FREEHOLD BOROUGH PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES OF MARCH 12, 2025

MONTHLY MEETING

The monthly meeting of the Freehold Borough Planning Board was held on Wednesday, March 12,
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
ABSENT Ms. Brianne Van Vorst
PRESENT Councilwoman Margaret Rogers
PRESENT Mr. Garry Jackson
PRESENT Mr. James Keelan
PRESENT Mayor Kevin A. Kane

Ronald D. Cucchiaro, Esq. from Weiner law Group preformed the oaths of office for members’ terms

that expired at the end of 2024. Swearing into the Oaths of Office for the following appointments

following appointments; James Keelan, Alternate II Member, for a one-year term.

Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 3 on the Agenda as follows:

Approval of Minutes from Planning Board Meeting January 22, 2025.

Ms. Argote-Freyre made a motion to approve the minutes, Mr. McCabe seconded.

Yes 8 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre, Councilwoman Rogers
and Jackson

No 0

Abstain 1 Keelan

Absent 1 Van Vorst

7:03pm - Mayor Kane arrived

Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 7 on the Agenda as follows:

PB-UV-2024-010, Shimon Neustadt 67 Orchard Street has requested to delay at this time; if there any
members of the public here for this application it is not being heard tonight;



Mr. Cucchiaro — if they get back on the agenda they will be required to re-notice; if you received a
notice in the mail originally you will receive another notice if they plan to appear before the planning
board;

Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 8 on the Agenda as follows:

We are going to go out of order, Resolution No. 75-25 adopted by the Borough Council referring to this
board for review;

Mr. Cucchiaro — this is a referral from the Governing Body to the Planning Board, Redevelopment Plan
for Nestle that you all have in front of you; according to the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law,
before the Governing Body can adopt the ordinance and have a public hearing it has to be review by this
board to determine if the proposed plan is substantially consistent with the Master Plan; we have our
planner here who will go into more detail;

Mr. Janiw — Beacon Planning — the Nestle property has been vacated with substantial amount of
improvements that make up Nestle being in the Borough, we were requested by resolution in December
2024 to prepare a Redevelopment Plan; the plan includes four (4) subdistricts, recreation district with
ball fields, two small residential subdistricts, one along Parker and one along Institute which will
transition housing into commercial space and the Nestle subdistrict itself which was traditionally
commercial and is anticipated at some level to remain commercial; this plan is a replacement zone for
the subdistricts, it has the standards and bulk standards, the board is here tonight for a consistency
review of the Master Plan; the Master Plan speaks about appropriately transitioning the uses in
appropriate areas and protecting residential and commercial uses in appropriate areas; that is what we
tried to do here, by introducing the transitional residential uses Parker and Institute and maintaining the
bulk of the property in commercial spaces; there is a clearly liberal menu of commercial uses that are in
here in keeping with the economic development goals of the Master Plan; in reviewing this with the
committee looking at the different uses and distribution of uses across the property we feel it provides
those appropriate transitions and feel it provides opportunities for economic growth and does foster the
points of the Master Plan that are consistent with the goals in the objective state they are in; if there are
any questions, I am happy to answer; really we are here for the consistency review with the Master Plan
and report back tot eh Governing Body for final approval;

Mr. Cucchiaro — that will be with a public hearing, any members of the public will have an opportunity
to ask questions at the Governing Body public meeting;

Mr. Barricelli — my colleagues I apologize for the lateness of the document, there were revisions and
Dominica provided as soon as she was able; Mr. Janiw this is very comprehensive and thank you; I think
you did a good job here; you are very specific in some areas and very general in others;

Mr. Janiw — that is to allow flexibility with land use and specific because we are being concise in what
the use would be and not have wander in peripheral type or ancillary uses and in impact on the
community; it was intentional

Mr. Wildermuth — page 15, Table 1 - #15, Cannabis Cultivation and Manufacturing and then look at
piece of property there are residential properties that abut this parcel; this parcel is very large, nothing in

this report would supersede any of the cannabis regulations that we have in affect in this town;

Mr. Janiw — no it would not;



Mr. Cucchiaro — to be clear, the Cannabis permitted here is subject to the bulk standard within this
report; to your question, the cannabis standard that may exist in other zones are subject tot eh bulk
regulations in those zones; this cannabis is subject to the bulk regulations you find in this report;

Mr. Janiw — you also have a separate ordinance regarding cannabis that is outside the land use
ordinance, those stay intact;

Mr. Maltese — there are federal regulations with distances with regard to businesses with playgrounds
and homes;

Ms. Argote-Freyre — you said there are four different types of areas, what are they;

Mr. Janiw — recreation, ball field area; two small residential areas, Parker Street and Institute Street and
commercial zone;

Mr. Ceppi — collaboration with the Township as it abuts to them as well;

Mr. Janiw — we have been in touch with the Township and they are not sure what they want; they have
said take the lead and we’ll review your plans; they are non-committal at this point;

Mr. Barricelli — multifamily residential units, I don’t see a maximum height, is that intentional;
Mr. Janiw — there is, see page 21 with impervious coverage;

Mr. Barricelli — thank you;

Mr. Maltese — are there multifamily in the area already;

Mr. Janiw — there are a couple;

Mr. Wildermuth — page 24, open space parks and recreation, #1 with affordable housing, letter B, what
is the meaning to have housing in park land;

Mr. Janiw — that allows flexibility for having parks or housing;

Ms. Crombie — thank you for your thoroughness, like that we are looking to add landscape to open space
and intentional with building design and not repetitive; and no billboards;

Mr. Barricelli — anyone for a motion;

Mr. Keelan — made a motion the plan is consistent with the Master Plan; Mr. Wildermuth seconded;

Yes 10 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre,
Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson, Keelan and Mayor Kane

No 0

Abstain 0

Absent 1 Van Vorst



Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 5 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 a rehearing for Preliminary and Final Site Plan
Approval;

Mr. Halleran Jr. — on behalf of the applicant and thank you for letting us come back and explain the
application you heard a month ago; introducing Cameron MacLeod, he is co-council, expert in area that
we expect to discuss;

Mr. Cucchiaro — the board may remember that recently the church came in and seeking a site plan;
This involves D variance, Mayor and Councilwoman need to step down;

The church was seeking site plan approval for various improvements and came up that it is an undersize
lot and did not satisfy conditional requirements, there is an adjoining lot that is common ownership and
the lot merger was implicated in it; the board had given the applicant the option to go back and revisit to
see if they want to do a formal subdivision and they want to move forward that night and get approval;
the board did grant an approval subject to lot in doctrine; the lots were consolidated; after apparently
after meeting and having time to consider they church now wants to modify the approval; I wouldn’t
consider this a reconsideration necessarily, Mr. Halleran has decided to go out, as the boards are entitled
to reconsider when there is a mistake, fraud or misrepresentation, none of those happen here but the
applicant is certainly entitle to come back and seek to amend the approval; I have reviewed the notice
and was broad enough to encompass what we are doing here;

My understanding is what the church would like to do, they have ask for serval things, my
recommendation to focus on is the church would like to have two lots with the lot line existing to remain
and the uses remain on each lot; so I think the board will need to consider tonight, is reaffirming the site
plan that was previously granted on the church lot allowing two lots which would require a D-3
conditional use variance relief because the church does not comply with all the conditional use
requirements; I believe check with our planner, that a D-1 variance for the adjoining lot;

Mr. Janiw — that is correct, there is a structure there, a garage and is not permitted principle use, so it
would be a D-1 variance for the garage to be the principle use;

Mr. Cucchiaro — and they have discussed the fact that there is some connectivity between the two lots
with people using both lots and access to the extent to keep that access going, they will formally need to
do a cross access easement subject to review and approval of the board’s professionals; I think that gets
you to where you want to be;

Cameron W. MacLeod — Mr. Chair and members of the board, attorney with Gibbons Law Firm and
here on behalf of the church; thank Mr. Cucchiaro for the clarity, I want to make sure to the extent the
board is being ask to grant certainly as to the site we are not losing sight of the overall focus which is
being able to maintain the flexibility with the church to keep that as a separate lot, recognizing that it is
not part of the proposed developed area, adjacent parcel and also has certain practicalities and certain
uses of its nature and based on accusation, well after zoning in this case; the church was concerned that
the long term flexibility and appreciate Mr. Cucchiaro suggestion and have the church’s best interest
here and certainly prevail upon the board to prevail to move in that direction; to the extent need we have
Mr. Higgins here, planner, if Mr. Cucchiaro see the need and the Board,



Mr. Cucchiaro — Mr. Chair what I would highlight in this case, from a functional standpoint, nothing is
going to change from the way this site operates and the site plan you previously approved would do
however is provide the necessary frame work to continue as they occur; certainly if the board feels, they
would like to hear the D-Variance testimony, from Mr. Higgins you can but it would dilute to a use that
over time you have all necessary approvals needed to operate except for changes in the parking really
that included, to confirm that all conditions with regard to site plan improvements, so in my view D-1,
D-3, allowing the lots, to focus in on, is not really a fundamental physical change that is here;

Mr. MacLeod — we are asking for the board to see the practicality and avoid the merger of the lots into

one master, there are detriments to the church and maintaining the parking lot and keeping separate are
our concern;

Mr. Maltese — question, as a matter of law, if five years from now the tax assessor consolidates the lots,

Mr. Cucchiaro — we are not seeking a subdivision as a result of this application;

Mr. MacLeod — I don’t know inclusive if the lot here applies, I don’t think we have to get there because
I think we are past the point of, if it applies, we are saying these are two separate lots;

Mr. Cucchiaro — there is an exception to the lot in doctrine when there is subdivision granted and that is
what would happen here;

Ms. Argote-Freyre — how does the cross-access easement work;

Mr. Cucchiaro — that will be a conditional of approval, testimony from the record from prior, access
between lots will submit to board engineer and myself to make sure that it is correctly identified with
any references in the resolution;

Mr. MacLeod — Mr. Maltese’s’ revision review and cross access easement, one thing I would ask for in
clarifying that in the resolution would be that we would propose that condition was the parcel sold the
cross access would still be in place;

Mr. Cucchiaro — you can word the agreement and we will review;

Mr. Barricelli — Mr. Maltese, any information from your report to update us;

Mr. Maltese — nothing really changed other than the trash enclosure, they will need the fire official to
approve and materials around because so close to the building; not a good spot for truck to get in and
out; little bit of safety hazard; only other comment was lighting;

Mr. MacLeod — issue with one of the lights not functioning; if it is required they will comply;

Mr. Maltese — once the plan is submitted it will be reviewed, the lighting plan submitted prior was
existing condition, not expanded and they don’t have any detail on the plan with the expansion;

Ms. Crombie — on Google Maps, the gravel entry where the garbage is going to be, there are 3 cars in
that location; no one ever parks there;



Chris Pilla — sworn in — 51 Fallsington Place, Freehold member of First Presbyterian Church and on the
property committee that helps maintain the church; those are not permanent parking spaces and most
likely they were dropping something off;

Mr. Barricelli — any other board members;

Mr. Barricelli — any public members with questions; seeing none;

Mr. Jackson made a motion to close public questions; Mr. Wildermuth seconded

Yes 7 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre,
and Jackson

No 0

Abstain 0

Absent 1 Van Vorst
Mr. Barricelli — any public members with comments; seeing none;

Mr. Wildermuth made a motion to close public questions; Mr. Jackson seconded

Yes 7 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre,
and Jackson

No 0

Abstain 0

Absent 1 Van Vorst
Mr. Cucchiaro — Mr. Chair to be clear and if the attorney is making any other comments, if the board is
to act affirmatively the motion would be — motion to grant amended preliminary and final site plan, D-1

Use Variance approval, D-3 variance approval and subdivision approval,

Mr. Ceppi — make a motion to what Mr. Cucchiaro stated; Ms. Argote-Freyre seconded;

Yes 7 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre,
and Jackson

No 0

Abstain 0

Absent 1 Van Vorst

Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 6 on the Agenda as follows:

Application PB-UV-2024-012, Patrick J. McDermott, 114 West Main Street, request conditional
use;

Mr. Halleran — on behalf of the applicant, Mr. McDermott;

Mr. Cucchiaro — before we begin, we can introduce opposing counsel;



Rajeev Venkat, Esq., Davis Eastman Munoz Paone, P.A. on behalf of Ken and Lisa Lemunyon
neighbors at 116 West Main Street and have a shared driveway with the applicant;

Mr. Cucchiaro — counselor you have any objection to the notice for tonight’s meeting;
Mr. Venkat — no;

Mr. Cucchiaro - Mr. Halleran you have any objection to opposing counsel;

Mr. Halleran — no;

Mr. Halleran — several years ago, Dr. McDermott was before the Planning Board seeking a variance so
he could operate his dental practice in the back of his property; got a variance to build a building in the
rear and eventually became a condition of the variance that the owner of the property continue to reside
there while the dental practice is in business; the zoning officer has interrupted that to require Mr.
McDermott to remain and be the dentist;

We read it to mean, he wants to retire, not move and sell his practice; stay in his home and have another
dentist working in the rear; we interrupt that as long as the owner resides there, there can be a dental
practice in the back; Mr. Higgins is here to expand on my interpretation; Now Dr. McDermott will
testify;

Patrick J. McDermott, D.M.D. — sworn in — reside at 114 W Main St, Freehold, purchase the house in
1986, began process a few years later to practice in the rear; initially began at 69 West Main Street,
where I purchased the practice from another dentist; [ have a legacy in the Borough of over 100 years,
the practice I purchased was the practice of others; when we purchased the property we paln to have a
family and hope to pass on the practice; none of my children are dentists and now need to figure out
what to do; looking to sell the practice and have had a few offers but none of which are in the best
interest of Freehold; I built both buildings and would rather live there and rent back building to another
dentist;

Mr. Halleran — in your experience is there still a need for a dentist downtown;

Dr. McDermott — yes, there is always a need for a dentist, there are many dentists outside the Borough; I
have many patients that walk; [ would like to continue to live at the residence in the front and rent the
office in the rear to a new dentist; one concern is that I can’t do that; my property taxes are exceptional
high and if I retire and not revenue that leaves me with another problem;

Mr. Barricelli — you stated you had several people interested in buying the house; and did not entertain
because it was not in the best interest for the borough, what did you mean;

Dr. McDermott — one was a dental corporation, they come in and turn it into a clinic; my patients are my
friends and part of my family, that is not what will happen in a clinic; same thing with a corporation
from Lakewood, and I didn’t feel I would want to sell to those people as well;

Mr. Cucchiaro — what do you mean “those people”

Dr. McDermott — corporation again, a clinic and the end result is I am looking to keep the residence and
have someone in the rear to practice dentistry;



Mr. Halleran — any concerns with the practice while living there;

Dr. McDermott — no

Mr. Halleran — any concerns with your neighbor;

Dr. McDermott — no issues with Ken and Lisa who are being represented here tonight; they use the
parking lot freely; as far as I know everything has been ok; I initially took care of the driveway for many
years until they got snowblowers; it is a shared drive; one side is entry and the other is exit;

Mr. Janiw — Mr. Halleran did you submit a copy of the driveway easement with the application;

Mr. Halleran — I think I did, not sure;

Mr. Janiw — I see in the resolution of 1990 that there was an agreement with the neighbor; can you
explain the terms of agreement; what does the easement say, your rights, their rights, who maintains;

Dr. McDermott — I don’t know;

Rajeev Venkat — attorney for the applicant; Dr. McDermott what are your hours of operation;

8am — Spm Mon, Tues, Thurs, Fri, large cases on Wednesday 8am — 3 or 4pm; when I first began it was
Mon — Fri — and 2 days working until 9pm and half day Sat; it is important for anyone starting new may
want to have longer hours; I will be living there as well and not wanting a lot of action;

Mr. Venkat — how many parking spaces;

Dr. McDermott — about 15 parking spaces;

Mr. Venkat — where do employees park;

Dr. McDermott — employees park in the back, it is separated, there is the main house and then there is a
four car garage; they park in front of the four car garage, in front of there is spacing to allow for 6 cars in
that area; plus set back and room to put a few more cars and have room for everyone to turn around; in
the front there are six (6) parking spots and two (2) parking spots in front of the office; I park in one of
the six parking spots; right now in the back I have office staff of three (3) and park in front of garage,
employee parking; if new doctor comes in he/she may have an additional staff or two (2) and there is
plenty of parking in the back and the front, typically we see two (2) patients an 45 min to an hour; my
patients could be one or two hour appointments; typically there could be four cars in the parking lot at
one time;

Mr. Venkat — you are stating the parking is sufficient for all the patients being seen;

Dr. McDermott — yes

Mr. Venkat — how many cars on site in an hour

Dr. McDermott — probably 7 (employees & patients)

Mr. Venkat — ever have issues with parking



Dr. McDermott — no

Mr. Venkat — issue with overflow

Dr. McDermott — none

Mr Venkat — do you recall instances where you patients obstructed the neighbor to access to the garage
Dr. McDermott — there may have been, if they did not know the proper parking location

Mr. Venkat — are you able to describe an instance;

Dr. McDermott — no, I do not recall;

Dr. McDermott — the same thing happens in reverse, there are times the neighbor has a visitor parks in
my parking space and prevent patients from parking; it works both ways, I don’t complain about;

Mr. Venkat — do you recall the installation of the island in the photos; I have a photo and nine (9) to
hand out

Mr. Cucchiaro — show Mr. Halleran

Mr. Halleran — looks ok;

Mr. Cucchiaro — Counselor please describe and mark as Exhibit O-01

Mr. Venkat — Google Street View one color photo

Dr. McDermott — there were three very large trees in the center that were larger than the island, first was
right in between our two buildings and fear that tree would come down and fall on either building; we
removed; another one a little further back and also old, remember having a swing on for my daughter
and was very wide, wider than the island and during a storm branches were falling off so we removed,
finally the last tree was wider than the other two at the end of the where the island sits and the particular
tree was dying and we removed; when removed we placed the island

Mr. Venkat — did you get permits for the island;

Dr. McDermott — I do not recall but think it was placed when still in construction for the front house,
around 1992 hurricane Bertha came in and took out my crawl space and the house dropped three inches
and my family and I had to abandon and stay in a hotel for about one month while I tried for another
variance to live in the back building that was just completed while the front house was repaired;
received the variance to reside in the back building and took about two to three years for the work to be
completed;

Mr. Venkat — do you recall or aware of a fire that the neighbors had;

Dr. McDermott — most definitely;

Mr. Venkat — do you have knowledge or recall emergency vehicles not being able to get into the drive;



Dr. McDermott — No I do not, I was asleep at the time and waking to emergency vehicles all around and
a couple by the church;

Mr. Venkat — did you enter into discussions or agreements with any other dentists; discussing hours of
operation with dentists

Dr. McDermott — no agreements just a show; most doctors coming in would create their own hours;
Mr. Venkat — what is your understanding of a new dentist coming in affecting the parking situation;

Dr. McDermott — don’t see any change in parking, no more than what we have had for the first 25 years
of my practice there;

Mr. Venkat — have you discussed with the potential business the shared driveway easement;

Dr. McDermott — I do not have a potential business agreement; right now, I am coming before the board
to find out whether if this is something that is viable, or I have to look at other alternatives;

Mr. Venkat — rephrase — discussion you have had with potential business did you speak about the shared
easement;

Dr. McDermott — yes;

Mr. Venkat — have you discussed issues with parking overflow and obstruction;

Dr. McDermott — no, because right now that is out of bounds;

Mr. Venkat — do you plan to discuss with potential businesses

Mr. Halleran — is this relevant;

Mr. Cucchiaro — Mr. Chairman the questions go toward how the shared access easement operates and
how overall site is operating and continue to operate if an approval; my recommendation is it is relevant
and the board can decide how it wants, but think it is relevant;

Mr. Cucchiaro — a couple follow up questions, on what the ask is; the applicant is asking if he
personally is living on the property that there can be a dental practice, he doesn’t need to be part of the
dental practice but he needs to live on the property;

Mr. Halleran — no that is not what we are asking;
Mr. Cucchiaro — Dr. is this what you are seeking;
Dr. McDermott — yes,

Mr. Cucchiaro — if you move off the property, does that mean the dental office may no long operate;

Dr. McDermott — at this point, I would like the dental practice to continue and for some reason I pass
away what will my family do what will a new doctor do; in my contract with any doctor I would give

10



first right of refusal to buy the practice and by the land; now my intention is to live on the property and
have the dentist in the rear;

Mr. Cucchiaro — let’s say you decide you have had the last cold winter you wish to have and you move
somewhere warm, is the dental practice allowed to resume and someone reside on the property that is
not running the dental practice; is that what you want also;

Dr. McDermott — it would be nice but if going to create a problem at this particular time I would agree |
would still be living there;

Mr Cucchiaro — I want to know your best-case scenario, what is it you want to see happen here;

Dr. McDermott — I want to stay, I have four kids that live up here and yes, I have property down south
and visit like I normally do; I plan to live here;

Mr. Cucchiaro — my question — if you had your druthers do you want your approval to allow you to not
live there, sell your house, still have whatever dentist on the property and someone buy your home
unaffiliated with the dentist; is that the flexibility you are seeking;

Dr. McDermott — that would be most ideal condition;

Mr. Cucchiaro — when you came in, I read the resolution, describing your practice, solo practitioner; is
there an intent to keep running as a solo practice or would there be more doctors;

Dr. McDermott — no, if I sell I would sell to sole proprietor as well; obviously up to that person, I prefer
no multiple doctors, I will be living there; that would increase the flow and facility is not set up for
multiple doctors;

Mr. Janiw — how large is the facility;

Dr. McDermott — I have six operatory, two are inoperable right now; the building is 40 x 45, two story
and the second level is a loft area for the staff have their lunch,;

Mr. Janiw — when you brought this application to the board in 1990, you testified you had three
employees and see three patients per hour on average; is that something you would convey to future
dentist;

Dr. McDermott — ideally I can’t limit someone; you have a business, you know one employee who
would be phenomenal and great can work do that particular job, then you have another employee that
can’t do the job so great and hire another instead of firing the second; I have three employees that are
phenomenal, with me forever, will they go with the practice, I hope they do, need for transition but can I
tell the new doctor coming in that he has to hire who he needs;

Mr. Janiw — from a land use prospective, you were granted a use variance for this business, it was not
permitted and the use variance was reliant on certain things you committed to at the time, such as
intensity of the operation; X employees, X parking for residents and dental practice; what you are doing
tonight, you are seeking a use variance because you are intensifying the use potentially, you are
expanding the use because you, the resident are no longer practicing in the back; so you are introducing
additional parking; at the time, you lived and worked there you didn’t drive to work, you walked; so

11



more vehicles on the site, that is intensification of the use; we are trying to understand what parameters
we are working with in order to give relief if the board deems warranted so that the negative criteria,
your planner will speak to, we are trying to understand how the property will operate and intensity it will
operate, how many vehicles will be at the property and don’t think there is a survey that shows
delineated parking with the application;

Dr. McDermott — the only delineated parking is in the front and shows the six (6) parking spots and
delineated by lines; the other parking spots are not;

Mr. Janiw — should the board want to grant, they can consider conditions that limit the activity, hours,
number of employees and can be something that is a condition of approval; that is why we are asking
about the operation side;

Mr. Maltese — is there a reason why a potential buyer can’t go through the process with you;

Dr. McDermott — my intention is not to retire tomorrow, just get ready for and lay ground work; is it
possible to for the Board to review and approve or not;

Mr. Cucchiaro — yes, it is possible and the board needs to hear what is requested;

Dr. McDermott — I need to contact dental brokers and show then come back and you then give whatever
conditions to the new doctor;

Mr. Cucchiaro — if a board grants some for of approval tonight, those are the rules and whoever buys is
subject to those rules; if denial then they are subject to the rules in this resolution; what Mr. Maltese is
saying, it is easier for a board to evaluate the request when the actual user is here and discuss how the
practice would be running;

Ms. Crombie — to clarify in 1990, R-7 Zone Residential, owner of home is dentist, had to live there to
have in the rear and not two separate plots;

Mr. Maltese — it is two lots

Mr. Janiw — two uses on separate lots in R-7;

Dr. McDermott — my office was previously a veterinarian clinic, before that was a harness shop and
before that it was part of Freeman Funeral Home, going back to 1848; there is a history there always had
a business use;

Mr. Barricelli — is there signage and stripping and tells patients where to park;

Dr. McDermott — signage for entrance, exit sign is not there; my patients know where to park;

Mr. Barricelli — can we limit parking;

Mr. Cucchiaro — this is a use variance and we can limit parking to what we believe the site can
accommodate;

12



Mr. Maltese — I recommend they come back when thy have a proposed buyer and provide a stripping
plan or parking plan to show use, hours of operation;

Mr. Cucchiaro — Mr. Chair I recommend Mr. Higgins has a handle on what the request is and present
proofs and has position on prior resolution;

Break 8:22pm
Return 8:27pm

Mr. Halleran — we are asking to stop and continue at the next available meeting date;

Mr. Barricelli — Anthony anything else you request;

Mr. Maltese — parking tabulation and location of where they actually park, employees and residents;
Mr. Cucchiaro — is there a date available;

Ms. Napolitano — the next available date is April 9, 2025;

Mr. Cucchiaro — the application for Dr. McDermott will be carried to the Boards April 9, 2025 meeting
date; the meeting will be held here, live meeting, 30 Mechanic Street at 7:00pm and there will be no
further notice, this is your notice; if there are any additional documents submitted they will be on file at
least 10 days prior for review and inspection; Mr. Halleran please copy opposing council if there are
additional documents;

Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 9 on the Agenda as follows:

2024 Annual Report prepared by Weiner Law

Mr. Barricelli — any comments;

Mr. Barricelli - #7, Borough of Freehold, not talking about other towns, we have a lot of rehabilitation,
single family developments, how do we encourage people with single family structure to rehabilitate
their property;

Mr. Cucchiaro — a single family home does not require site plan, so unless they need a variance they
don’t need to come here; with regard to some homes that may qualify as low to moderate income homes
there are rehabilitation programs that the town has a fair share programs; some municipalities have tax

abatements in place;

Mr. Janiw — there are incentive programs, it is getting them there that is the issue; the entire Boro is
rehabilitation so it is available;

Mr. Barricelli — a couple months ago an applicant wanted to convert a single family to a two family, the
house is in terrible condition, the applicant was denied and would not want this recommendation that we
don’t want those kinds of applications; I don’t see how you rehabilitate some of the single-family houses
if you insist it must stay single family house; as an investor you want incentive;
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Mr. Cucchiaro — in order to do that you need to eliminate the use variance and the aspect of it and will
always be some eliminate of not knowing what will happen; if that is something you want and in an area
the board feels that a two-family home or multifamily, whatever the number that is a zoning issue and
deal with in the Master Plan and talk about incentivizing rehabilitation by permitting;

Mr. Janiw - #7, I am familiar with and the Boro approved duplexes across the street because that area
backs to the train tracks and wet lands and that was approved to be transitionary to single family across
the street; the applicant looked at that as an opening as there are duplex across the street why can’t I be
here; the homes there were built in the 1990s;

Councilwoman Rogers — we also need to look at parking in that area, when creating multifamily
dwellings; we are strapped with street parking and to arbitrarily allow people to convert homes to
multifamily dwellings can create another issue in that sense; we need to be careful about where we allow
that to happen;

Mr. Janiw — we are looking to adopt parking standards — RSIS;

Mayor Kane — we are heading in that direction, adding RSIS as Mr. Janiw stated;

Councilwoman Rogers — is there a way to limit a certain type of establishment; if there are already 5
pizza places and limit to a certain number;

Mr. Cucchiaro — there is case law that is negative on that absent, safety reason; sometimes you can do
with gas stations, because of combustible materials so close and there are cases that have taken a
negative approach to limiting very specific uses;

Mr. Barricelli — anyone else with comments or questions; May I get a motion to adopt the report;

Mr. Wildermuth made a motion to adopt the report; Mr. Ceppi, second;

Yes 7 Barricelli, Ceppi, McCabe, Wildermuth, Crombie, Argote-Freyre,
and Jackson

No 0

Abstain 0

Absent 1 Van Vorst

Mr. Barricelli — next meeting is March 26, 2025; can I get a motion to adjourn;
Mr. Ceppi made a motion to adjourn; Councilwoman Rogers seconded;

All in favor, aye (all)

Meeting adjourned at 8:41PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Dominica R. Napolitano
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