
FREEHOLD BOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 
MINUTES OF January 22, 2025  

 
 
MONTHLY MEETING  
The monthly meeting of the Freehold Borough Planning Board was held on Wednesday, January 22, 
2025 at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Room of the Municipal Building.   
 
Chairman Barricelli stated that this meeting was provided in accordance with the Open Public Meeting 
Act, by providing a copy of the agenda to the official newspaper and posting same on the official 
bulletin board of the Municipal Building.  
 
ROLL CALL 
 
PRESENT   Mr. William Barricelli 
PRESENT   Mr. Paul Ceppi 
PRESENT   Mr. Michael McCabe 
PRESENT   Mr. Michael Wildermuth 
PRESENT   Ms. Shealyn M.S. Crombie 
PRESENT   Ms. Caridad Argote-Freyre 
PRESENT   Ms. Brianne Van Vorst 
PRESENT   Councilwoman Margaret Rogers 
PRESENT   Mr. Garry Jackson  
ABSENT   Mr. James Keelan 
PRESENT   Mayor Kevin A. Kane 
 
 
Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 3 on the Agenda as follows: 
 
Approval of Minutes from Planning Board Meeting Reorganization January 08, 2025. 
 
Mr. Wildermuth made a motion to approve the minutes, Mr. Ceppi seconded. 
 
Yes 8 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Van Vorst, Councilwoman Rogers and 

Mayor Kane 
No 0 
Abstain 2 Argote-Freyre and Jackson 
Absent 1    Keelan 
 
 
Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 4 on the Agenda as follows: 
 
Approval of Minutes from Planning Board Meeting January 08, 2025. 
 
Mr. Wildermuth made a motion to approve the minutes, Mr. McCabe seconded. 
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Yes 8 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Van Vorst, Councilwoman Rogers and 

Mayor Kane 
No 0 
Abstain 2 Argote-Freyre and Jackson 
Absent 1    Keelan 
 
 
Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 5 on the Agenda as follows: 
 
Memorialize Resolution PB-UV-2024-005, Rosato, Dario & Rosato, Carmine, denial of Use Variance 
request, location 64 Mechanic Street, Block 77, Lot 24 Zone R-4; 
 
Mr. Ceppi made a motion to memorialize the resolution; Mr. McCabe seconded; 
 
Yes 3 Ceppi, McCabe and Crombie 
No 0 
Abstain 7 Barricelli, Wildermuth, Argote-Freyre, Van Vorst and Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson 

and Mayor Kane 
Absent 1    Keelan 
 
Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 6 on the Agenda as follows: 
 
Application PB-SP-2026-006, Applicant First Presbyterian Church of Freehold, Location 118 West 
Main Street, Block 95, Lot 1, Zone R-7 requesting Preliminary and Final Site Plan Approval; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – Mr. Chair, I know the next application is requesting to carry; you may want to make 
that announcement in case any members of the public are here for that application;  
 
Mr. Barricelli – understood, is there a formal request; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – Mr. Halleran you represent that applicant 
 
Mr. Halleran – correct, we would like to carry the application for Patrick McDermott to March 12, 2025; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – (item 7) on agenda-  Application PB-UV-2024-012, Patrick J. McDermott, will be 
carried to the board’s March 12, 2025 meeting; it is a live meeting in this meeting room with no 
further notice to property owners; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – back to First Presbyterian Church application, Mr. Halleran; 
 
Vincent E. Halleran Jr., representing First Presbyterian Church, Pastor Olson will be my primary 
witness, Rob Sive is the engineer and do not have any other witnesses; 
 
Rev. Dr. Alan Olson – sworn in; pastor of the church for 6.5 years, the church has stood at that location 
since 1873, founded in 1838 an integral part of the community of Freehold for almost 200 years; in 
addition to serving the church community, we have a preschool, also community events, West Point 
Glee Club last spring; we have many elderly members they have trouble walking from the sidewalk and 
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now trouble walking in the parking lot also; there are potholes in need of repair; we need to repave for 
members of the church to safely attend;  
 
Mr. Halleran – any questions; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – you have a few changes that you want to do to the parking lot, are you changing the 
number of parking spaces; 
 
Pastor Olson – we have increased the usage because of the nursey school and thought if resurfacing the 
lot, we could squeeze a couple more spaces; 
 
Mr. Maltese – there are 12 existing, proposed 14; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any ADA compliance spaces 
 
Pastor Olson – currently 3 ADA, on Sundays we deem all handicap; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – when do you anticipate beginning the project; 
 
Pastor Olson – as soon as possible, weather permitting April / May; 
 
Ms. Van Vorst – is there a proposed dumpster pad; 
 
Pastor Olson – we have a dumpster on the property for about 2 years, the nursey school has a lot of 
students and existing garbage can could not handle the amount of garbage; dumpster was necessary; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – dumpster location is in the report 
 
Mr. Maltese – we can discuss with the engineer when he testifies; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any questions from the Board; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any questions from the public; 
 
Michaele Myers, 14 Brinckerhoff  – sworn in; if you are moving or changing, put a barrier around it; I 
live across the street from that, pay a lot of money in taxes on Brinckerhoff and should not have to look 
at a green dumpster; it is a residential property; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – Mr. Halleran is that something you can agree to; 
 
Pastor Olson – yes; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – Anthony is there a particular screening required; 
 
Mr. Maltese – they have to have a fence, walls surrounding three sides with two gates in front; could be 
PVC, chain link with decorative privacy slates; up to the board to decide; I have made recommendations 
the dumpster can go elsewhere; 
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Mr. Barricelli – any other members of the public have any questions; hearing non, motion to close 
public questions;  
 
Mr. Jackson – motion to close public questions; Ms. Argote-Freyre seconded; 
 
Yes 10 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre, Van Vorst, 

Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson and Mayor Kane 
No 0 
Abstain 0  
Absent 1    Keelan 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – I do have one question, the proposed stairs and concrete wall connecting to the 
adjacent wall, what is the reason to add; 
 
Pastor Olson – for the nursery school kids to have an easier access to the Brinckerhoff lot for exercise 
and play; 
 
Mr. Maltese – who owns that lot;  
 
Pastor Olson – the church; 
 
Mr. Halleran – call Robert Sive, Engineer sworn in – Crest Engineering, qualifications – licensed 
professional engineer, professional planner in State of NJ, over 30 years’ experience in engineering 
field, graduated NJIT and testified before this board on numerous occasions; 
 
Mr. Sive – I have a couple exhibits – A-1 (3 sheets); sheet 1 colored outline of existing site plan which 
you have a part of the application package, page 2 is google aerial of the site and page 3 is the parking 
lot itself; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – just a preliminary matter I believe that houses of worship are conditional uses in the 
zone; 
 
Mr. Sive – that is correct; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – just want to make sure, you are not asking for a D-3 variance, correct; 
 
Mr. Sive – don’t believe so, no; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – just want to get on the record, this is a preliminary matter that you satisfy all the 
conditional use standards; 
 
Mr. Halleran – not sure, the church has been there for over 100 years; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – you have to be sure, if you don’t satisfy the conditional use standards you need a D-3 
variance and some of the board members would not be eligible to sit; so if you do satisfy all the criteria 
 
Mr. Halleran – we have only applied for site plan;  
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Mr. Maltese – I raised the question, not knowing next door was also owned by the same property owner; 
typically, when the lots are undersized they consolidate; they are not undersized for the zone but 
undersized for the use which requires 3 acres; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – if the two lots that are next to each other are under common ownership, if you add the 
two together do they add up; 
 
Mr. Halleran – are you saying they can’t do it; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – I want to confirm if the lot size requirement is part of the conditional use variance or is 
it just in general; 
 
Where is lot size requirement codified, is it a condition or general; 
 
Mr. Janiw – it is a conditional use under 18.84.060, it reads – churches and other places of worship may 
be permitted in any residential zone, will need a conditional use permit provided the following standards 
are met; Standard A is the minimum area shall be 3 acres with minimum frontage of 300 feet; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – what is the total acreage if we add the two lots together;  
 
Mr. Maltese – approximately 2.5 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – this is what I recommend, it is up to the applicant, you don’t satisfy one of the 
conditional use requirements so I think you do need a D-3 so I recommend that the Class I and Class III 
members need to step off the dais, not eligible to hear the application; 
 
With regard to the notice, I leave it to your discretion, you did not notice for D-3, if you want to proceed 
at your own risk; 
 
Mr. Halleran but we put in the clause of such other variances that may be required; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – you want to proceed at your own risk that is up to you; 
 
Mr. Halleran – we will proceed; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – Class I and Class III please step off; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – can the alternate vote; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – if there are seven regular members here to vote, then no; 
 
Mr. Sive – the D-3 variance, there are certain conditions a house of worship are required to meet and if 
we meet those conditions as a permitted or if you don’t you fall into a no permitted use variance; the 
three conditions in the ordinance are minimum area are 3 acres, we have less than 3 acres; the site shall 
have direct access to a street classified as a major collector or secondary arterial road, I believe we 
satisfy as we are off of Brinckerhoff and Main Street; third condition is maximum site coverage is 20%, 
I am not sure what the coverage is I can tell you that we are most likely over 20% but not sure how big 
the lot adjacent to us is; with all that, the church has been here since 1873, part of the community and we 
proposing, look at the handout, sheet 1, color scale, upper right corner, blue highlighted area which is 
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the existing parking lot, larger on left side of sheet, is the new parking lot, the green and red are the 
existing buildings to give you a reference point; the new parking lot is generally in the exact location as 
the proposed; we are not looking to expand the church, all we are looking to do is reconstruct the 
parking lot and increase the capacity from 12 stalls to 14 stalls; our expansion becomes the 2 parking 
stalls; that is the scope of the project, you have the aerials to see the area surrounding; we will not have 
an impact on the neighborhood, same location as now, just bring up to standards; part of the increase in 
impervious coverage is about 1,100 sq. ft. from what is there today and proposing 2 parking stalls and 
all the parking stalls will be to the current ordinance size dimensions; some today are not up to today’s 
standards; by making slightly larger we are complying with size requirements and adding 2 stalls; that is 
the scope of this project; from a use variance standpoint, we are not really expanding the use as a 
traditional expansion of non-conforming use; there is no substantial detriment for the public good by 
granting the variance; if it was to be granted; if granting the variance would not substantially impair the 
intent purpose of the zone plan ordinance by providing 2 extra parking stalls to this site; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – Mr. Chair on the D-3 first this is a house of worship so it is considered inherently 
beneficial use though it really presumptively satisfies the positive criteria; also, when talking about a  D-
3 variance the lesser standard than a typical use, D-1 variance; the governing body has basically said it is 
appropriate for the neighborhood just under circumstances; you are task with trying to understand what 
is the purpose of the lot size requirement; typically lot size requirement goes to controlling the intensity 
of the development and making sure there is adequate light air and open space on the property; and then 
you look for that issue that the condition has been to address would it still be adequately addressed if 
that condition is not satisfied; I think the compelling testimony is the amount of years this particular 
house of worship has existed; what appears is this point is a lack of any real issue concerning the size of 
the property or surrounding neighborhood or ability to operate; 
 
Mr. Janiw – the focus of the D-3 is you have a non-conformity, it has been here for a long time; invested 
in the neighborhood; what you are really focused on is the 1,100 sq. ft. of additional impervious, can the 
site accommodate the additional 1,100 sq. ft.; not in its totality, what they are adding and will the site be 
able to absorb; it is fairly de minimums in the scope of what is being proposed; the only thing I ask of 
the applicant is 1,100 sq. ft. additional, you don’t see any drainage issues or additional run off problems 
with additional impervious; 
 
Mr. Sive – we do not; it runs to Brinckerhoff; 
 
Mr. Janiw – ok; focus, can the site accommodate the additional 1,100 sq. ft. of pavement on the 
property, that is the focus on your vote of the D-3 variance; 
 
Mr. Sive – one of the things we are looking to do is add a trash enclosure; there now is a dumpster siting 
in the curb isle in between the parking lot and the curb; it gets muddy when it rains and not eye 
appealing; on our plan we are looking to add a trash enclosure; 3 sides masonry enclosure, front with 
gate and discuss whether it needs to be vinyl or chain link; looking to propose trash enclosure with 
concrete pad which is part of the 1,100 sq. ft. impervious coverage; the dumpster is south easterly corner 
of the curb island, sits on grass area, truck pulls in drive picks up, backs out; proposing to do, there is a 
second driveway on Brinkerhoff just to right of our main entrance drive, there is a depressed curb, we 
can put the dumpster with enclosure there; look nicer; there are not other good locations, pull in the 
house of worship is to the left and the nursery school is immediately behind, north side of building; a 
truck would have to back all the way out of parking lot; 
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Mr. Maltese – it is a tight area, I apologize to everyone, I did not realize lot 24 is owned by the same 
applicant / owner; there is area next to the a/c unit to the left end of the drive isle, straight ahead, seems 
there is room to manipulate a trash enclosure to get out of the front yard;  
 
Mr. Sive – that is the entrance to the day care and the garbage truck would need to back out from the 
location; 
 
Mr. Maltese – the existing stairway, is the entry way? 
 
Mr. Sive – yes,  
 
Mr. Maltese – then why can’t a dumpster go to the right of that; you can still access the door; 
 
Mr. Sive – not the most logical spot to put dumpster next to building;  
 
Mr. Maltese – placing the dumpster on the road is not ideal; 
 
Mr. Sive – it is unconventional, that is why proposing trash enclosure, trying to clean up; a truck 
backing up in the parking lot with the nursery school was not ideal for us; 
 
Mr. Maltese -  another option is you have a 35-foot-wide drive isle, if you reduce by ll or 10 feet, you 
have room on the back side or right side of the curb line and knowing the property owners are the same, 
I really think the lots should be consolidated;  
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – they agreed in the beginning; 
 
Mr. Halleran – no we did not; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – why not; 
 
Mr. Halleran – they want to the opportunity to sell and not go through the subdivision process; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – you are going to need to do or you need a variance for parking; 
 
Mr. Halleran – if that is what you require, but if you ask if they want to, no they don’t; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – I am not certain they have not already merged 
 
Mr. Halleran – if we have to conform; 
 
Mr. Maltese – it could be requirement; it would not totally conform to the three acres but would conform 
to the 300 ft. road frontage as one of the requirements; if you reduce the 35 ft. drive isle to 24 ft., you 
have 11 ft. to play with on the right side; if you remove the right space you can make into the trash 
enclosure; there are options to get ride of the trash off Brinckerhoff; there is definitely a way to make 
trash enclosure on this side rather than current location; 
 
Ms. Crombie – adding parking and ADA is great, to put trash enclosure on Brinckerhoff, I don’t know 
that makes sense; my garbage man backs up very well; 
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Mr. Maltese – my recommendation is to consolidate the lots and move trash enclosure to another 
location on the side; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – need  recess; 7:39pm, return 7:52pm 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – I did some additional legal research during the break and I believe the lots, just as a 
matter of law have consolidated; the big case on that is sited 49 N.J. 504, 1967 Loechner v Campoli 
Supreme Court Case and 49 N.J. 520, 1967 Ryan v Bd of Adjustment Supreme Court Case, essentially 
the cases lay out, is if you have two lots under same ownership, adjacent to each other, one is 
undersized, they merge as a matter of law, not whether you want them to or not; in this case they have 
merged as a matter of law; 
 
Mr. Halleran – if that is required then ok; don’t know why this wasn’t done years ago; they just want to 
fix the parking lot; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – municipalities are not always aware of common ownership; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro -  Mr. Chair, the characterization of what this is a choice of is inaccurate; Boards don’t 
have the luxury to not follow the rules, the board could have been more strict on notice tonight; arguably 
a notice, a catch all does not cover; the case law does not stand on your side, we allowed that to move 
forward at your own risk; the case law is clear, when you start to decide cases based upon whether you 
like or don’t like that is the very definition of being arbitrary, unreasonable and capricious; boards aren’t 
given the deference to say you are a good guy you don’t need to follow the law, unless they have made 
their proofs; to say the law does not apply to you because we like you, that is not something any board 
can do; if the board wants to grant relief and say, the two lots can remain undersized or grant relief from 
the variance but you can not ignore; if you don’t want to move the dumpster with the board engineers 
recommendation, that is certainly permissible too; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – I agree with Ron and view this as one lot and if at a future date you want to subdivide 
you come before the board and we will review; other board members; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – I am impartial to lots; is there an opportunity to shift the parking over and take the dumpster 
to the back corner; 
 
Mr. Sive – during our break we discussed and agree to relocate to the northeast parking location; we will 
shift down the parking stalls; 
 
Ms. Argote-Freyre – it will still be enclosed? 
 
Mr. Sive – yes; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – I agree with counsel, the law is the law and when it comes to two lots or one lot, it 
would not be smart for the board to not follow the law; and like the idea of shifting the dumpster to the 
northeasterly corner and moving parking stalls; dumpster on the road is inappropriate; 
 
Ms. Van Vorst – dumpster in the corner, can we get a better enclosure than chain link; is wood or vinyl 
an option, chain link does not match the neighborhood; 
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Mr. Sive – we are providing a masonry enclosure with chain like front; I defer to the board; the chain 
link holds up best, vinyl seems to crack and break; chain link can be black to match the building, it holds 
up best;  
 
Ms. Crombie – depending how it looks maybe some landscape if there is room; wood may be best to fit 
the area there, 1873 look;  
 
Mr. Maltese – if they do chain link with vinyl slates, it will hold up better; you can’t see the gate from 
the street;  
 
Mr. Maltese – Mr. Sive, I think they are requesting some landscape in front, or at least one side; 
 
Mr. Sive – trash enclosure, strip of soil then pavement, then curb – street side; maybe a maintenance 
issue; 
 
Mr. McCabe – can you do a brick façade so from the street it is not just concrete block wall; 
 
Mr. Sive – we can come up with a decorative finish for that one side; 
 
Mr. Maltese – you will see the back side, the property next door is vacant, so maybe two sides; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any members of the public have any comments; 
 
Scott Fox – 6 Lucas Lane, Millstone NJ, sworn in; the block is referring is not regular cement block, it 
will be fluted masonry block, can match in color;  
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – you are not a resident in the Borough what is your relationship to the application; 
 
Mr. Fox – parishioner and property commissioner; it will look nice, it won’t be an eye sore, we want it 
to look nice too; I don’t think a good idea to merge the lots, if the church needs to sell for additional 
funds to maintain the church, attendance is down across the board; Maybe you will reconsider the 
placement, there is already a curb cut, we will make it look nice, landscape and proper enclosure, just 
think it is dangerous to have going across the parking lot with the nursery school and kids in the parking 
lot; 
 
Mr. Maltese – a trash enclosure on the street will not look nice; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any other public have a question;  seeing none, motion to close; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – motion to close; Mr. Ceppi seconded; 
 
Yes 10 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre, Van Vorst, 

Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson and Mayor Kane 
No 0 
Abstain 0  
Absent 1    Keelan 
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Mr. Maltese – quick note, I spoke to the applicants engineer and we will be requiring a lighting plan as 
well for the parking lot; 
 
Mr. Halleran – nothing further; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any public have comments; 
 
Michaele Myers – more acceptable to have the dumpster in the back; 
 
Scott Fox - - 6 Lucas, Flood lights on church and school, pointing out to the lot, is that adequate;  
 
Mr. Maltese – as long as there is a lighting plan; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – he is not asking you to change, it needs to be depicted on a plan; 
 
Larry Moran – sworn in – property chairperson long time member of this church, 40 years; also a 
teacher at Freehold Eisenhower Middle School for40 years and quite familiar with the town and 
appreciate all your are doing; the dumpster and the original proposed spot, in my opinion, we have a 
school there and a parking lot, and now a dumpster that is forcing a big truck to come pretty much three 
quarters into the lot and then to back out; it moves the dumpster closer to the school, the woman who 
runs the school, will give us a hard time, it will be smelly and closer to school, the bigger the problems; 
safety issue with truck of that size, with kids passing through that lot, multiple cars in the lot daily and 
handicap people and chances of accidents will cause issues for us; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – how often does the garbage get picked up; 
 
Mr. Moran – twice weekly; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – is there a way to work with the hauler to pick up; 
 
Mr. Maltese – yes, you can contact the hauler to schedule pick up times, it is a normal process for 
property owners; and if there is a smell from the garbage it should not be on the sidewalk for all of the 
public to smell; having a big truck pick up on the street is dangerous too, not controlled environment; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – thank you; 
 
Eileen McGough – 124 West Main Street – sworn in; I live across the street, the garbage for the last two 
years has been terrible, part of the parking lot problem is the truck going in and out have damaged the 
parking lot; they drop their engineer fluid, there are flies all over, it is unsightly; that parking lot is more 
active now since the school opened, I have lived here for 22 years; the parking lot was never really used, 
but the school children use constantly; it is a total eyesore, the parking lot needs to be redone, the 
garbage sitting in the middle of Brinkerhoff is very unsightly; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any other public members; seeing none 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – motion to close; Mr. McCabe seconded; 
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Yes 10 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre, Van Vorst, 
Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson and Mayor Kane 

No 0 
Abstain 0  
Absent 1    Keelan 
 
Mr. Barricelli – now we will have board deliberation; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – generally supportive of repaving the lot, moving the dumpster to the back with decorative 
block and not opposed to a variance to keep as two lots verse one; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – I feel the positives out weigh the negatives, the ADA compliance, safety of 
parishioners, path for preschool children to connect with activities, on the consolidation issue, I think the 
law is the law and I think it would be prudent for the board to follow the law when it comes lot 
consolidation; I am with Paul on the parking lot, relocation of dumpster to north east area and think the 
gate, whatever the church feels is appropriate is good with me; does not face the road, make a decision 
good for you financially for your congregation;  
 
Ms. Crombie – thank you for make changes, inherently good for the town and surrounding neighbors 
and children; ADA compliance, repaved and moving dumpster to the back, all great; and keep the lots to 
whatever the lots may be and will be more desirable to purchase if not looking at an unsightly back of 
dumpster;  
 
Ms. Van Vorst – big ditto to Ms. Crombie, well said; 
 
Mr. McCabe – I agree with Mr. Wildermuth, law is the law, dumpster moving to the back is better, with 
some type of block and chain link seems like best option; in general, in favor of the application; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – I agree with my colleagues, good application and improved as we suggested and will be 
an improvement to the sight and concur with Ron as this should be viewed as one lot, rather than two; 
 
Mr. Barricelli - I would like to make a motion to approve the application with the conditions that we 
added; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – motion to grant conditional use variance approval with preliminary and final site paln 
approval subject to conditions placed on the record; 
 
Ms. Van Vorst – is this one vs two lots included or separate; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – it is a condition the chairman is lot consolidation; if you do not want lot consolidation 
you need to say that; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – even if the lots are consolidated, it still does not conform; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – no 
 
Mr. Ceppi – you need 3, they have 2.5, still out of compliance; 
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Mr. Maltese – there is another condition, of 300 ft. frontage and it meets with consolidation, especially 
with impervious coverage; 
 
Mr. Janiw – the MLUL does read that if favored use variance but any efforts to bring closer to 
compliance should be considered; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – is there an option to offer a variance to leave as two lots; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – we could be we are moving far from what this application was noticed for, I would 
from a jurisdictional standpoint, if they want then they need to put that case on, they did not notice, they 
need to notice and provide testimony; voluntarily amend, not vote and come back; 
 
Pastor Olson – on advice of counsel, we will take now;  
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – are you saying that you are will to proceed tonight and if the board determines this is a 
single lot or are saying not; 
 
Pastor Olson – we are going to proceed as single lot; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – you may in the future come back to subdivide; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – second the motion; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – conditions, we are giving flexibility for the gate, correct; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – correct, location of the dumpster you have determined, material of gate is discretion of 
church; 
 
Yes 10 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre, Van Vorst, 

Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson and Mayor Kane 
No 0 
Abstain 0  
Absent 1    Keelan 
 
 
Mr. Halleran – thank you. 
 
Mayor Kane and Councilwoman Rogers return to the dais; 
 
Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 8 on the Agenda as follows: 
 
Annual Report prepared by Weiner Law  
 
Ron Cucchiaro – one of the requirements of the MLUL with a combined Board is that the board gives a 
report to the Governing Body at the end of the year, summarizing what we have done and if there are 
any recommendations or revisions to the ordinances and we can make those as well; if there is a type of 
variance that is requested a lot, then maybe we want to address; 
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What we did was summarize what took place in 2024, basically serves as a discussion document to start 
the process; if anyone has any comments, corrections or changes; does not need to be tonight, if you 
want time to digest perfectly acceptable; 
Mr. Janiw – one of the items that comes up is we have fairly light requirements for parking, in the 
residential zone; the adoption of the residential site improvement standards which are the standards set 
by the state which are more stringent; that is something to consider in terms of bringing that to more 
universal requirements across the state; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any reason why the focus is limited to the Center Core and Historic District; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – those are areas we thought there was expressed interest; you will be looking for a 
particular type of variance, that seem to be common; the reason you look for that is if you grant the same 
variance several times, you almost acted legislatively and change the ordinance requirement; if you have 
something come to your attention multiple times, the way to go about is to bring to the attention of the 
governing body and advise, we have addressed this same matter multiple times, do you think you might 
want to amend and if not don’t; then you will know what the governing body wants, either to remain as 
it is or will amend; as time goes on, sometimes there are uses that were not contemplated when 
permitted uses were first started; example, cell towers was not something towns wanted to prohibit and 
needed to be brought to their attention on how to regulate; same for gas stations; this particular 
municipality does a good job of keeping the master plan current; we just revitalized the ordinance 
regarding cannabis; 
 
Ms. Crombie – example, size of garage; we may want to increase the size; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – we made that recommendation, didn’t we; 
 
Ms. Crombie – for that one property;  
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – if the board would like, we can work in the recommendation of harmonizing the current 
parking standards with the RSIS; we can talk about reevaluating garage size requirements in each zone 
and anything else; 
 
Mr. Ceppi – I recall, a house adjacent to baseball fields, they weren’t changing the footprint of the  
building at all, expanding the second floor; came to use because the lot was to small for the existing 
footprint of the existing house; they went through a lot of time, energy, and expense to do something 
that was not impactful in relation to impervious coverage, square footage or any of that nature; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – we can add, but there is case law that talks about that; maybe we can ask they evaluate; 
there could be case law that won’t allow; 
 
Ms. Crombie – parking in the Market Yard, when a business needs X amount of spots and they are 
purchasing parking spots for $1,500, seems excessive when they have to pay to park and they don’t have 
actually get a spot; it feels double dipping;  
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – in terms of economics of it, that is not really a land use issue; if we want to reevaluate 
access the Market Yard parking, we can make that general recommendation; 
 
Ms. Van Vorst – is there any room in residential zones for material standards; with commercial 
endeavors an applicant is standing to make money on what they are doing, because it is commercial 
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endeavored, they want to use the lowest grade material to do, and may not fit in with the neighborhood 
historical or esthetically, there is nothing to prohibit that; 
 
Mr.  Cucchiaro – two ways to view; I think if you have structures located in a Historic district, as a 
municipality you need to have residential and non-residential historic district design guidelines; 
something  that an applicant absolutely knows is required when they undertake the project;  
 
We represent the Historic Preservation Commission in Neptune Township and Ocean Grove is basically 
all a historic area; we have two volumes of historic design criteria; we represent the HPC in Hoboken 
and it si the same; I think the answer is those districts is absolutely, you need it and you really need it 
because it should not be arbitrary; when applicants come in, it should be known; outside the historic 
district, if you want to do something like that you need to specifically adopt architectural guidelines; not 
based upon economics of the situation, it is based upon promoting a desirable visual environment, being 
able to be consistent with the prevailing neighboring scheme in terms of design so you can do those 
things; if you don’t have those regulations, then you are out of that game and you can’t just make them 
up as applications come in, particularly when there are no variances; 
 
Ms. Van Vorst – we can suggest, one of many to the governing body to look at; 
 
Mr. Janiw – there is case law, outside of historic district that you really can’t dictate architectural styles; 
 
Mr. McCabe – can you make the entire town historic; 
 
Mr. Janiw – communities have done that; 
 
Ms. Van Vorst – not trying to dictate style, think that quality of material; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – quality of material probably not a land use issue; 
 
Mr. Janiw – it has to meet a certain standard to be  MLUL ratings, that becomes a building department 
issue; 
 
Ms. Crombie – outside the historic district, say Broadway, someone buys a home, flips it and closes off 
four windows because it is easier to cover a window than replace; it makes it less desirable, you are 
welcome to Freehold, here is no windows; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – remember in the past few years, this board has taken in conjunction with the governing 
body a lot of redevelopment efforts and part of those redevelopment plans are going to be coming in and 
will all have architectural standards; 
 
Mr. Janiw – Hometown has it set of design standards; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – when you are outside the historic areas, less areas of property you can say to the 
governing body we recommend you evaluate lawfully applying architectural standards; 
 
Ms. Argote-Freyre – how is that done, I was thinking the same, is there a way to make the 
recommendations without being binding; 
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Mr. Cucchiaro – this is exactly the way, you ask the governing body to review and decide if they want to 
do anything;  depending on the context of an application, with regard to a use variance, it is not 
permitted, that provides the biggest flexibility to act with how something looks, because it goes to the 
positive and negative criteria; you have a lot of ability in that context to have a project look the way you 
want it to look; if you have a project for a permitted use and there is no requirement for any particular 
type of architectural design then it is beyond; you can work with an applicant and often they will agree 
to make modifications but to your ability to mandate them is much less; 
 
Ms. Argote-Freyre – many towns have a website of guideline regarding renovations; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – the answer there the ordinances, and they are available online and if they apply you 
would find online currently; if you want to see you need to get an ordinance; 
 
Ms. Argote-Freyre – it would be nice to have guidelines available on-line; 
 
Ms. Crombie – can we hold our owners of property to a standard that uplifts our town, rather than doing 
what they want; 
 
Mr. Janiw – there are building codes that are required; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – in purpose where this board wants to be, a general recommendation to the governing 
body to review the current administrative code and see if they wish to identify areas that would lawful to 
tighten up certain standards for property maintenance and the way in which properties can be improved; 
we can do that to recommend they look into; 
 
Ms. Crombie – thank you; 
 
Mr. McCabe – can we put in something where we limit developers buying homes and making multi 
family; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – we have an ordinance, so lays out what is permitted in the zone; every developer has 
the right to make business decision and come here to seek relief; it has not turned out well for some and 
better for others; you can’t tell someone they can’t come here ask for permission; 
 
Mr. McCabe – looking for more standards; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – they have the right to come here, present what they are seeking and you have the right 
to deny; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – we are joint zoning and planning board, zoning map I have is from 2006 are we over 
due for doing a master plan;  
 
Mr. Maltese – you need an updated copy; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – you are not overdue, the requirement is that every ten (10) years the master plan be 
reexamined, not necessarily amended but reexamined; ten questions you ask and I believe this board has 
reexamined the master plan within the past ten years; I believe we have amended a few times; however 
there may be certain documents contained that need to be updated that may be the case; but the actual 
public process of reexamining the master plan I think you have complied;  
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Mr. Maltese – I think when we created the Core Zone, you updated the zoning map to show; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – we have some big tacks of land opening, Nestle going out, Freehold Raceway 
shutting down, is there anything we should do as the Planning Board to get out in front of ; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – with regard to Nestle the Governing Body did authorize a preliminary investigation and 
I think that it is moving the same way with Freehold Raceway as well;  the Borough has been incredible 
proactive in terms of dealing with those changing issues; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – excellent discussion, thank you; 
 
Ms. Van Vorst – so those are our recommendations; 
 
Mr. Cucchiaro – we will revise and put back on the agenda; you can review and make changes again 
before it is finalized; we want it to be as comprehensive as possible when we send to the governing 
body; we will redistribute for the next meeting; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – anyone else;  Mayor Kane; 
 
Mayor Kane – important we focus on the RSIS, it is an important piece going forward; code 
enforcement, we are making changes and there is a situation making a positive affect and will hear about 
tomorrow or Friday; Nestle and the Raceway, we authorized redevelopment studies, immediately taking 
control of the situation; Beacon drafted a redevelopment plan for Nestle that we are reviewing and the 
filed plan will come out and same is happening for Freehold Raceway; two different situations, Nestle 
you are dealing with a situation of 551,000 sq. ft. building that has different heights and sitting on 
contaminated piece of property; this will take some work; Freehold Raceway is a tremendous 
opportunity for the Borough; numerous interested parties; wave of developers that want to building high 
density housing and told them we are not interested in that; we are trying to create a situation of horse 
racing can stay of as an element of bigger sports entertainment complex; things this area has not seen; 
look at the volume of people in the general Freehold area and the money attached to that, we think 
something special can be built there; a lot of people working on, there is a lot happening; also 
Hometown Redevelopment project is about to launch, documents signed and finance is moving along; 
movement on a new public safety complex, that is coming soon; this past year, a lot of work behind the 
scenes, now you will see the results; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – next meeting is February 12, 2025; can I get a motion to adjourn; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth made a motion to adjourn; Mr. Ceppi seconded;   
 
All in favor, aye (all) 
 
Meeting adjourned at  8:54PM. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 Dominica R. Napolitano 


