VOORHEES TOWNSHIP PLANNING BOARD MINUTES APRIL 22, 2026

Board Vice Chairperson Ms. Maureen Augustine called the meeting to order and stated it was
being held in compliance with the “Open Public Meetings Act” and had been duly noticed and
published as required by law.

Roll Call:

Present: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Platt, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine

Absent: Mr. Kleinman, Mr. Rashatwar, Ms. Branch, Mr. Ravitz, Mr. Schwenke

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

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

NEW BUSINESS

PC#26-005

Drake Voorhees, LLC

Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan (Tesla)
73 Route 73

Block 272, Lot 4

The applicant’s attorney, Damien DelDuca of law firm DelDuca, Lewis & Berr approaches the
board to provide testimony. Mr. DelDuca briefly introduces the applicant’s team, including Brian
Fox from Drake Real Estate Services of Colorado, Rod Ritchie, applicant’s Civil Engineer from
Dynamic Engineering, and Nick Verderese, applicant’s Traffic Engineer from Dynamic Traffic. Mr.
DelDuca mentions that Mr. Rich Ortiz, Civil Engineer from Dynamic Engineering, has also worked
extensively on the application. He states that Drake Real Estate is the contract purchaser of the
property and begins describing the location and history of the subject site. Mr. DelDuca explains
that the site is mostly vacant at present and had previously been a mixed-use commercial
development known as the Palazzo, which was mostly demolished. He states that some old
pavement is still onsite and the property is located at the corner of Route 73 and Lafayette Ave, a
county road. Mr. Delduca provides the following further testimony regarding the site layout,
location and history: A median break on Route 73 is present at the intersection with Lafayette Ave
and a curb cut is onsite as well. Aright-in, right-out access is also present, and the applicant
intends to keep this. Coopers Plaza shopping center is located to the north of the subject site.
About 7 years ago, the site had previously been approved for a Lidl supermarket through a
Planning Board application that Mr. DelDuca had worked on, however it was never built. The
property has remained vacant for many years.

Mr. DelDuca states that the applicant is proposing a Tesla automobile sales and service facility
for the site, and the location will be replacing the existing Tesla site in Cherry Hill. He explains that
the proposed automobile sales and service uses for the site are permitted within the MB zone that
the property is located within. Mr. DelDuca states that a Zoning Verification for the property had
been acquired in November 2025, which confirmed that the proposed uses are permitted in the
zone of the property. He states that the applicant is seeking Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan
approval with some requests for signage variances as well as some design waiver relief.
Regarding the board engineer’s April 10 review letter on the application, Mr. DelDuca notes that
Mr. Ritchie and Mr. Ortiz have discussed some items in the letter with Mr. Noll, and they are
agreeable to most of the items with some clarifications and exceptions that will be provided in
testimony.

Mr. DelDuca identifies the following exhibits for the hearing: A-1, aerial photo of site, A-2,
rendered site plan in color, A-3, architectural elevations for front of building, A-4, 3D rendering of
proposed Tesla building, A-5, sign plans.
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At this time, Mr. Norman swears in Mr. Fox, Mr. Ritchie, and Mr. Verderese. Mr. Ritchie begins
testimony on the application, giving a brief overview of both the existing site conditions and
proposed site plan changes. Mr. Ritchie states that the property is known as 73 Route 73 and is
approximately 15 acres in size. He notes the presence of trees, wetlands, and flood hazard areas
to the rear or western portion of the property. Mr. Ritchie notes that the proposed limit of
disturbance for the site is approximately 7 acres towards the front, Route 73 side of the property,
which is the portion proposed to be redeveloped with the Tesla center. Mr. Ritchie testifies that
theirteam has applied for a Wetland Letter of Interpretation (LOI) request to the NJ Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) to confirm the extent and location of wetlands and buffers as
well as flood hazard areas on the western part of the site. Mr. Ritchie adds that their team has
accounted for 150’ wetlands and 150’ riparian buffer when completing the design for the proposal
and emphasizes that a conservative approach was taken to determining the flood hazard area
boundary. He notes that the wetlands limits and buffers are under NJDEP purview.

Mr. Vandegrift asks about the extent of wetlands in the wooded portion of the property. Mr. Ritchie
states that not all of the wooded area shown in the aerial of the property are wetlands, but a
significant portion of it is.

Mr. Ritchie goes through the proposed site conditions using exhibit A-2, the rendered site planin
color. Mr. Vandegrift asks if the red line shown in exhibit A-2 is the wetlands buffer. Mr. Ritchie
states that the line shows the flood hazard area line. He describes the proposed development,
including a 27,436 sq ft automobiles sales and service facility, with the auto dealership itself
constituting 5,101 sq ft of the facility, and the remaining 22,235 sq ft dedicated to auto repair. Mr.
Ritchie testifies that the site design complies with all major bulk standards, including building and
parking setbacks, building height, and max impervious coverage. He states that the applicantis
requesting a waiver on an ordinance requiring buildings in the MB zone to be placed at the
intersection of the front yard setback lines on a corner lot. Mr. Ritchie adds that they have placed
the building in the approximate center of the site for improved wayfinding and site circulation and
is a safer design. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if waivers that are discussed by the applicant’s team
can be identified in Mr. Noll’s review letter. Mr. DelDuca notes that the previous waiver was from
paragraph 15 of the letter. Mr. Ritchie testifies that access to the site is via an existing right-in,
right out driveway on Route 73 at the northeast corner, as well as two full-movement driveways off
Lafayette Ave. He states that a site plan application has been submitted to the County and a
submission has also been made to NJDOT for a letter of No Interest to maintain the existing
driveway on Route 73. Mr. Ritchie testifies that the letter of No Interest was initially denied due to
safety concerns with left turns leaving Lafayette Ave onto Route 73 north, but the applicant has
agreed to work with NJDOT and the County to restrict left turns from this drive. Mr. Noll states that
the left turns from Lafayette Ave onto Route 73 had also been a concern expressed by the
Voorhees Police Department.

Ms. Augustine asks if details about how these movements from Lafayette to Route 73 are to be
restricted will be presented at this time. Mr. Noll explains that as Lafayette Ave is a County road
and Route 73 is under NJDOT jurisdiction, their review of any proposed changes will be needed,
and changes will be shown in conformance plans. Mr. Platt asks if there is any way to recommend
the restriction of left turns from Lafayette Ave onto Route 73, and adds that he has personally
been in an accident at the intersection from left turns. Mr. Noll confirms this recommendation is
intended to be made regarding the left turns. Mr. DelDuca explains that NJDOT has requested a
resolution from the Township Planning Board with this recommendation on restricting left turns
from Lafayette Ave onto Route 73, as well as a resolution from the County Commissioner
supporting the recommendation. He states that NJDOT’s traffic regulation department will
evaluate this but notes that NJDOT had requested this restriction on such movements from
Lafayette onto Route 73. Mr. DelDuca testifies that NJDOT will issue a Letter of No Interest for the
application once they have received the resolutions from the Township and County regarding the
left turns. He adds that the eventual construction to address the left turns should not be a
condition of approval as NJDOT will make the final determination.

Mr. Ritchie continues his testimony on the site and covers the intended site circulation and
deliveries, noting that deliveries will primarily come from Route 73. Mr. Schallenhammer asks Mr.
DelDuca which item number from Jeremy’s review letter was regarding left turns from Lafayette
Ave onto Route 73. Mr. DelDuca states that comment #51 from the letter is regarding the left
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turns. Mr. Platt states that the left turn movements from Lafayette Ave onto Route 73 should be
made a condition of approval. Mr. DelDuca states that making such a condition of approval would
likely kill the project, as the decision on what is constructed at the intersection to address the
turns will ultimately be made by NJDOT, and they have their own timeline which can often be
lengthy. He reiterates that the applicant supports the restricting of left turns and explains that the
applicant can only make the requests to NJDOT.

Mr. Schallenhammer asks if there is any way to have the Route 73 entrance to the site shifted over
to be further away from the nearby Kohls access, and explains that in the application for the Lidl
store for the site previously, the applicant had agreed to move the Route 73 access down further
away from the Kohls access. He also asks if the applicant could alternatively make the current
access just an entrance and add an exit further down the site. Mr. DelDuca states that the traffic
engineer, Mr. Verderese will address this but adds that the current access complies with NJDOT
regulations and the agency has not made any requirements for changes to the existing access.
He adds that any changes to the access off Route 73 would require additional permitting from
NJDOT, which could extend the applications approval timeline significantly. Mr. Schallenhammer
asks how such agreement on the change to Route 73 access was made in the prior Lidl
application. Mr. Schallenhammer and Mr. DelDuca continue to briefly discuss the previous
access arrangement from the LIDL application and Mr. Delduca reiterates that NJDOT has not
raised any issues with the current site access layout of the state highway.

Mr. Ritchie testifies that there are two access points off Lafayette Ave in addition to the right-in,
right-out drive off Route 73, but explains they are more supplemental access points and not the
primary access drives to the site. He states that some access points are 24’ wide and others will
be made wider at 30’ to better accommodate larger vehicles and improve maneuverability and
site circulation. Mr. Ritchie states that a waiver noted on review letter page 4, comment #12 is
being requested for providing a specific dedicated marked loading zone as car carriers and other
delivery vehicles will park in the drive aisle in the inventory area of the lot, where movement of
vehicles is generally managed by employees. He explains that this is not an unusual arrangement
for car and Tesla dealerships around the country. Mr. Ritchie notes that there are two different
parking lots for the site: one for customers, and the other for inventory, where the inventory
spaces are generally towards the rear of the site away from the entrance, and customer parking
towards the front. He explains that movement of vehicles in the inventory lot will generally be
more controlled and infrequent than in the customer lot. For parking spaces, Mr. Ritchie provides
the following testimony: a total of 423 90-degree, 9 x 18’ parking spaces are being proposed for
the site, covering both customer and inventory parking lots. This includes 3 ADA spaces, 1 ADAEV
space, and 17 additional EV spaces. Mr. Ritchie states that the applicant seeks several design
waivers for just the inventory parking lot, and the customer lot will generally comply with the
necessary design standards. He adds that no large trees will be removed to build the parking lot.
For review letter comment #14, Mr. Ritchie testifies that a waiver is being sought from the
requirement of having buffers along the highway be screened with evergreen plantings as the
parking lot onsite was present previously, and some screening is already being proposed.
Regarding the evergreen hedge plantings, he explains that they are being proposed, but just not to
the extent outlined in the design requirement. Mr. Noll clarifies that the design waivers being
requested are only for the inventory lot and they would support them for the inventory lot, but the
landscape buffer requirements would still need to be satisfied for the customer lot. Mr. Ritchie
states that the applicant would agree to this. For landscaping, Mr. Ritchie provides the following
testimony: Over 1,000 new plantings are proposed across the site, including 42 trees that are a
mix of deciduous, evergreen, and ornamental types, as well as 55 evergreen shrubs and hundreds
of grasses, perennials, and ground cover plantings. Mr. Ritchie states that plans will also be
revised to provide screening for the trash enclosure and to add street trees along Route 73 spaced
at a max of 50 linear feet apart. Mr. Ritchie testifies that the applicant is also seeking relief from
ordinances requiring a buffer berm and a specific density and type of plants along the Route 73
frontage as they believe it could negatively impact sales from a lack of visibility from the
roadways. Mr. Noll explains that their office previously had discussions with the applicant about
granting a waiver for these landscaping items up against the building, but there are existing berms
in place in the frontages to the north and south of the store that are intended to be leftin place.
Mr. Ritchie states that the applicant would agree to leaving the existing berms in place for added
buffer. Mr. Noll states that these items pertain to comment #’s 7 and 8 in the review letter and that
they would now be partial waivers for the front areas of the store. Mr. Ritchie points out that there
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is a 50ft-wide PSE&G power easement on the north side of the site where they cannot plant trees.
Mr. Noll confirms this. For comment #19 in ERI’s review letter, Mr. Ritchie explains that they are
also seeking a waiver from planting one tree for every 10 spaces in just the inventory lot.

Mr. Vandegrift asks if reimbursement will be provided by the applicant for trees not planted in part
of the site. Mr. Ritchie, Mr. Delduca, and the board’s professionals briefly discuss the township
tree compensation requirements and Mr. Noll clarifies that trees will still be planted along the
highway buffer. Mr. Ritchie testifies that any trees that may need to be removed as part of the
improvements, particularly along the outer edges for the stormwater management basins, will
comply with the township’s tree compensation ordinance. He adds that with the number of trees
being proposed as part of the site’s landscaping, they will likely easily comply. Mr. Noll clarifies
that landscaping is still being proposed along the property’s frontage, just not at the same density
called out by ordinance. Mr. Vandegrift asks if the current building location in the site plans
complies with township requirements. Mr. Delduca explains that the building complies with all
setback requirements apart from one pertaining to a corner lot building setback requirement. Mr.
Ritchie states that they are seeking a waiver for the corner lot building setback requirement as the
proposed building is more appropriate set further back from the corner and is a better design for
the proposed use. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if there will be any landscaping along the south area
of the property along Lafayette Ave. Mr. Ritchie confirms there will be plantings in this portion of
the site and the applicant can work with ERI on any further landscaping needed in this area.

For lighting, Mr. Ritchie testifies that all will be LED fixtures designed to comply with township and
other standards and they will also be designed to minimize offsite glare. Mr. Ritchie explains that
they will revise the plans to comply with review letter comment #10 pertaining to maximum
illumination levels of 0.2 footcandles at the property line. Mr. Ritchie states that they seek waivers
for the maximum light pole height and maximum illumination levels in parking areas. He explains
that light poles 20ft in height are being proposed along with maximum light levels of 12
footcandles in some isolated locations for greater visibility at drop off zones, but throughout the
parking areas light levels average around 4 footcandles. Mr. Ritchie states that township
ordinance 154.007 allows for 20ft high light poles for buildings in the height range of the proposed
Tesla. Mr. DiNatale asks Mr. Noll about his thoughts regarding the 20ft light poles. Mr. Noll states
that the proposed light pole heights are relatively common for such sites, but the applicant should
add shielding to the lights to reduce glare onto adjacent properties and roadways. Mr. Ritchie
states that they would agree to adding shields to the light poles.

Moving to Stormwater Management, Mr. Ritchie testifies they are proposing 3 surface SW
infiltration basins that all discharge to an existing onsite basin, with stormwater ultimately
draining to the rear wetlands and Barton Run tributary. He adds that all the basins drain within 72
hours. Mr. Delduca asks Mr. Ritchie if he can address review letter comment #37 on page 8 about
considering a parallel basin configuration. Mr. Ritchie states that forebays will be incorporated in
each of the stormwater basins to help manage sediment accumulation, and an SW Operation and
Maintenance manual will also be provided to the owner. Mr. Noll confirms that the forebays will
help reduce sediment accumulation in the SW basins and help maintain the area. Mr.
Schallenhammer asks Mr. Noll how long the owner must maintain the SWM basins for. Mr. Noll
explains that SW maintenance is continual and whenever a change of ownership occurs for the
property, the Stormwater O&M Manual must be provided to the buyer. For utilities, Mr. Ritchie
addresses review letter comment #24 on page 6, testifying that the site is currently serviced by
water, sewer, electric, and gas, and they have also received utility will serve letters. He notes that
they have also received the review letter of the township sewer engineer, and they agree to
relocating the trash enclosure so that it is not over the existing sewer line. Mr. Ritchie states the
trash enclosure will be moved to the east. Mr. Noll states that he had spoken with the township
sewer engineer, Mr. Luis Garcia in the morning and confirmed that this had been his biggest
concern. Mr. Norman notes for the record that the date of the sewer engineer’s review letter is
April 22, 2026. Mr. Delduca points out a review comment regarding whether there is sufficient
electrical infrastructure onsite to handle the load without offsite improvements and asks Mr.
Ritchie if they have received the will serve letter from the electric utility. Mr. Ritchie confirms they
received the electric utility letter.

Mr. Ritchie begins testimony on proposed signage for the site: two freestanding monument signs
are proposed; one at the main entrance on Route 73 and the other at the intersection of Lafayette
Ave and Route 73. He states that the two signs are fully compliant freestanding signs. Mr. Ritchie
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testifies that they are seeking a variance for the size of directional sighage proposed: 13.3 sq ft
where 3 sq ftis required. He explains that the sign is larger as it displays multiple directional
information. Mr. Ritchie states that there are multiple directional signs proposed for the site and
all are 13.3 sq ft. He explains that they could make the signs comply with the 3 sq ft maximum
size, but there would then be more signs across the site which could make navigation confusing,
rather than just having the 4 proposed directional signs. Mr. Platt asks about the specific location
of the freestanding monument sign proposed off Route 73 and Lafayette Ave. Mr. Ritchie states
that the sign will be on the Lafayette frontage but close to the corner, and outside of sight
triangles. For building facade signs and all sign variances requested, Mr. Delduca provides the
following summary: Variance #1 - size of directional signs with 13.3 sq ft proposed where 3 sq ft
max is allowed. Variance #2 —the number of facade signs with 3 proposed where 2 max allowed
for a building on a corner lot. Variance #3 — Size of fagade signs on eastern side, with 185.88 sq ft
totalis proposed and a max of 150 sq ftis allowed. Mr. Delduca and Mr. Ritchie begin addressing
remaining comments from ERI’s April 10, 2026 review letter. For comment #6 on page 5 regarding
applicable statewide noise limitations, Mr. Ritchie testifies that they will comply and the limitation
is a state law. He explains that they expect the noise generation from the site to be in line with
other similar facilities along the Route 73 corridor, and the site may even generate less than the
ambient noise produced from Route 73. For review letter comment #9 regarding construction
phasing and anticipated traffic control requirements, Mr. Ritchie testifies that construction is
expected to occurin one phase and construction will primarily be onsite, with no significant
offsite improvements proposed. He states that they do not expect there to be need for traffic
controls. Regarding review letter comment #16 on page 6 about pedestrian connection on
Lafayette Ave, Mr. Ritchie explains that there is an existing sidewalk along Lafayette Ave but
because itis not along the entire frontage of the property, they will be extending it along the entire
frontage. He states that they will also be repaving and improving the existing trail along the Route
73 frontage, which will maintain a pedestrian access from Lafayette to the building main
entrance. For fire vehicle circulation, Mr. Ritchie explains that they received minor comments
from the Fire Marshall and agree to comply with all the comments and requirements. Mr.
Schallenhammer asks if EVs will be charged overnight at the facility. Mr. Delduca states that Mr.
Fox would be able to answer this question. Returning to the requested sign variances, Mr. Ritchie
testifies that the applicant complies with all other zoning requirements and the granting of the
variances would not negatively impact neighboring properties or change the nature or character of
the surrounding area. He adds that the overall redevelopment of the subject site substantially
outweighs any possible negatives. Mr. DiNatale asks Mr. Ritchie if he sees any safety issues with
the size of the proposed signage. Mr. Ritchie states that he does not, and he believes the
proposed signs in fact increase safety at the site as they improve wayfinding and give directions to
visitors who are unfamiliar with the area. Mr. Noll agrees. Mr. Vandegrift asks Mr. Noll if the
proposed signage is similar in size to the signs located at the nearby Marshalls plaza. Mr. Noll
states that he is unsure if they are similar in size to the signs at the plaza, but they are close in size
to an Auto Lenders. Mr. Delduca explains that the proposed signs do not take up a large amount of
the total facade area. Ms. Augustine asks if the monument and directional signs are lit. Mr. Ritchie
states that the monument signs will be lit, but the directional signs will not.

Mr. Schallenhammer asks if the applicant would consider adding a speedbump at the rear of the
property where the inventory lot is located. Mr. Ritchie states that the inventory lot area of the site
will not be frequented by customers and visitors would mostly use the front access off Route 73
and front Lafayette Ave access. Mr. Platt states that without a gate there could be notable cut-
throughs into the site and he recommends installing porkchops at the Lafayette accessways. Mr.
Platt and Mr. Delduca briefly discuss the site accessways and nearby traffic circulation. Mr. Platt
explains that porkchop accessways off Lafayette should also be considered to prevent left turns
from the site onto Lafayette Ave, with possibly eventual left turns from Lafayette onto Route 73.
Mr. Ritchie notes that the applicantis in the process of having the porkchop design incorporated
for the Lafayette and Route 73 access, but itis a matter of review by NJDOT and the County. Mr.
Delduca notes that as the access is between a county road (Lafayette Ave) and state highway
(Route 73), the final decision is not with the applicant, but with NJDOT. He adds that the agency
did ask the applicant to restrict left turns at the intersection and the applicant has agreed to
support such an intersection design. Board members, Mr. Norman and Mr. Noll briefly discuss
Title 39 enforcement at the site. Mr. Delduca states that they agree to having Title 39 enforcement
for the site. Mr. Platt asks if it is possible NJDOT does not approve the porkchop design for the
Lafayette Ave and Route 73 intersection. Mr. Delduca states that it is possible. Mr. Noll explains
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that the intersection has been a focus of the township and NJDOT for many years. Mr. Vandegrift
asks whether the county or the state would install the porkchop at the intersection, if approved.
Mr. Noll replies that the state would install it.

Mr. Brian Fox of Drake Real Estate services approaches the board to provide testimony. Mr. Fox
states that he is the director of construction at Drake Real Estate and they are one of Tesla’s
preferred builders. He testifies that he has been involved with the overall development process for
Tesla locations for 7 years. Mr. Fox provides the following testimony regarding the proposed
Tesla’s operations: hours will be 8am-8pm, number of employees per shift at the busiest times
will be 25-30, and vehicle servicing is only done by appointment. For deliveries, Mr. Fox testifies
that they will generally have one carrier visit per day, and they unload at the rear of the facility. He
states that carriers will not be unloading on Lafayette Ave and for other deliveries, box trucks will
enter the site to deliver vehicle parts and accessories. Mr. Noll asks how often the deliveries are
made to the site. Mr. Fox states that he is not certain, but likely fairly regularly. For vehicle
charging, Mr. Fox testifies that chargers are all along the rear of the site in the inventory lot and are
only for inventory and vehicles being serviced. Mr. Nicini asks if there will be any sighs noting no
public use of the charging stations. Mr. Fox confirms there are employee only signs in this area of
the site. Mr. Noll notes that there is also an ADA EV charging stall at the front of the site for
customers and staff. Mr. Fox confirms the presence of the ADA EV charging stall and that they are
compliant with applicable ADA and EV parking requirements. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if any
vehicles onsite will be charged 24 hours a day. Mr. Fox explains that he is not completely sure of
the site operations for lengthy charging but the superchargers onsite do not take long to charge a
vehicle, so they would not remain plugged for extended periods of time. Mr. Schallenhammer
asks if there will be a main shut-off for all EV chargers in the event of a fire. Mr. Fox confirms that
all chargers would be shut off as they branch back to the same panel. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if
there is a desighated area for EVs if a fire occurs onsite. Mr. Fox explains that the building will be
fully sprinkled and on the exterior he is unsure of any specific designated areas, but adds that all
EVs delivered are operated at 30% or less charge, which significantly reduces the risk of fire.
Regarding battery disposal, Mr. Fox testifies that any battery swaps would be scheduled ahead of
time, with the new battery already prepared and the old being removed from the site by the towing
truck immediately. Mr. Nicini and Mr. Schallenhammer ask about the type of batteries stored at
the facility. Mr. Fox states that no old or damaged batteries are kept onsite, and for new ones
possibly only a few at most are stored depending on need. He explains that batteries are stored at
minimal charge as well. For trash disposal, Mr. Schallenhammer asks if Tesla will have its own
hauler to remove trash and recycling. Mr. Delduca confirms this. Mr. Fox states that for tire
disposal, there is an enclosed designated area for them from where they are picked up.

Mr. Fox covers the building architecture and design, describing the overall design of the building
as minimalist. Mr. Fox explains the materials and features of the proposed Tesla building as a
combination of stucco cornices, metal paneling, tilt up concrete and bump outs for fagade signs.
Mr. Delduca and Mr. Fox go through some comments from the board engineer’s review letter
regarding the Tesla building, starting with comment #21 regarding the total area taken up by
windows and doors on building facades. Mr. Fox testifies that the building does not have greater
than 50% facade area with windows and doors for the Route 73 elevation as they are limited by
what’s available for front of house. He explains that if any additional windows were installed, it
would start to show the service area of the facility. For review letter comment #13 on varying
building facade material, Mr. Fox explains that the proposed design is in line with Tesla’s brand
and is also a balance between the township design requirements and Tesla brand philosophy. Mr.
Delduca and Mr. Fox briefly cover more minor comments from the review letter, including having a
main entrance with a design in line with township requirements as well as the building
composition of the Tesla being different from standard brick, natural stone, stucco or wood.
Regarding signage, Mr. Fox testifies that only the Tesla ‘T’ portions of the facade signs are lit. Mr.
Schallenhammer asks if the brightness of the illuminated signs will be a concern for neighbors.
Mr. Fox states that he does not believe so and they will comply with township ordinances on light
illumination levels. Mr. Platt asks the board whether the architectural design of the Tesla could be
altered to better meet township requirements and character, similar to the Acme store from many
years ago. Mr. Platt and board members discuss design changes made to previous site plan
applications heard by the board, including a bank fagcade and other sites. Mr. DiNatale asks Mr.
Noll if any building design changes could be made to the Tesla, such as having tinted windows.
Mr. Noll explains that their office’s review letter had comments about making the building similar
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to the existing Tesla in Cherry Hill, which has a glass tower as part of its design and he states that
desigh recommendations could be made at the board’s discretion. Board members, Mr. Delduca,
and Mr. Fox discuss design elements and possible changes to the Tesla building, including the
possibility of adding tinting windows and modifying the building fagade to be more in line with
township design standards and character. Regarding the glass tower at the Cherry Hill Tesla, Mr.
Delduca explains that Tesla had moved into the building and he believes the tower had been a
pre-existing feature of the building. Mr. Fox states that he can discuss possible changes with
Tesla butis not certain if they would approve specific changes. He adds that the proposed
building is in line with other Tesla locations built by their company. Mr. Noll asks if tower designs
could be incorporated for the building front and Lafayette sides to break up the box-like
appearance, and notes that the applicant is currently well under building height maximums. Mr.
Delduca states that they could present the design to Tesla. Mr. Fox explains that Tesla has been
promoting a more simplified, basic design for their buildings for several years. Mr.
Schallenhammer asks Mr. Fox where he has built other Tesla sites. Mr. Fox states that he has
helped with the construction of Teslas in Washington state, Utah, Florida, Kentucky, and other
states. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if the applicant will have solar on the roof. Mr. Fox replies that
currently they are not proposing solar on the roof, however they may incorporate solar in the
future or have it in the parking lot. Mr. Noll notes that if the applicant plans to have solar for the
site in the future, they would need to come back to the board for approval. Mr. Delduca and Mr.
fox acknowledge this. For review letter comment #21, Ms. Augustine asks if the glass windows
could be extended upward. Mr. Fox explains that adding further windows upwards from what was
agreed upon would start to go into the structure. Regarding the discussed potential building
design changes, Mr. Delduca states that they will take a moment to check with their team and
then discuss further with the board, and at this time the traffic engineer Mr. Verderese will provide
testimony. Ms. Augustine states that they will take a 10-minute break following the traffic
engineer’s testimony.

Mr. Verderese, applicant’s traffic engineer from Dynamic Traffic, approaches the board to provide
testimony and begins covering the traffic study prepared February 10, 2026, and revised April 2,
2026. Mr. Verderese testifies that traffic counts were taken in the PM of weekdays and Saturday,
which are peak traffic hours for the Lafayette Ave intersection and Route 73 southbound. He
explains that for future conditions, they found the potential peak hour trips generated for a vehicle
dealership use to be between 60 and 70 trips. Mr. Verderese states that they are able to obtain a
letter of no interest from NJDOT as the agency considers 100 or more trips to be a significant
increase in traffic, and they are below this threshold for generated trips. In reference to the
previously approved LIDL grocery store for the property, Mr. Verderese testifies that the store
would have generated 3 times as much traffic volume compared to the Tesla, and the former
Palazzo commercial complex onsite was estimated to have had five times as much traffic. For
access driveways to the site, Mr. Verderese states that analyses were conducted, and it was
found that all of them have good levels of service and meet NJDOT requirements. Regarding left
turns onto Route 73 northbound from Lafayette, he testifies that delays were found with such
movements, and he agrees that left turns should be restricted at the intersection. Mr. Verderese
states that the traffic studies for the application have likely helped speed up the process of
restricting left turns onto Route 73 as NJDOT now has relevant traffic and crash information for the
intersection to help make their determination on improvements. For the access driveways of the
site, Mr. Verderese explains that they are the existing drives for the site and they are well placed.
He testifies that the current access drives comfortably meet both NJDOT and township
requirements and reiterates that with traffic volumes being notably lower than the previous Lidl
proposed for the site, the current access drives are more suitable for the Tesla use. He adds that
the current location of the access drives is also better for truck circulation to avoid the need for
them to drive through the front and sides of the lot where customers will generally be. For the
driveway to the highway, Mr. Verderese states they will be repaving it, and they will also need a
specific NJDOT permit to replace the island curbing and some asphalt. Regarding truck
circulation, Mr. Verderese testifies that they have provided turning templates for a car carrier as
well as fire truck and he explains that there is sufficient space around the driveway accesses to
prevent smaller and more frequent box and trash trucks from being stalled by regular traffic. He
states that fire trucks will be able to move freely around the site as needed. In reference to a
review letter comment on u turns for car carriers, Mr. Verderese explains car carriers are shown
on the plans to use the state highway for u turns as this is faster than alternative methods for
turns, such as using the county roadway. Ms. Augustine asks for clarification on the distance
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between the site’s state highway access drive and the nearby Kohl’s driveway. Mr. Verderese
replies that from the egress radius of the Kohl’s access to the ingress of the site’s access the
distance is 85-90 ft from the curb returns. Regarding the highway occupancy permit, Mr. Noll asks
Mr. Verderese to go over the connection of the bike path to the existing Kohl’s path. Mr. Verderese
explains that to connect the two paths, they would need to either include it in their HOP
application to build sidewalk in the right of way, or approach the neighbor to connect. Mr. Noll
states that if the applicant did the connection with the neighbor, it would be faster and likely more
aesthetically pleasing. Mr. Verderese agrees and adds that if they run into issues with connecting
with the neighbor, they will still have the other option available. For access drives on Lafayette,
Mr. Verderese testifies that they have full access drives on that side of the site and explains that
restricting the drives to right turns only would be unfortunate for those who are looking to head to
Route 73, as they would have to continue on Lafayette and turn around using a residential street,
or possibly make an illegal turn from the access drive. He adds that if left turns onto Route 73
from Lafayette are not restricted, the right turn only design for the Lafayette drives may then be
good to have, but with the restriction in place it is best to allow full access circulation. Mr. Platt
states that signage could be added to at least the Lafayette access closer to the state highway for
right turns only, and possibly adding another access drive off Route 73 for further access to the
state highway. Mr. Verderese states that they do not have sufficient frontage to have two
driveways off the state highway, which would prevent approval of such access from NJDOT. Mr.
Delduca asks Mr. Verderese what traffic volume is projected to make left turns onto Lafayette
from the two access drives of the site. Mr. Verderese states that their traffic study had a total of 6
turns from the drives onto Lafayette and then turning right onto Route 73 at peak hours. Mr.
Delduca, Mr. Platt and Mr. Verderese briefly continue to discuss traffic circulation from the
Lafayette drives and Route 73 access. Mr. Verderese testifies that the currently proposed access
planis the best and safest for the site. Mr. Vandegrift asks when the traffic counts were
conducted for the site. Mr. Verderese replies that they were taken during the weekday PMs and
Saturday midday.

Ms. Augustine asks about required items from NJDOT. Mr. Verderese replies that they only need
the letter of no interest from NJDOT. Ms. Augustine asks Mr. Verderese about site space for
queues for vehicles to be serviced. Mr. Verderese explains that the service bay doors are motion
sensor activated and there is ample room inside the building for vehicles, so queueing would
rarely occur. He adds that service is by appointment and there would only be so much availability
for a given timeslot. Ms. Augustine asks if queueing would occur for vehicles for the first timeslot
of the day, such as at 8AM in the morning. Mr. Verderese states that only the number of vehicles
with the timeslot would queue, and there would be sufficient space onsite for them to wait. Mr.
Platt asks if it is made clear by Tesla that service is by appointment only. Mr. Verderese confirms
this. Ms. Augustine asks Mr. Verderese about drive aisle access near the service bay areas of the
site. Mr. Verderese states that the drive aisle widths are just for one-way access, with the
entrance of to the service area being at the northeast corner of the building, and the exit at the
southeast corner of the site.

Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to take a 10-minute break in the meeting, seconded by Mr.
Platt. Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present board members.

Board vice chair Ms. Augustine announces the resumption of the meeting from the break, and Mr.
Delduca and Mr. Fox begin the presenting of new proposed architectural improvements for the
Tesla building after some discussion with the applicant’s team during the break. Mr. Delduca and
Mr. Fox present the following new building design changes: #1 — building pilasters to increase by
5ft in height, #2 — Addition of ‘faux glass’ material along the front of the building, #3 — Increase
depth of building pilasters from 1ft to 3ft for greater articulation at the center and two ends of the
building. Mr. Delduca states that the look and feel of the building cannot be changed from a
branding standpoint as Tesla would not approve the changes, but they can make the other
improvements. Mr. Nicini asks about the possible addition of further accents on the front of the
building. Mr. Fox and Mr. Delduca explain that they could add some cornices to the front. Mr. Platt
asks what will happen to the front Tesla sign with the area around it being brought up in height. Mr.
Fox responds that the Tesla sign’s position would remain. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if the front
Tesla sign would have more of a matte or gloss finish. Mr. Fox replies that the black portion of the
sign will not be matte but it will also not be overly shiny. Mr. Vandegrift asks if Tesla has approved
the proposed design changes. Mr. Delduca explains that Mr. Fox agreed to the changes as the
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preferred developer of Tesla, but they would still need to present them to Tesla for approval, and
there is a chance that they are not approved. He adds that he does not expect a denial of the
proposed design changes to happen. Mr. Delduca states that they would agree to the design
changes as a condition of approval. Mr. Noll asks for confirmation on whether the applicant
agrees with everything in their review letter other than what was already discussed in the hearing.
Mr. Delduca confirms this.

Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to open the meeting to the public, seconded by Mr. Platt.
Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present members.

Alex Sherman
59 Lafayette Ave

Mr. Sherman expresses concerns regarding traffic volume and circulation for the site as well as
the lack of pedestrian connections in the surrounding area. He adds that he has concerns about
the impact of the stormwater management system runoff contamination and also traffic safety on
Lafayette Ave in particular. He concludes that the project will have an overall negative impact on
the surrounding neighbors. Mr. Platt asks about the traffic level of service items referenced by Mr.
Sherman. Mr. Sherman states that he believes the traffic report had noted an existing traffic level
of service F. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if Mr. Sherman had supported or been against the LIDL
application that had previously been proposed for the site. Mr. Sherman explains that he was not
the owner of his current home at the time of the LIDL application. Mr. Nicini asks Mr. Noll about
the possibility of contamination from stormwater runoff. Mr. Noll states that the environmental
report showed no contamination but poor soil in the stormwater management basins are to be
removed and replaced with K5 sand to meet the applicable stormwater requirements. Mr. Nicini,
Mr. Noll and the applicant’s engineer, Mr. Ritchie briefly discuss the soil replacement with K5
sand. Mr. Ritchie states that they will comply with the applicable stormwater regulations for the
soil replacement. Regarding the LoS F, Mr. Verderese testifies that with the restriction of left turns
at the Lafayette Ave and Route 73 intersection, there would no longer be a failing LoS. Mr. Platt
states that the restriction is contingent upon NJDOT approval. Mr. Verderese confirms this and
explains that the F level of service at the intersection is existing, and was not created by the
subject application. Mr. Norman states that the level of service is pre-existing. Mr. Delduca asks
Mr. Verderese what specific movement is LoS F. Mr. Verderese replies that the left turns from
Lafayette Ave to Route 73 northbound if the level of service F. Mr. Verderese states that if left turns
are restricted, the intersection would have a level of service C.

Seeing no further public comment, Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to close public portion,
seconded by Mr. Platt.

Mr. Vandegrift expresses concerns regarding the design elements of the Tesla building. Board
members and Mr. Norman discuss the design changes as well as the board’s purview on
architectural elements of a building for a development application. Mr. Norman explains that
concerns regarding architectural elements of a building are subjective and a denial of an
application on such basis alone can be risky if the applicant has shown efforts to get closer to
compliance. Mr. Nicini asks if any glass material can be added to the sides of the building. Mr. Fox
replies that he does not believe the addition of glass on the sides would be approved by Tesla. Mr.
Delduca states that the design of the building is a branding issue. Mr. Delduca explains that they
will ask Tesla about the proposed design changes presented earlier in the hearing, but as itis not
a guarantee they are approved by Tesla, the applicant’s team is requesting that it not be made a
condition of the site plan approval.

Mr. Norman provides an outlines the conditions and stipulations of approval for the Tesla
preliminary and final major site plan application for 73 Route 73. He notes the sign variances and
design waivers requested by the applicant, and points out that many of the design waivers are
limited to the inventory lot of the site. Mr. Norman outlines the following conditions and
stipulations:

1. Applicant agrees to the conditions in the board engineer’s review letter of April 10, 2026,
except particular items discussed during the hearing
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2. Applicant agrees to the conditions in the township sewer engineer’s letter dated April 22,
2026
3. Applicant agrees to pursue a letter from the County Planning Board to NJDOT
recommending restriction of left turns from Lafayette Ave onto Route 73 northbound
4. Applicant agrees to work with the board engineer on having additional landscaping for the
stormwater basin along Lafayette Ave
Applicant will add light shields to the proposed 20ft light poles
Applicant agrees to extend the existing sidewalk along Lafayette Ave frontage
No unloading of vehicle carriers on Lafayette Ave
Applicant agrees to the following architectural improvements:
a. Increase pilasters by a height of 5ft
b. Add faux/tinted glass to expand the front building facade
c. Increase depth of pilasters from 1ft to 3ft
d. Add cornices to parts of the top of the building
9. Applicant agrees to the township ordinances regarding sign lighting

N,

Regarding board purview on the application, Mr. DiNatale explains that the board has done what
is within its purview regarding changes to the building design elements. Ms. Augustine asks if
there is a timeline for the closing of the Cherry Hill Tesla location and opening of the Voorhees
location. Mr. Delduca states that they intend to start construction as soon as all necessary
approvals have been obtained and he believes they will close the Cherry Hill location once the
Voorhees site is ready to open.

Mr. Nicni makes a motion to approve the application as outlined by Mr. Norman, seconded by Mr.
DiNatale. Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:

AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine
NAYES: Mr. Platt
ABSTAIN: Mr. Vandegrift

Seeing no further business, Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to adjourn the meeting,
seconded by Mr. Platt. Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present members. Ms.
Augustine adjourns the meeting.

Rashane Thapa

Voorhees Township Planning Board Secretary

Minutes prepared by Rashane Thapa. The minutes are intended to reflect the basic comments and action. Verbatim
transcripts of all electronic recordings can be available upon proper request and payment



