifically 25 retail licensed facilities in the
State of New Jersey. Ms. De LaTorre initially reviewed a colorized rendering of the
proposed development, as reflected on Exhibit A-3. From an operational perspective,
there is one growing season that generally runs from Ma rch to October, with plants being
placed outdoors between May and October depending on the weather conditions. The
number of employees on site varies throughout the calendar year. Generally, from
January to May, prior to the plants being placed outside, there are eight to ten employees
on site. The number would increase from 8 to approximately 20 during the growing
season to help care for the plants once they are placed outside. The only “heavy” truck
operations associated with the site would be when the soil is brought in in advance of the
growing season, which is generally sometime in the spring where the soil is brought in in
a dump truck. The cannabis product, after cultivation, is transported from the subject
site generally in a Sprinter van. General hours of operation are 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Saturday. Ms. De LaTorre further clarified that Building 1 is generally

intended for secured storage, office use, break room and packaging, whereas Building 2



11.

12.

is the building intended for operations associated with the growing and cloning rooms.
The plans do reflect the location of the proposed cultivation fields. To address concerns
relative to smell, lavender will be placed throughout the cultivation area, and to the
extent there are any “smell concerns”, that would only take place during the harvesting
or growing season. The lavender is intended to mitigate any concerns associated with
smell, and Ms. De LaTorre further noted that the buildings themselves will have a HVAC
and carbon filter system to further mitigate smell concerns associated with operations
associated with the building. Ms. De LaTorre further clarified the potential use of the site
by additional licensees. There would be potentially up to two additional Class | licensees,
that would not be cross-owned in violation of CRC regulations, but that would
nevertheless practically operate as an “affiliate” of the Applicant. Each of the additional
licensees would utilize approximately 4 to 5 acres, and the operations of the respective
licensee would potentially contain additional fencing, which must be in accordance with

the ordinance requirements.

Ms. De LaTorre also explained the process of the cannabis cultivation, including once
processed, the product itself goes to Building 2 for drying and curing, and thereafter to a
licensed testing facility, and once determined to be compliant, it is packaged in Building

1 to be sold to third party users.

Mr. Tony Gallo testified as to all security measures associated with the site. Mr. Gallo’s
expertise was recognized as an expert security consultant to the cannabis industry. Mr.
Gallo noted initially that they have met with the Police Chief to address any and all
concerns associated with security associated with the proposed cultivation facility. Mr.
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13.

Gallo reviewed the two gates that are proposed and described the means by which there
is restricted access, including providing access cards only to the employees. In response
to the Board’s concerns after any employees are terminated, their access cards are
programmed to prohibit further access after termination. Access cards will be provided
to municipal or governmental first responders and police. Full security measures will be
in accordance with the requirements of the CRC. Security footage are retained in
accordance with regulatory requirements for a period of 30 days. The CRC is provided
with portal access to look at the facility. An alarm system will be installed, which would
provide for third party notification to the police. The front gate, as previously described,
has access card and video monitoring, whereas the second gate closer to the buildings
requires further approval for access. In specific concern to an inquiry from the Board,
while there are camaras installed on the fence, they will be designed in such a manner so
as not to provide any visual access to surrounding properties. Reference is specifically
made to Exhibit A-2, which details the proposed location of the cameras along the fence
line and additional information relative to the type of cameras, as well as the video

interior intercom system and license plate recognition camera.

Mr. Seth Tipton provided brief testimony in support of the application in his capacity as
an expert in the licensing and regulatory aspects of cannabis cultivation facilities. For
purposes of the within application, the critical aspect of Mr. Tipton's testimony was that
the facility proposed will be limited to that of a Class | cannabis cultivation facility, which
is permitted under the Redevelopment Plan Ordinance. Hence, the proposed use here is

a Permitted Use.
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14.

15.

Various members of the public presented some limited concerns relative to the proposed
use. The stated areas of inquiry related to traffic impacts, operational aspect of the
proposed cannabis facility, including specifically the type of cannabis being grown;
concerns relative to smell; impacts of proposed lighting and whether there would be any
concerns with water usage to the extent they impact surrounding residences existing
wells. All such concerns were addressed by the Applicant through its expert testimony.
Specifically as to the well concerns, Exhibit A-4 was marked into evidence at the pubic
hearing representing a Well record from the New Jersey State Department of
Environmental Protection, which provides inter alia that there is sufficient well capacity
and no concerns associated with adverse impacts on surrounding properties resulting

from the proposed water use by the Applicant.

The application is before the Board for preliminary and final site plan approval, as well as
design waiver relief. In first addressing the Applicant’s request for preliminary and final
site plan approval, the Applicant has stipulated to comply with all outstanding
recommendations of the Van Cleef Engineering Associates review report dated February
13, 2025, that has otherwise responded to those technical review comments through the
presentation of its expert witnesses. The Board is accordingly satisfied that the Applicant
is entitled to the grant of both preliminary and final site plan approval pursuant to N.J.S.A.
40:55D-46 and 50. With specific reference to certain design waivers, reference is made to
those design waivers designated in Paragraph 2 on Page 8 of the Van Cleef Engineering

Associates review report.
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A. A waiver from Section 164-4 is required relating to the geometric design of the
driveway connection to the Township road. In this case, the Board notes that the traffic
to the site is limited and is otherwise satisfied that there is a safe means of ingress and
egress to the site and notes the turnaround capability of any vehicles accessing the site,

if necessary, associated with the restricted gate access.

B. A waiver from Section 265-12(B)(1)(b)(1) - There are no sight triangles that should

be required in this case.

C. A waiver from Section 265-12(B)(2)(a)(1) - Supplementing the previous testimony
relative to lighting, the proposed lighting does not meet the minimum required
illumination of 2 to 3 footcandles. Site lighting is necessary in this case in order to provide
requisite site lighting to the building area. In this case, the site lighting is adequate. There
are no negative impacts on adjoining properties due to the reduced lighting. The
Township Engineer is supportive of the waiver noting the fact that the site is not open to

the general public and will not impact surrounding properties.

D. The requirements under Section 265-12(B)(C)(2)(1) - Requiring driveways to be
separated from parking stalls by raised curbs is not necessary given the limited parking

lot. It is noted that the site achieves an actual reduction in impervious coverage.

E. Section 265-12(B)(2)(f)(1). This item was deemed not applicable.

F. Section 265-12(B)(2)(f)(2). This item was deemed not applicable.

G. Section 265-12(B)(2)(f)(3). This item was deemed not applicable.
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16.

As a result of the foregoing, the Board is satisfied that pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-51 that
exceptions from the requirements for site plan approval are reasonable based on the
finding that literal enforcement of the strict provisions of the ordinance will exact undue

hardship because of specific conditions pertaining to the property in questions.

Based on all of the foregoing, the Board is satisfied that the Applicant has established its
right to its request for preliminary and final site plan approval, as well as design waiver

relief.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Land Use Board of the Township of Oxford that the

application for preliminary and final site plan and design waiver relief of the Applicant is herein approved,

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.

The Applicant shall comply with all recommendations of the February 13, 2025 review
report of the Township Engineer, to the extent not otherwise addressed in expert

testimony during the course of the public hearing.

The Applicant will install no trespassing signs, which location and design shall be subject
to the Township Engineer, the intent being that such no trespassing signs be sighted in a

location which would serve to restrict access to unauthorized third parties.

The approval herein granted is limited to the use of the property as a Class | cultivation

licensed facility only.

14



5. The approval herein granted shall include the right to use the subject property up to three

licensed facilities, each of whom must be an affiliate as determined by the CRC.
6. Security access cards will be provided to police and governmental first responders.

i As stipulated to during the course of the public hearing, the Applicant will provide a notice
to all properties within 200 feet of a phone number in the event that the respective
property owners have any concerns about the ongoing construction or operation of the

site.

8. This approval is subject to the Applicant obtaining approvals from any other
governmental agency with jurisdiction over the application and relief sought by the
Applicant, including those identified in Section V of the Township Engineer’s review report

as “Outside Agency Approvals”, as well as final approval from the Township Fire Chief.

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 MARCH 11, 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 February 25, 2025, which was adopted by

the Board at its meeting on March 11, 2025.
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A motion to was made by Mr. Ort to approve Resolution 2025-05, seconded by Mr. Ott

Ayes 8, Nays 0, Abstain 2, Absent 2
Motion carried.

Mr. Tipton will prepare the Legal Notice for the paper and provide a copy to the land use board secretary.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Kurt Flieguaf — Boston, MA
Here on behalf of my mother Mrs. Flieguaf and we have some concerns on this project.
- As s there any other additional permitting from any other boards that are required
- Concerns about the outdoor grow and the smell
- Lighting safety and the fence
- Smell concerns

EXECUTIVE SESSION:

No Executive Session

VOUCHERS:

A motion was made by Mr. McGuire and seconded by Mrs. Hofmann to pay the Vouchers for the Land
Use Board.

Ayes 10, Nays 0, Abstain O, Absent 2
Motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT:

A motion was made by Mr. ORt and seconded by Mr. Deneault with no further business before the board
and no public comment offered the meeting was adjourned at 7:16 pm.

Respectfully Submitted,

Lee L. Geller, Secretary
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