
 

VOORHEES TOWNSHIP  PLANNING BOARD MINUTES JUNE 24, 2026____________ 
 
Board Chairperson, Mr. Schwenke called the meeting to order and stated it was being held in 
compliance with the “Open Public Meetings Act” and had been duly noticed and published as 
required by law.  
 
Roll Call: 
 
Present: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Rashatwar, Mr. Platt, Ms. Branch,  
Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr. Schwenke 
 
Absent: Mr. Kleinman, Mr. Ravitz 
 
Also present were Chris Norman, Board Solicitor and Jeremy Noll, Board Engineer. 
 
 
Mr. Norman swears in Board Engineer, Mr. Jeremy Noll. 
 
MEMORIALIZATION OF RESOLUTIONS AND ORDINANCE ITEMS 
 
Review of Township Committee Ordinance 26-20 Repealing Ordinance 26-11 Carriage 
House/Gate Redevelopment Plan Adoption 
 
& 
 
Recommendation to Township Committee for Adopting Ordinance 26-20 on Repealing Ordinance 
11-26 Carriage House Redevelopment Plan Adoption  
Resolution of Approval 
 
The above ordinance item and resolution are approved/adopted together with a single Roll Call 
Vote. Mr. Rashatwar states for the record that he has a conflict of interest with the current matter 
and must recuse himself. Mr. Nicini makes a motion to approve the ordinance/memorialize the 
resolution, seconded by Ms. Augustine.  
 
Mr. Louis Mueller, a member of the public, asks if there is a public comment portion available for 
the current matter. Mr. Norman states that it is not required, but the chairperson may allow public 
comment. Mr. Schwenke opens the meeting to the public.  
 
Louis Mueller 
1260 Kirkwood-Gibbsboro Rd 
 
Mr. Mueller expresses his support for the repealing of the previous Township Committee 
ordinance adopting the Carriage House Redevelopment Plan. He asks if there will also be a 
memorialization of the Planning Board’s earlier finding of Master Plan inconsistency with the 
Carriage House/Gate Redevelopment Plan. Mr. Norman states that there will not be a 
memorialization including such findings as the necessary statute was not followed on the 
redevelopment process for the property. Mr. Mueller and Mr. Norman discuss the board’s prior 
finding on the redevelopment plan and the board’s action in the redevelopment process. Mr. 
Mueller states that the redevelopment ordinance is still in effect currently as township committee 
has not yet done the second reading on the ordinance. Mr. Norman informs Mr. Mueller that his 
comments are noted for the record.  
 
Mr. Nicini reinserts his motion to approve the ordinance/memorialize the resolution, seconded by 
Ms. Augustine. Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:  
 
AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Platt, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. 
Augustine, Mr. Schwenke 
NAYES: None 
ABSTAIN: Mr. Rashatwar (Recuse) 
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PC#26-007 
Brandywine Mainstreet, LLC 
Extension of Approvals – Apartments 
Mainstreet 
Block 207, Lots 4, 4.08, 4.09, 4.24, and 4.25 
Resolution of Approval 
 
PC#26-008 
Brandywine Mainstreet, LLC 
Extension of Approvals – Parking Lot  
Mainstreet 
Block 207, Lot 4.25 
Resolution of Approval 
 
The above two resolutions are adopted together through a single Roll Call Vote. Mr. Nicini makes a 
motion to approve both resolutions for extensions of approval, seconded by Mr. Rashatwar. 
Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote: 
 
AYES: Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Rashatwar, Ms. Branch, Mr. Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr. 
Schwenke 
NAYES: None 
ABSTAIN: Mr. DiNatale (Recuse), Mr. Nicini (Recuse), Mr. Platt (Recuse) 
 
PC#26-010 
Voorhees Family Apartments, LLC 
Affordable Housing Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan 
Laurel Oak Rd & Berlin Rd  
Portion of Block 198, Lot 7 
Resolution of Approval 
 
Mr. Nicini makes a motion to approve the resolution, seconded by Mr. Schallenhammer. Motion 
carries by the following Roll Call Vote:  
 
AYES: Mr. Nicini, Mr. Rashatwar, Mr. Schallenhammer, Mr. Schwenke 
NAYES: None 
ABSTAIN: Mr. DiNatale (Recuse), Mr. Vandegrift (Recuse), Mr. Platt (Recuse), Ms. Branch 
(Recuse), Ms. Augustine (Recuse) 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
PC#26-009 
From The Hip Investments, LLC 
Minor Subdivision  
128 Lotus Ave  
Block 7, Lot 3 
 
The applicant’s attorney, Kevin Diduch from law firm KD Law approaches the board and testifies 
that the applicant, From The Hip Investments, LLC is proposing a Minor Subdivision for 128 Lotus 
Ave to eventually construct two 2,000 sq ft homes on the two new proposed lots. The following 
individuals are sworn in: Adam Warburton, applicant’s planner and Joseph Odenheimer, the 
applicant’s engineer.  
 
Mr. Warburton approaches the board to provide testimony and exhibit A-1, the application’s Minor 
Subdivision Plan, is identified for the record. Mr. Warburton gives an overview of the site’s layout, 
noting that Lotus Ave is to the south of the subject property with Preston Ave to the west. He goes 
over the existing structures for the site, including the existing single-family home, a detached 
garage, and some sheds. Mr. Warburton testifies that township ordinance requires the minimum 
lot size for the property’s residential zone be 15,000 sq ft, and the two proposed lots would be 
conforming with each being 15,000 sq ft in size. For bulk requirements, Mr. Warburton states that 
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they have plenty of lot frontage and lot depth, and for setbacks, they will be resubmitting the plan 
with setbacks that will be conforming to township requirements and will therefore no longer need 
any bulk variances. Continuing with bulk requirements, he testifies that they will also be 
complying with maximum height and minimum rear yard setback, and for impervious coverage, it 
will be increasing from the lot’s current 11% to 18.51% but it is still below the required maximum 
45%, assuming there will be 1,800 sq ft dwellings on the lots. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if they 
would be keeping the new dwellings 2,000 sq ft in size or reducing them to 1,800 sq ft. Mr. 
Warburton explains that the footprint of the homes will be 1,800 sq ft, but the two stories of livable 
floor area would total 2,000 sq ft. He notes that the architectural renderings that were just passed 
out show the design proposed by the applicant and also show different sides of the homes. Mr. 
Rashatwar asks if basements are planned for the new homes for the lots. Mr. Warburton states 
that basements are planned for the homes. Mr. Nicini asks if the basements will be fully finished. 
Mr. Warburton explains that it will be up to the owner/applicant whether the basements will be 
finished.  
 
Mr. Norman identifies the architectural rendering handouts as exhibit A-2. Mr. Schallenhammer 
asks whether the existing home with sheds on 128 Lotus Ave will be demolished for construction 
of the new homes. Mr. Warburton confirms this. Regarding the board engineer’s review letter, Mr. 
Warburton testifies that they agree to everything noted other than waivers requested for sidewalk 
along Lotus Ave and Preston Ave. Mr. Noll explains that they can grant the waiver for the sidewalk 
on Lotus Ave, but Preston Ave is under county jurisdiction, and the county had recently repaved 
the road and added bike lanes. He notes that the repaving would also affect how the applicant’s 
proposed utilities can be installed and there is a 7-year moratorium on Preston Ave. Mr. Noll 
states that the applicant may want to have a utility easement for the lots to make installation of 
new utilities easier and Lotus Ave will also be repaved in 2027 so he will work with the applicant 
regarding installation of utilities. For Tree Compensation, Mr. Warburton explains that they will be 
removing just one tree. Mr. Noll notes that as the tree that is going to be removed is in the 
proposed driveway it would be exempt from the Tree Compensation ordinance and the applicant 
just needs to confirm they will comply with the Tree Compensation ordinance. Mr. Warburton 
confirms they will comply with the Tree Compensation ordinance. Mr. Noll states that the exempt 
tree to be removed should be labelled as exempt on the plans as well. He adds that any trees in 
proposed driveways, the home, or utilities would be exempt from the Tree Compensation 
ordinance. Mr. Noll states that the applicant will need to comply with the Street Trees policy as 
well. Mr. Warburton explains that they comply through having trees proposed in the frontages of 
the two lots and identifies them on the plans. Mr. Noll and Mr. Warburton briefly discuss trees 
exempt from the Street Trees policy and what should be shown on revised plans. Mr. Warburton 
agrees to make the necessary changes on the plans to comply. Mr. Noll asks about existing 
drainage and proposed drainage and whether any of the proposed drainage for the lots will have a 
negative impact on nearby homeowners. Mr. Warburton explains that the proposed drainage for 
the lots will mimic the current drainage for 128 Lotus Ave and goes through how the drainage will 
flow. Mr. Noll asks if the drainage will be generally flowing out to Preston Ave and out to Lotus Ave 
on the side, with a swale proposed in the middle of the cut. Mr. Warburton confirms this and 
states that drainage will not impact the homeowners to the rear. Mr. Schwenke asks Mr. Noll if he 
has any other comments from his letter that the applicant should address. Mr. Noll explains that 
remaining comments are minor regarding the survey and he does not need applicant testimony 
for them. Mr. Schallenhammer asks Mr. Noll for confirmation on whether the tax assessor has 
qualified the proposed lots as 3.01 and 3.02. Mr. Noll confirms this. Mr. Schallenhammer asks Mr. 
Noll about a review letter comment on different owners listed on the plans. Mr. Warburton 
explains that this was an oversight from them and they will have the owner listed as From The Hip, 
Investments LLC for everything. Mr. Noll notes that once the subdivision is approved, the 
applicant will need to submit individual grading plans for each lot for the proposed homes. Mr. 
Warburton and Mr. Diduch acknowledge this.  
 
Seeing no further applicant or board member testimony, Mr. Schwenke opens the meeting to the 
public.  
 
Gerard Slack  
123 Lotus Ave  
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Mr. Slack explains that the existing house at 128 Lotus Ave may be one of the oldest in the 
township and he briefly provides some history of the site and its change of ownership. He 
expresses concerns regarding work done on the property, explaining that it was done seemingly 
without any permits, and various debris and other trash from the house is strewn across the 
property, with some of it stored in the sheds onsite. He states that other parts of the property have 
not been maintained, including the grass which had not been cut until township staff arrived 
recently. He adds that he would have preferred the property have just one proposed home facing 
Preston Ave rather than two on the two proposed lots. Mr. DiNatale asks if any applications have 
been made for historical designation for the property. Mr. Slack replies that he is unsure, but the 
property is likely one of the oldest in the township. Mr. Slack states that the windows of the 
existing home were also broken and have not been repaired. Mr. Vandegrift states that he was at 
the property last week and it was still in a state of disrepair. Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Nicini and other 
board members briefly discuss the historical aspect of the property. Mr. DiNatale asks if the work 
had been done under the current owner. Mr. Slack states that the ownership has changed only 
once. Mr. Platt asks why Mr. Slack indicated preference for having the direction the proposed 
homes are facing be unchanged. Mr. Slack explains that other homes nearby currently face 
Preston Ave and there would be more room facing Preston Ave. 
 
Seeing no further public presenting testimony, Mr. Schallenhammer makes a motion to close 
public portion, seconded by Mr. DiNatale.  
 
Mr. Norman outlines the application for Minor Subdivision approval for 128 Lotus Ave, noting the 
following conditions and stipulations:  
 

1. Applicant agrees to the conditions of the board engineer’s review letter dated May 28, 2026 
2. A design waiver is granted only for sidewalk along Lotus Ave as Preston Ave is a county rd  
3. Applicant agrees to submit individual grading plans for proposed homes on each proposed 

lot 
 
Mr. DiNatale asks if any variances are needed for the application. Mr. Noll explains that the 
applicant originally required variances for front yard setbacks on Preston Ave and Lotus Ave, but 
they provided testimony noting they would revise the plans to comply and therefore no longer 
need the variances. Mr. DiNatale asks if the application would be considered by-right. Mr. Noll 
and Mr. Norman confirm it is a by-right application. Mr. Vandegrift states that he believes one 
home proposed for the property rather than two on the two new lots would be more suitable for 
the area. Mr. Norman explains that the applicant meets the necessary ordinances for the two lots. 
Mr. Schallenhammer states that the ordinance would need to change to prevent such proposed 
developments for the property. Mr. Norman confirms this.  
 
Mr. Nicini makes a motion to approve the application, seconded by Mr. Platt. Motion carries by 
the following Roll Call Vote:  
 
AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Rashatwar, Mr. Platt, Ms. Branch, Ms. Augustine, Mr. 
Schwenke 
NAYES: Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Schallenhammer 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
 
PC#26-011  
Voorhees Solar Holdings, LLC 
Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan  
300 Centennial Blvd 
Block 206, Lot 4 
 
The applicant’s attorney, Mr. Michael Coskey from law firm Greenbaum, Rowe, Smith & Davis 
approaches the board to provide testimony and he introduces the subject application. Mr. Coskey 
states that the applicant is seeking Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan approval with variance 
relief and design waivers to permit the construction of a community-scale solar renewable energy 
facility, consisting of solar panels attached to racks of precast ballast blocks, perimeter fencing 
and other ancillary improvements for 13.5 acres of the subject site at 300 Centennial Blvd, Block 
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206, Lot 4. Mr. Coskey provides a brief history and overview of the site, explaining that it had been 
the former operations site for the Buzby Brothers Landfill until approximately 1972, and around 
1977 the township acquired the property. He adds that the township has made various efforts to 
remediate the property to return it to a productive use and recently the township entered into a 
lease agreement with the applicant to develop the currently proposed solar facility for the site. Mr. 
DiNatale asks about the size and wattage of the originally approved Solar facility for the property 
from several years ago. Mr. Coskey states that one of the representatives from the applicant’s 
team can address this question later. Mr. Coskey continues his testimony regarding the 
application, explaining that the variance relief and waivers to be requested are primarily, if not 
entirely, due to NJDEP restrictions placed on the property as there is presently a 2ft landfill cap on 
the property. He adds that based upon NJDEP regulations, the applicant is not permitted to 
disturb the cap, such as through planting trees.   
 
Rebecca Graustein, the applicant’s LSRP from environmental consulting & engineering firm Roux 
Associates approaches the board and is sworn in. Ms. Graustein provides a brief overview of the 
environmental components of the site, explaining the site has been remediated and a cap exists 
over the footprint of the former landfill. She states that the cap is 2ft in depth and consists of 
roughly 18in of sand, and 6in of topsoil or vegetative cover. Ms. Graustein testifies that the site is 
subject to institutional controls via a deed notice and engineering controls via the landfill cap, and 
per NJDEP requirements, the township is required to conduct landfill cap inspections to confirm 
the cap is still functional. She adds that the township is also required to submit biannual (once 
every other year) certifications stating that the cap is still in place and functional. Ms. Graustein 
explains that the proposed solar system will be ballasted so the entire system will sit on ballasts 
on top of the cap so as not to pierce it. She testifies that the extent of the landfill contamination 
goes nearly up to, if not up to the property boundary to the fenced area and because of that, the 
applicant is governed by strict regulations. Ms. Graustein states that as part of the landfill site 
redevelopment, they are required to submit a landfill closure and post-closure plan modification 
to the Office of Brownfields at the NJDEP and they have submitted the application and have had 
preliminary discussions with them where they plan to approve the post-closure plan modification. 
Regarding maintenance obligations, Ms. Graustein explains that currently the township maintains 
the cap and vegetative cover, and once the solar facility is developed, the applicant will be 
responsible for any of the landscaping maintenance within the solar array area and the township 
will continue maintenance of the cap and vegetative cover. Mr. Schallenhammer asks why the 
applicant would not cover the landscaping of the entire property. Ms. Graustein explains that the 
applicant would be maintaining the portion within the solar array. Mr. Coskey states that he would 
need to check with the applicant regarding landscaping maintenance beyond the solar array area. 
Board members, Ms. Graustein and Mr. Coskey, continue to briefly discuss landscaping 
maintenance of the site. Ms. Graustein states that the solar redevelopment area is roughly 15 
acres of the subject site, and the overall site is approximately 18 acres, so there would be 3 acres 
of the property unaccounted for. Mr. Rashatwar asks who is responsible for conducting testing of 
the site. Mr. Noll explains that any required testing is done by GE’s LSRP, Ramboll. Mr. Nicini asks 
if there have been any concerns in the last several years with the landfill cap for the site. Mr. Noll 
states there have been no concerns as everything has remained largely the same, and for any 
Precon meetings GE’s LSRP, Ramboll must be present. Mr. Vandegrift asks whether an access 
road around the site will be included for the Fire Department. Mr. Coskey states that their 
engineer can address this question. Mr. Noll notes that this was a comment in their review letter 
as well. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if GE is fine with the proposal. Ms. Graustein states that they 
have reached out to GE’s LSRP and are in the process of coordinating with them, but they do not 
anticipate any issues based on the township’s lease agreement. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if the 
development will impact any testing of the site. Ms. Graustein explains that there are existing 
groundwater wells on site for monitoring groundwater quality and the solar array will be outside of 
the footprint of the wells. Mr. Noll asks for confirmation that the applicant will not be limiting 
access to the monitoring wells. Ms. Graustein confirms this. Ms. Branch asks how big the solar 
panels will be and how many there will be. Mr. Coskey states that the applicant’s engineer would 
be able to answer this question. Mr. Schwenke asks if the proposed fence will also be ballasted to 
not pierce the cap. Mr. Coskey and Ms. Graustein confirm this. Ms. Augustine asks if the testing 
sites are shown anywhere on the plans. Ms. Graustein states that she believes the monitoring 
wells are shown on the survey, but if not, they have been discussing the sites with the board 
engineer. Mr. Noll states that they asked the applicant to show the wells on the plans, and they 
have agreed to do so. Mr. Nicini asks Ms. Graustein if she has done other sites in the state that 
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have similar remediation-related circumstances. Ms. Graustein confirms this and explains that 
they do solar projects for other former landfill sites owned by townships, with solar developments 
being a more beneficial use for such sites. Mr. Nicini asks if Ms. Graustein has run into any major 
issues such as runoff with redevelopment of former landfill sites. Ms. Graustein explains that the 
engineers account for such items in the development of plans and with periodic maintenance of 
the site they do not anticipate any issues. Mr. Norman states for the record and the public that the 
development of solar facilities on former landfill sites is not unique to the subject site and 
application, and there is a state program that offers credits for such developments. Ms. Graustein 
confirms this, explaining that NJDEP has both a state community solar program and office of 
brownfield reuse that promote such sites for solar redevelopment. Mr. Coskey adds that 
Municipal Land Use Law provides for having solar developments be a permitted use within any 
municipality in the state. Mr. Noll states that the proposed solar use is promoted by the state, and 
he has seen its development with other clients he has worked with.  
 
Mr. Schallenhammer asks why the applicant did not use a larger portion of the site for the 
proposed solar facility. Mr. Coskey states that he believes the current proposed size was what 
was chosen by the applicant. Mr. Platt asks if the unused portion of the site can still be used by 
the public for various activities. Mr. Noll explains that the township still owns the unused portion 
of the property and the uses permitted in the zone of the property would still be allowed. Mr. 
DiNatale states that GE is strict about uses of the former landfill site. Mr. Noll explains that the 
township has an agreement with GE regarding what activities are allowed on the former landfill 
properties as GE takes responsibility for what occurs on the site. Mr. Norman asks if there is a 
plan for decommissioning the solar facility in the future. Mr. Coskey replies that the plan is 
included in the lease and part of the plan stipulates that the applicant/tenant must begin removal 
of the solar system no later than 120 days after it has been decommissioned. He adds that there 
are bonding and escrow requirements and it is rather extensive. Mr. Rashatwar asks what the life 
expectancy of the solar system is. Ms. Graustein states that would be an engineering question.  
Mr. Schallenhammer asks about installation of new panels as part of a 10-year plan. Mr. Coskey 
explains that the lease agreement is a 30-year term that begins at the commercial operation date, 
which is defined as the date that the facility is up and running, and has received all necessary 
approvals from the local utility to begin operation. He states that there are also two 5-year 
extensions at the tenant’s option within the lease. Mr. Platt asks if the motion sensor lights shown 
on the plans may be an issue for nearby residents as wildlife such as deer will often pass by the 
area. Mr. Coskey states that would also be an engineering question and he begins to bring up the 
applicant’s engineer.  
 
The applicant’s engineer, Robert Streker, from engineering firm Bohler Engineering approaches 
the board and is sworn in. Mr. DiNatale asks board secretary Mr. Thapa if the plans can be shown 
on the courtrooms’ monitors. Mr. Thapa replies that he can cast to the monitors after retrieving 
the flash drive with the application materials from his desk.  
 
At this time, Mr. Schwenke announces a 5-minute break from the meeting while the board 
secretary retrieves the drive to have the plans cast to the courtroom tvs.  
 
Mr. Schwenke resumes the meeting after the break and the applicant’s engineer, Mr. Streker 
begins his testimony on the application. Mr. Streker goes through colored versions of the plans 
and application materials to be identified as exhibits. The following exhibits are identified for the 
hearing: A-1, a colored aerial of the site dated June 16, 2026, that outlines the subject site in 
yellow, A-2, colorized version of sheet 3.01 of the site plans, and A-3, Line of Sight exhibit 
prepared by Bohler Engineering dated June 24, 2026, showing sight lines and relative dimensions 
and height for the surrounding properties. Mr. Streker provides a brief overview of the subject site, 
noting that 300 Centennial Blvd is in the township’s CP – Community Property zone and is 
approximately 35 acres in total size. He explains that the landfill cap runs along the property lines 
of the subject site until around the pond at the southern portion of the site. Mr. Streker points out 
the extent of the landfill portion of the property on the site plans and explains that there is no 
portion of the solar array that is not within the former landfill area. He identifies the presence of an 
existing post and rail fence along the Centennial frontage of the property, with a chain link fence 
continuing along the rest of the perimeter of the site. For grading, Mr. Streker testifies that the 
former landfill property has berms of various heights, from 3ft, to 5ft to 0ft in some areas and a 
ditch that runs along the Centennial frontage. He notes the presence of a 12ft wide gravel access 
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road to the property as well which is used for maintenance access. Mr. Vandegrift asks about the 
presence of a road for fire truck access. Mr. Streker and Mr. Vandegrift briefly discuss access 
roads for the fire department. Mr. Streker states that they will be addressing the fire marshall’s 
comments later in the presentation. Mr. Streker continues with his testimony on the project, 
explaining that they are proposing a 4-megawatt DC community solar system and the power 
generated from the array is anticipated to be able to power 650 homes. He explains that 
neighboring properties can apply to receive credits from the power generated from the site to 
lower their electricity bill. Mr. Nicini asks how much of a discount applicable properties could 
receive on their electricity bills due to the solar array. Mr. Streker states that he is unsure. Mr. 
Coskey explains that 51% of the power generated by the solar system will be reserved for low- and 
moderate-income households. Board members briefly continue to discuss eligible applicants for 
the electricity produced by the solar array. Mr. Norman explains that the power generated by the 
solar system would be put back into the grid and those within the service area of the electric 
company would be able to apply.  
 
Regarding the solar array’s build design, Mr. Streker explains that as the landfill cap significantly 
restricts how they can develop the site, they will be fixing the solar panels onto concrete ballasts 
with steel racking. He states that the build design is in accordance with snow and wind loads as 
required by the DCA and Construction department and will meet and exceed the applicable code 
requirements. Mr. Streker explains that due to the height of the ballasts being 2ft and the solar 
panels at 6ft, they will need a variance to allow the solar panels to be mounted at a total height of 
8ft, where a max of only 6ft is allowed. Mr. Nicini asks about depth into the ground of the 
proposed solar installation. Mr. Streker replies that the solar would not be going into the ground. 
Mr. Noll explains that the concrete ballasts themselves account for impervious coverage as they 
will not allow stormwater to percolate through, and this will be discussed further in the 
stormwater section. Mr. Streker testifies that other ancillary solar equipment such as 
transformers and inverters will be installed at 8ft height or lower. For layout, Mr. Streker testifies 
that the proposed solar system meets all setback and impervious coverage requirements, with no 
grading requirements either as the system will be sitting on the existing grade. Mr. Vandegrift asks 
about depth of the proposed fence posts. Mr. Streker explains that the fence posts will not be 
going into the ground and there will instead be smaller ballasts for the fencing to be installed 
within. Mr. Platt asks whether the motion sensor lights proposed for the development will cause 
issues with neighbors from possible flashes of light especially with wildlife passing through the 
area. Mr. Streker explains that instead of motion detecting sensors with flashing lights, they could 
install switches with timers that would only have a single LED light of about 70 Watts which would 
only illuminate the access gates and not light up the rest of the property or reflect off the solar 
panels. Mr. Platt asks for confirmation on whether the switches and lights would only be at the 
access gates to the solar array. Mr. Streker confirms this. Mr. Noll asks if the applicant also agrees 
to comply with having no more than 0.25 footcandles of illumination max at the property line. Mr. 
Streker confirms this and adds that they are agreeable to a post-construction light functioning 
test as well. Ms. Augustine asks what the height of the ballasts for the fence posts will be. Mr. 
Streker explains that they have not yet designed the ballasts, but they will not contribute to the 
height of the fence as the fence posts will be slotted into the ballasts. Regarding fence gate 
access to the site, Mr. Streker testifies that there will be two gates, one on the Centennial Blvd 
side and the other on the eastern side. He explains while the plans do not show it, they will also be 
having a gravel road to connect to the ring road onsite. Mr. Streker states that there will be a knox 
box at each access gate for fire department use and they will work on a disconnect switch for 
emergency responders to use to shut off the solar field. He explains that the site will be remotely 
monitored, so it is not a manned site and therefore will have no onsite staff, maintenance crew, or 
traffic. He adds that at night, the system will be off and dormant.  
 
Mr. DiNatale asks if the solar panels will be stationary or if they will be moving to follow the sun. 
Mr. Streker replies that the solar panels will be fixed and oriented to the south and there will be no 
glare as the panels will only absorb sunlight, not reflect it. Ms. Branch asks how large the solar 
panels are. Mr. Streker states that they are about 14 ft long and 4-5ft wide. Mr. Nicini asks about 
the layout of the inverters for the site. Mr. Streker explains that this will be part of the site’s fine 
tuning, but they will have the transformers on pads at the midpoint of the site to keep it away from 
the residential properties at the perimeter. Board members briefly discuss the proposed location 
for the transformers and note that this location will be close to some neighbors. Mr. Streker states 
that they can move the location of the equipment if need be. Mr. DiNatale asks about the size of 
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the transformers. Mr. Streker explains that this design has not yet been completed, but they are 
accounting for a pad of 15 x 60 ft to allow for plenty of room for the equipment. Mr. DiNatale asks 
about possible noise at night from the system. Mr. Streker replies that there will be no noise at 
night because the system will not be on and generating power, but during the day from his 
previous experiences, they have not encountered noise issues. Ms. Branch asks if the 
transformers will be installed with the same orientation as the solar panels. Mr. Streker explains 
that they will stand up and will look similar to transformers at supermarkets or retail stores. Mr. 
Platt asks about noise generation during the daytime, particularly during summer days. Mr. 
Streker replies that with regular maintenance there should not be disruptive noise generated by 
the solar array during daytime hours. Mr. Platt asks how a resident could contact someone about 
the solar system if maintenance seems to be needed. Mr. Streker states that they could contact 
the township’s zoning official and have it addressed through the site plan approval. Mr. Noll asks 
Mr. Streker if NJDEP has sound guidelines for solar arrays. Mr. Streker states that he does not 
know offhand, but the project will be subject to NDEP requirements which include general noise 
requirements. Mr. Noll confirms that the applicant would need to follow state noise requirements. 
Mr. DiNatale asks Mr. Noll about noise generated by transformers at other locations in the 
township. Mr. Noll explains that some of the transformers at other locations are halogen and can 
make more noise, but the applicant for the solar project would be subject to all applicable local 
and state noise ordinances. He adds that there are noise tests that can be required of the 
applicant as well. Mr. DiNatale asks if Mr. Streker was involved with the previous solar project that 
had been contemplated for the site. Mr. Streker replies that he was not, but he had seen some of 
the earlier documents which somewhat aligned with the current proposal.  
 
Peter Osowski, applicant’s solar vendor approaches the board to provide testimony on the solar 
panels for the project and is sworn in. Mr. DiNatale and Mr. Osowski briefly discuss the previous 
solar project that both had been part of. Mr. DiNatale asks if the layout of the currently proposed 
solar array is the same as what had been proposed in the earlier project back around 2008. Mr. 
Osowski explains that back in 2008 all solar systems were 10-20 megawatts and tightly packed 
and solar systems now are capped at 5 megawatts. Mr. DiNatale states that he is trying to 
determine if the currently proposed system is the same as what was proposed in the original 
project. Mr. Coskey states that the applicant’s representative could also be brought up to answer 
questions about the previous project. Mr. Schallenhammer asks if the solar panels are made in 
the US or are imported. Mr. Osowski replies that few solar modules are made in the US and about 
14-18% of the solar parts will be composed of domestic materials. He states that a portion of all 
inverters will also be made from US materials and the racking is made from domestic steel. Mr. 
Nicini asks if any electricity is stored in the panels or if it all goes directly into the grid. Mr. Osowski 
replies that there are no batteries or storage components in the proposed solar array. Mr. 
Schwenke asks what the purpose is of the large portion of the site that does not have solar panels 
proposed on it. Mr. Oswoski replies that he believes it is reserve area for solar equipment and a 
temporary lay down area. Ms. Branch asks about the shape of the solar panel layout and the 
reason for its current design. Mr. Osowski states that he agrees regarding the shape of the current 
solar panel layout and that the design was what had been sent to them earlier in the year. Mr. 
Coskey explains the layout is what had been discussed with the township. Mr. DiNatale states 
that the current layout is not the same as what had been agreed upon in the original solar project, 
though Township Committee may have had different discussions for the current proposal. Board 
members, Mr. Noll and Mr. Coskey briefly discuss alternate layouts for the solar array. Mr. Noll 
and Mr. Schallenhammer explain that the portion of the solar array that currently runs closer to 
the Wilderness Dr properties could be moved into the middle or center portion of the site that is 
open at present. Mr. Coskey states that the applicant would agree to rearranging the solar array in 
this manner.   
 
Howard Verlin, representative of the applicant, approaches the board to provide testimony and is 
sworn in. Mr. Verlin provides a brief background on the previous solar project that he had been 
part of, explaining that in the past, the town had contemplated a playground on part of the site 
and the footprint of the current proposed solar system is similar to the layout that was part of the 
original lease. Mr. Verlin adds that the original project did not have a fully developed panel 
system, but they are flexible in regard to the footprint of the present solar array. Ms. Branch asks 
when the applicant plans to start operation of the solar system. Mr. Verlin replies that subject to 
the necessary approvals, they anticipate completing construction in April 2027 and turning on in 
May 2027. He states that they expect to start soliciting customers in December 2027 or January 
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2028. Regarding eligibility for the solar electricity, Mr. Verlin explains that all who are serviced by 
Atlantic City Electric are eligible, but 51% of the power generated must be allocated to Low- and 
Moderate- income households, and these households will be verified through state programs. Mr. 
Verlin states that the solar electricity that a household may qualify for would be sold at a 25% 
discount from the price it would have been sold at through ACE.  
 
Mr. Streker continues his testimony on the project and moves to stormwater management, 
explaining that they there are three main aspects that must be addressed for current stormwater 
management regulations for major developments: groundwater recharge, water quality, and 
water quantity. He explains that they are exempt from the groundwater recharge aspect as they 
are in a disturbed area (former landfill) in the Planning Area 1 state planning area, and for water 
quantity, they do not need to meet this either as they are not increasing motor vehicle surface by a 
quarter acre or more. Mr. Streker states that they must address water quantity, which they are 
doing by reducing stormwater flows off the property by more than what exists today through 
offsetting impervious surfaces like the ballasts. He explains that they will be adding grass pavers 
to offset the impervious surface, and grass pavers are commonly used to support fire trucks and 
other heavy vehicles and would be located within a portion of the site perimeter. He explains that 
this would be a direct swap with the gravel areas and would comply with stormwater regulations. 
For Fire apparatus access, Mr. Streker testifies that they plan to discuss with the fire official 
further as the Fire Marshall has requested additional access in and around the solar facility, and 
currently they could replace more of the gravel area with additional grass pavers which can 
support fire vehicles, but they are still working on a specific plan. Mr. Nicini asks if the applicant 
will conform to the requirements of the fire marshall. Mr. Coskey explains that they will work with 
the fire marshall to come to a mutually agreeable solution as they also need to go over an item on 
locations of fire hydrants. Mr. Streker explains that the fire marshall had requested two fire 
hydrants be installed, one on Centennial Blvd, and the other near where the new Haddonbrook 
development is under construction. Mr. Noll states that there will be a fire hydrant already for the 
new Haddonbrook development, and for any fire hydrant on Centennial, it would need to be 
added before Centennial Blvd is repaved from Egg Harbor Rd to Cooper Rd, which is scheduled for 
later in the summer before school resumes. He confirms there is a water main on Centennial 
Blvd. He adds that force main work is also scheduled to start in early July. Mr. Schallenhammer 
asks if the 75ft buffer between the site and Centennial Blvd would be sufficient for fire vehicle 
access. Mr. Streker confirms that the 75ft buffer would be more than adequate for a fire apparatus 
to access the site through. Mr. Noll states that a typical fire lane is 22ft wide so the buffer would 
be far beyond adequate for fire truck access. Mr. Schallenhammer asks about the type of solar 
panels proposed, and references a fire that had occurred in Delran from solar panels on the roof 
of a warehouse. Mr. Streker replies that he remembers the story but does not recall the details to 
be able to confirm if the solar panels are a different type. Ms. Augustine asks if there is remote 
functionality to shut the solar panels off in the event of an emergency. Mr. Streker confirms there 
will be a remote shutoff as well as an onsite shutoff for the panels and emergency responders will 
be able to access the onsite shutoff either in or near the knox box. 
 
Mr. Osowski approaches the board once again to answer various board member questions 
regarding safety shutoffs and monitoring site operations. He explains that ACE will have a recloser 
for remote shutoff and powering the solar panels on in the event of a brownout, grid issue, life 
safety hazard, etc. Mr. Osowski states that the recloser will be up on a pole and at the array there 
will be hand switches for emergency responders to use. Regarding monitoring, he explains that 
the system will be monitored by the solar vendor and there will be staff monitoring the site for 15 
hours a day, and there will be alerts set up for 24 hours a day. Regarding requirements for 
landscape buffer plantings, Mr. Streker testifies that while it would not be practical to have 
plantings within the former landfill area, they can work with the board engineer to locate areas off 
the landfill portion along Centennial Blvd where trees could be planted. Mr. Streker goes through 
neighbor proximity to the solar array, explaining that with the relocation of some of the solar 
panels as previously discussed in the meeting, the panels along the southerly portion of the site 
would be moved towards the center in the open area, thereby providing approximately 400 ft of 
setback from the existing neighbors off Wilderness Dr. Regarding view of the solar system from 
across Centennial Blvd, Mr. Streker explains that the closest homes in the Centennial Mills 
development are forward facing towards their street, so only the rear of the residences face the 
property. He states that there will be berms as well as 280 feet of distance between the site and 
the Centennial Mills development and the panels will be 8ft tall, which at the distance they will be 
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from the homes should be a negligible height. He adds that there will also be vinyl slats in the 
fence to further reduce visibility of the solar field for neighbors across Centennial Blvd. Mr. Streker 
states that they are seeking a design waiver for some of the landscaping buffer items noted in the 
board engineer’s review letter. Mr. Noll notes that while plantings cannot go into the ground as it 
may disturb the landfill cap, the applicant could still add landscape berms on top. He states that 
this would need to be checked with GE’s LSRP, Ramboll, as well as the applicant’s LSRP and adds 
that the applicant would still need design waivers for strict adherence to the landscape buffer.  
 
The applicant’s LSRP, Ms. Graustein approaches the board to provide testimony on the possible 
additional landscape berms. Ms. Graustein states that it should not be an issue to have additional 
berms for landscaping, and they would just need to ensure that the monitoring wells would not be 
covered and the access gates to the site would be maintained. Mr. Noll goes through various 
areas of the subject site where the berms could go, including near the access off Centennial Blvd 
as well as along the south turn near the access drive close to the existing homes off Wilderness 
Dr. Ms. Graustein states that evergreen plantings may have deep roots that go past any berm and 
reach the landfill cap, so they may need to find other types of plantings for the buffer. Mr. Noll 
explains that the plantings would need to be approved by GE’s LSRP, Ramboll as well and they 
would need to be shallow root species. Ms. Graustein agrees. Mr. Noll states that some maples or 
an evergreen shrub could possibly be planted. Ms. Augustine asks if the 8ft height of the 
transformers includes the concrete pads they will be on. Mr. Streker confirms this. Mr. 
Schallenhammer asks about the height of the proposed fencing with the concrete ballasts. Mr. 
Noll explains that the total height of the fence will be 8ft from the top of the fence to the bottom 
post, which will be set into the concrete ballasts. Mr. Schallenhammer asks Mr. Oswoski how 
quickly staff can arrive at the solar facility in the event of an emergency such as a fire. Mr. Oswoski 
replies that in the event of a fire, they would be able to see some irregular readings and could 
contact emergency services to respond. He adds that they would coordinate with the owner’s 
staff and would be at the site within 2 hours. Mr. Schallenhammer asks in the event of a lightning 
strike if staff would be able to detect it for the solar field. Mr. Osowski explains that their graphs 
would show irregularities and they would receive an alert that something went wrong. Mr. 
DiNatale states that the solar field will also not be owned by the township, but the applicant, so 
they would be responsible for its maintenance. Mr. Coskey confirms this. Mr. Platt asks how 
much AI might be used for monitoring the site when staff are not available. Mr. Osowski replies 
that currently there is not much operational AI, and it may just be used for gathering after action 
reports and conducting analysis. He adds that most operations involve monitoring, maintenance, 
and fast responses to any issues.  
 
The applicant’s professional planner, Mr. Chris Colley from planning firm Topology approaches 
the board to provide testimony and is sworn in. Mr. Colley testifies that he will be going through 
the variances and design waivers requested by the applicant, and notes that the solar field is a 
permitted use under state law specifically for former landfill sites in every municipality. He covers 
the variance for the fence height, where 6ft max is allowed and 8ft is being proposed, and explains 
that the overall positive benefits of the proposed solar system outweigh any potential negative 
criteria. He adds that the applicant seeks the 8ft height for the fence specifically as they aim to 
increase the screening of the site from neighboring properties. For the design waiver for the 
landscape buffer, Mr. Colley explains that the applicant is requesting this as they are unable to 
disturb the landfill cap with plantings directly in the existing ground. He briefly covers an 
additional design waiver pertaining to design within the natural setting, explaining that he believes 
they are addressing this through the buffering and enhanced fence. Mr. Schallenhammer asks 
whether the proposed fencing will have slats. Mr. Colley confirms this. Mr. Schallenhammer asks 
if the fencing that borders the other former landfill property with the monitoring wells would be 
altered. Mr. Colley states that this fence will not be altered.  
 
Seeing no further applicant testimony or comments from the board, Mr. Schwenke opens the 
meeting to the public.  
 
Anthony Cirillo 
46 Borton Ave 
 
Mr. Cirillo expresses concerns regarding unsightliness of the proposed solar field and adds that 
he is disappointed there was a not a viewshed analysis done for the project to show a street view 
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of the facility. He states that the site may look particularly unsightly as the cables and inverters 
may be exposed as they cannot be placed underground due to the landfill cap. Mr. Cirillo requests 
that if an approval is granted for the application, it be conditioned upon having a berm along the 
entirety of the Centennial frontage to add further screening to the property for neighbors across 
the boulevard. He also expresses concerns regarding stormwater runoff at the site with the lack of 
a basin and the concrete ballasts. Mr. Cirillo explains that there could be noise issues as well 
depending on the type of transformers and inverters used for the solar field. Mr. Cirillo adds that 
the transformers for the site may have flammable oils in them. Mr. Nicini asks Mr. Osowski if the 
transformers will be hermetically sealed. Mr. Osowski explains that there will either be dry 
transformers or wet transformers, and if they are wet, they will have food grade oil in them. 
Regarding the transformers and inverters, Mr. Osowski states that they will be central inverters 
without transformers. Mr. Nicini asks about decibels of the inverters. Mr. Osowski replies that he 
would need to review specs to provide specific dB but notes that the newer inverters tend to be 
quieter. Mr. Nicini asks about possible stormwater runoff issues brought up by Mr. Cirillo. Mr. 
Streker explains that though the subject site has higher grades to the north and lower going south, 
their analysis shows that there would not be additional runoff generated from the development, 
including the concrete ballasts, slabs, and pads and their proposed solar system complies with 
all applicable requirements. Mr. Schwenke notes that the applicant is also unable to alter the 
existing grades of the site due to the landfill cap, so they are limited to working with the existing 
contours.  
 
Ruth Dickerman  
64 Borton Ave 
 
Ms. Dickerman asks about the layout of the solar field and whether the portion closest to 
Centennial could be moved further from the street over to the open area currently shown on the 
plans. Board members briefly discuss the location of the solar panels. Mr. DiNatale states that 
the Centennial Mill residents are nearly a football field in distance away from the site currently. 
Ms. Dickerman expresses concerns regarding the aesthetic aspects of the solar site, including the 
proposed  fence. Mr. DiNatale notes that he lives behind the subject site and there is already a 
fence for the for the site. Board members and Ms. Dickerman briefly continue to discuss the fence 
and aesthetic concerns for the property. Mr. Noll states that slats will be put into the chain link 
fence to reduce visibility of the solar array for nearby residents. Board members discuss 
placement of the solar panels for the property once again. Mr. Noll explains that moving the solar 
panels that are clustered closer to Cenntenial Blvd to the left into the open area would cause 
aesthetic detriment to residents off Wilderness Dr, who are much close to the subject site. Mr. 
Nicini states that the application would also be considered by-right if not for the requested fence 
height variance. Mr. Norman states that the variances required for the application are due to the 
uniqueness of the use and the site’s landfill cap.  
 
Gloria Anderson 
52 Matlack Dr 
 
Ms. Anderson expresses concerns regarding the former landfill site and possible superfund status 
with possible disturbance to the site. Ms. Anderson mentions a Christmas tree that was planted 
off Centennial Blvd near the site as well. Mr. Dinatale briefly covers studies done on the former 
landfill site by state and federal agencies and explains that the site is safer to be capped as it is 
rather than being dug out or otherwise altered. Mr. Schwenke explains that from his experience 
the state environmental regulations placed on the subject site due to its former use as a landfill 
are highly stringent, and the solar system proposed in the current application would not be 
penetrating the site in any way.  
 
Michael Dickerman 
64 Borton Ave 
 
Mr. Dickerman asks about the board’s scope of action on the current application. Mr. Schwenke 
explains that the board would be voting on the application, and the vote could be to postpone it, 
approve it, etc. and if it is an approval, it would be subject to the conditions of approval. Mr. 
Dickerman asks when construction would begin and when it would possibly end if the project 
were approved. Mr. Osowski replies that it is a supply chain matter, but at present they are looking 
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at quarter 1 of 2027 to start building, and primary construction would likely last for 3-4 months, 
with possibly a skeleton crew at the site for another month or two. Mr. Dickerman asks what the 
chain link fence with slats would look like. Mr. Schwenke explains that the slats would be vertical 
vinyl slats, and while it would not fully obstruct visibility the way a full vinyl fence would, it will 
significantly reduce sight of the solar array. Mr. Dickerman asks about response time from 
maintenance staff in the event of an emergency. Mr. Norman states that the applicant has noted 
there will be emergency shutoffs that can be activated immediately in an emergency. Mr. Noll 
explains that first responders would likely arrive at the site faster than the solar field staff. Mr. 
Dickerman asks about the design waiver being requested for adding plantings along the buffers 
off Centennial Blvd. Mr. Schwenke explains that the board engineer is working with the applicant 
to add berms where feasible to allow plantings for the landscape buffer. Mr. Dickerman asks 
about the solar panels closest to Centennial Blvd and why they cannot be moved inwards to the 
open area. Mr. Schwenke replies that the board engineer suggested that solar panels closer to 
Wilderness Dr be moved towards the center into the open area of the field. Mr. Dickerman and Mr. 
Schwenke briefly discuss aesthetic concerns regarding the site and financial aspects of the solar 
facility. Mr. Schwenke notes that financial aspects of projects are not within the board’s purview, 
and regarding visibility of the array, they will work with the board professionals to reduce 
unsightliness as much as possible. Mr. Noll confirms that they will work with the applicant to 
maximize the number of plantings for sight buffers as much as state agencies and the property 
LSRPs allow.  
 
Seeing no further public comment, Mr. Nicini closes the public portion, seconded by Ms. 
Augustine. Motion carries by the assenting voice vote of all present board members.  
 
Mr. Norman outlines the application for Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan approval with bulk 
variances and design waivers for 300 Centennial Blvd, with the following conditions and 
stipulations:  
 

1. Applicant agrees to the conditions of the board engineer’s review letter dated June 18, 
2026 

2. Applicant agrees to work with the board engineer and property LSRP regarding the planting 
of street trees and additional berms to provide additional screening where possible  

3. Applicant agrees to provide slats in the fencing to provide additional screening, and the  
variance granted is to allow 8ft for both the fence and solar panels for further screening 

4. Applicant agrees to coordinate with the Township Fire Marshall with regard to fire vehicle 
access and fire hydrants  

5. Applicant agrees to re-orient some of the solar panels in the south portion of the site to the 
open area towards the center of the site 

6. Applicant agrees to modify the motion sensor lights with manual timers that will only light 
the access gates  

 
Mr. Nicini makes a motion to approve the application as outlines by Mr. Norman, seconded by Ms. 
Branch. Motion carries by the following Roll Call Vote:  
 
AYES: Mr. DiNatale, Mr. Vandegrift, Mr. Nicini, Mr. Rashatwar, Mr. Platt, Ms. Branch, Mr. 
Schallenhammer, Ms. Augustine, Mr. Schwenke 
NAYES: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
At this time, Mr. Schwenke announces the board will be going into executive session to discuss a 
litigation matter.  
 
Mr. Schwenke states that the board has just returned from executive session. Mr. 
Schallenhammer makes a motion to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Ms. Augustine. Mr. 
Schwenke adjourns the meeting.   
 
 
Rashane Thapa 
Voorhees Township Planning Board Secretary 
Minutes prepared by Rashane Thapa.  The minutes are intended to reflect the basic comments and action.  Verbatim 
transcripts of all electronic recordings can be available upon proper request and payment 


