
FREEHOLD BOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 
MINUTES OF AUGUST 27, 2025  

 
 

MONTHLY MEETING  
The monthly meeting of the Freehold Borough Planning Board was held on Wednesday, August 27, 
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 
ABSENT   Mr. Paul Ceppi 
PRESENT   Mr. Michael McCabe 
PRESENT   Mr. Michael Wildermuth 
ABSENT   Ms. Shealyn M.S. Crombie 
PRESENT   Ms. Caridad Argote-Freyre 
ABSENT   Ms. Brianne Van Vorst 
PRESENT   Councilwoman Margaret Rogers 
PRESENT   Mr. Garry Jackson  
ABSENT   Mr. James Keelan 
PRESENT   Mayor Kevin A. Kane 
 
Professionals – Austin Mueller, Esq.., Anthony Maltese and Barbara Ehlen 
 
 
Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 3 on the Agenda as follows: 
 
Approval of Minutes from Planning Board Meeting August 13, 2025. 
 
Mr. Wildermuth made a motion to approve the minutes, Mr. McCabe seconded. 
 
Yes 5 Barricelli, McCabe, Wildermuth, Councilwoman Rogers and Jackson 
No 0 
Abstain 2 Argote-Freyre and Mayor Kane  
Absent 4    Ceppi, Crombie, Van Vorst and Keelan 
 
 
Mr. Barricelli read Item No. 4 on the Agenda as follows: 
 
Application Number PB-SD-2025-006, Applicant DOH Investments, Location, 618 & 620 Park Avenue, 
Block 110 Lot 9.02 & 9.03 Zone MCM, Request for Sub-Division with Variance Waiver; 
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Peter Licata, Esq. – Sonnenblick Mehr & Licata P.C. on behalf of the applicant; have two witness 
tonight, professional engineer Jim Bash and professional planner John Barree both of which were part of 
the previously approved Goldfinch application; also, both owners of the application are here but don’t 
intend on needing them to testify; unless the need is to arise; 
We propose a boundary line adjustment with some sight changes and the most significant of which is to 
create an enter connection between two driveways to eliminate the jog on and off Park Avenue from one 
parking lot to another in order to make use of the existing shared parking agreement; based on prior 
approval for 620 Park Avenue with recorded leases with resolution in the County Clerk’s office; the 
board professionals recommend, if approved, those agreements continue to remain in affect and 
converted into recorded shared parking cross easements with recommendations we agree with and 
would comply; you will hear from our witnesses that all conditions of prior approval for 620 as well as 
operational details testified to at the time, relating to 618 property and 620 property will remain current 
and no revision  of operations and way the businesses run are being proposed; 
 
James Bash – sworn in – licensed PE in NJ, current and active and approximately 20 years in civil site 
engineering; 
 
Exhibit prepared specifically for tonight – left is previously approved site plan, right proposed for 
approval; 
 
Austin Mueller – Exhibit A-1; 
 
Mr. Licata – in large part, shaded portion is 620 and left shaded is 618; using A-1, please describe to the 
board what is proposed;  
 
Mr. Bash - number 1, directly behind cannabis is a bold line, new property line proposing with the minor 
subdivision and all the area to the south of that will be transferred to the owner of 618 Park Avenue and 
just below the line is an access drive to connect the two parking lots; adding this as a safety measure, 
previously using the parking agreements, people need to pull out to Park Avenue to go from one lot to 
another; felt loosing those four parking spaces was worth it to create a safer situation; 
 
Mr. Licata – other site revisions, will you describe; 
 
Mr. Bash – site plans are similar, everything north of the lot line is the same as approved; below it, in the 
southwest corner, large white area, that is a stormwater basin; this project tis minor development by 
State and Borough regulations stormwater measures are not required when dealing with Freehold Soil 
Conservation (FSC) district; FSC had concerns, there is a deep slope and wanted to make sure that was a 
stable condition; so to meet their comments we added a stormwater basin; 
 
Mr. Licata – the development from Freehold Soil on recently came about regarding the drainage and 
porous pavement and answer to their comments is a recent development, correct; 
 
Mr. Bash – yes, typically during the application process we would get feedback from the Borough 
before we submit to FSC, during the previous approval after it was approved, we made our submission 
to the FSC because it was a condition of approval and that is when that was when the comments were 
provided within the last year; 
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Mr. Licata – have you reviewed the resolutions for both properties and revisited the operation details for 
both, times, days of week open and operational and number of seats for the restaurant; 
 
Mr. Bash – yes; all operations for both uses and approvals will remain the same with no changes; 
 
Mr. Licata – you have revisited the parking demands for both properties, number of spaces based on 
what is proposed tonight; walk us through your analysis and how it will work; 
 
Mr. Bash – correct; initially looked at as one parking lot for two uses; when I went through the numbers, 
looking at the restaurant which is one parking space per four seats and one space for every two 
employees and one per four seats for the banquet area and the cannabis retail and one parking space for 
every two hundred square feet; the restaurant and bar equal 44 spaces, one hundred banquet seats equals 
25 spaces, 20 restaurant employees equals 10 spaces and for the 7,432 square feet of retail equals 38 
spaces, equally a grand total of 117 spaces; on existing restaurant lot, taking out two spaces for cross 
access drive, there will be 75 existing parking spaces, there will be five spaces in front of the cannabis 
business and thirty five parking spaces in the rear of the cannabis business giving us a total of 115 
provided spaces and also including two EV parking spaces where you receive a two space credit, one for 
each space, bringing us up to 117 spaces provided and 117 are required; 
 
Going back to the lot line, notice on the new lot which is north of the line, there are only five spaces for 
the cannabis, 38 required; we are requesting a variance for that, we feel it can be granted because 
looking at the overall site there is adequate parking for both businesses to be fully parked; 
 
Mr. Maltese – quick summary, looking at the difference is a reduction between the last approval and this 
application, a reduction of fourteen (14) spaces total; you are losing four (4) spaces in the drive isle and 
loosing ten (10) spaces in the reconfiguration of the back lot; a total reduction of 14 spaces from the last 
approval; 
 
Mr. Bash – correct, at that time we were over parked and we had to make those reductions for the 
parking is the stormwater management and reduce the flow going over the steep slope; 
 
Mr. Licata – as required by FSC; 
 
Mr. Bash – correct; 
 
Ms. Ehlen – the prior resolution of approval, it stipulated the shared parking could not be shared during 
same operational hours, is that still being stipulated in the proposed; 
 
Mr. Licata – yes, the requirements of the resolution, and the recorded leases with the County Clerk with 
the resolution and put all on notice with respective times and days for each user to use other property; it 
will remain of record, and based on recommendations it would be restated and expand onto the cross 
access and shared parking; currently there is no shared access away, if board approves, we will created 
an easement for the shared access and we will take the same conditions, restrictions and understanding 
of days and times of utilization put into agreement;  
 
Ms. Ehlen – will there be signage for shared access; 
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Mr. Bash – if the board wishes we can add; when the overflow is expected it is late hours and none peak 
times the lots in theory have enough spaces to cover them and people will park what is known as that 
businesses parking lot; 
 
Mr. Maltese – I would recommend parking spaces for the three cannabis pick up spots so those spots are 
never touched and are for the pick-up only since the hours of operation have been extended since the 
cannabis application was approved; not sure if 618 needs for their own parking; 
 
Ms. Ehlen – not main parking, additional parking, if reserved for use for cannabis while 618 is open an 
operational; that is for the board’s consideration; 
 
Mr. Licata – you have received the professionals review letter is there any reason you would not 
comply; 
 
Mr. Bash – no, we will comply with comments and did discuss one in particular regarding the sidewalk 
frontage of 618, we have no issue of complying with and will ask that any permits not be delayed; this is 
DOT right of way and they tend to take longer on reviews, about 8 months; 
 
Mr. Licata – nothing further, open for questions; 
 
Councilwoman Rogers – I want to reiterate Mr. Maltese comment, the additional hours, open until 
10pm, this creates less time of shared space; will it be clearly identified those spaces can only be used 
when 618, when cannabis business is closed? 
 
Mr. Licata – yes, if the boards imposes as a condition, signage, and even if no signage the existing lease 
agreements specifies day, time each person has the right to use each other’s lot; the owners have the 
right to enforce directly;  
 
Mr. Bash – 117 spaces are required for both spaces and that is what we are providing; in theory per 
ordinance both pieces could use the allotted parking spaces and it will still work; 
 
Mr. Licata – as testified, one reason for shared parking agreement is the peak periods of the uses is 
complimentary in large part;  
 
Ms. Argote-Freyre – I appreciate business owners working together, how does a patron know where 
they are allowed to park; 
 
Mr. Bash – as there is repeat business there may be growing pains; not a long-term issue; 
 
Mr. Maltese – this is not overflow parking, this becomes 618 property, come down drive isle and look 
for parking, it is overflow for 620; maybe designate a few spots for 620 from X to X; 
 
Mr. Licata – if it pleases the board, Matthew Borowski – owner of 618 can address how the parking 
operates; sworn in; 
 
Mr. Licata – are you the Managing Director of DOH Investments and owner operator of 618 Restaurant; 
 
Mr. Borowski – yes; being part of the site for over 16 years, I can’t say I’m not an expert on that side of 
Park Ave, I am really confident on how my business operates; 618 around 9 years, issues all restaurants 
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face, is parking; I am hospitality, guests are first and foremost always; you find things make since, I 
have hand shake agreements as far down as Park Plaza, Auto Body place next door; Chris Ren did a nice 
lease for my employees across the street, so they are not parked in the lot; we use valet as big resource, 
not every day, financially does not make sense, always when we have a party; people do not follow 
signage, they park in handicap spots, they park in fire lanes, we are always yelling at people for parking 
in the wrong area; the relationship next door is great, we control the parking to make sure our guests 
have parking; the hours of cannabis seem to be busy when 618 is not; we will co-exist, we will find a 
way; signage will not always be correct and it is hard to tell people when they can and cant park; 618 is 
only open for dinner only and closed on Mondays; they are more of a fast service with a pick up 
window, people are not parking and staying for a long time; I have been a part of the property for a long 
time and signage will not work; you can do what you want but people don’t follow; valet always with a 
party, we do mange; down at NJ Leaf, they have 7 spots and it works; I can tell you I know the property 
well and will find a solution, we will do but don’t think it will work and will valet when there are events; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – pulling into the 620 - entry way and driving back, how does a patron know they are 
pulling into 618 parking in the rear, crossing the property line;  
 
Mr. Maltese – that is what the cross-access easement is, imaginary line allows the property to 
interchange; 
 
Mr. Borowski – we welcome 620 guests any time any day, don’t care if we have an agreement, 10 am or 
noon, we are allowing our neighbors to use our lot, 24 / 7 – guests will still be confused with signage; 
we have enough spots to be friendly and allow the parking;  
 
Mr. Wildermuth – are your hours still Tues – Thurs 3pm – 10pm and Fri – Sat 4pm – 11pm and Sunday 
2pm – 9pm;  
 
Mr. Borowski – yes, we are not busy at 4pm, we are busy at 7pm and the cannabis business is declining 
at that time, there may be an extra burst at 10pm and then the cannabis at that time will be fast service; 
the parking is fast, you are in and out; perfect business to be next to, if a restaurant we would definitely 
have a problem; thank you for your time; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – how did we arrive at the five spots in front of the dispensary; 
 
Mr. Bash – five is what fit between the two driveways; 
 
Mr. Maltese – there were always six, because they added the entry isle/exit, that is what caused five; 
 
Ms. Ehlen – if approved, if you will add the calculations of the restaurant and on the drawing, 9.06 and 
9.07, showing the setbacks, lot widths; 
 
Mr. Bash – yes we will add those, also in your review we did not address the trash enclosure which we 
are requesting a variance for the rear yard set back on that; 10 feet is required and we have 7.1 feet, 
essential the trash enclosure is staying where it was approved on the first plan, but with the new property 
line, it becomes a back yard and we are only 7.1 fee away and 10 feet is required; same location 
previously approved; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any other board members have questions; members of the public have any questions; 
Hearing none, motion to close public questions for Mr. Bash; 
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Mr. Jackson made a motion to close public questions; Mr. Wildermuth seconded; 
 
Yes 7 Barricelli, McCabe, Wildermuth, Argote-Freyre, Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson and 

Mayor Kane 
No 0 
Abstain 0 
Absent 4    Ceppi, Crombie, Van Vorst and Keelan 
 
Mr. Licata – our next witness John Barree, sworn in; licensed planner in NJ, good standing 11. 5 years, 
member of American Institute of Certified Planners, Masters in City Regional Planning from Rutgers 
and principal of my own firm, NJ Planning LLP, and have testified in front of a number of boards 
including this board; 
 
Mr. Licata – tell the board what you have review to prepare and share your observations; 
 
Mr. Barree – in preparation I review application material submitted along with borough zoning 
ordinance, master plan and several conversations regarding operations and approval and sites functions 
and how they are laid out with the ordinance and certainly visited the property to look at what is out 
there; we heard about what is proposed and in many was it is a technical change to the previous approval 
and conditions at the GF site; from a planning standpoint, we have two variances, the GF property (620 
Park ) has a deficiency in parking spaces because we are drawing the new lot line and to shift the back 
parking over to 618 lot, through the access agreement translated from the lease agreements in place, 
there will be sufficient parkin for the use but it won’t technically be on the 620 site; note the Borough 
ordinance does permit parking at off-site locations within a quarter mile; does not get into shared 
parking and balancing different peaks, we do feel we have adequate parking as you heard testimony 
from the engineer and operating; 
 
We are requesting the technical variance because we have insufficient parking physically located on the 
620 Park site, which will be proposed new lot 9.07; overall parking balance between the two site plus 
the shared access arrangements will continue to provide sufficient parking per the ordinance; 
 
Other item you heard Mr. Bash mention, related to set back for trash enclosure; the enclosure is located 
where it was on the prior approval, lot line moved creating a deficiency 7.1 feet where 10 feet is 
required; does not impact any neighboring properties, strictly internal situation between two lots and 
will function in tandem; a requirement certainly as it becomes the rear lot line, from a holistic stand 
point and consideration of the neighborhood and other properties there is no impact; 
 
Simply, for the variance under the MLUL, this is a C-2 balancing test, serval purposes advanced through 
this project and I think we are talking about the cross access being improved between the sites; huge 
benefit of not having to come back out to Park Avenue to go from one lot to another that are designed to 
be shared; that certainly advances purpose A, promotes health safety and welfare; fewer turning 
movements, in and out on Park Avenue is to everyone’s benefit; internal circulation will help traffic 
safety broadly; ties into purpose H that talks about promoting the free flow of traffic and limiting 
congestion and internal circulation internal than on the street; finally is purpose M, advanced as well 
talking about efficient use of land and coordination and procedure and activity; the collaboration 
between two properties creates more efficient set up than each having to develop individually that would 
lead to duplication; 
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Negative criteria, I see no impacts; we’re improving the situation as on the ground today, the cross 
access proposed is a significant benefit that does not have any detriment; neighboring properties will not 
have any affect by any of this and certainly no specific issues in the zoning ordinance or master plan that 
would be implicated; both uses are permitted and approved; there is no language that touches on any of 
these issues specifically in the master plan, I believe this can be approved with out any determent to the 
zoning ordinance or master plan; 
 
Mr. Licata – that is all, questions; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – why do you not think this is detrimental to Gold Finch that is proposed at 620 Park 
Avenue; 9pm on a Saturday, now 10pm, hopping night at 618, you don’t see any potential negative 
impact that you won’t have enough parking that people want to patronize 620 Park, causing a problem 
on state highway; 
 
Mr. Barree – think we have few things that discussed tonight;  maintaining the designated spaces for 
pick up window, as Mr. Borowski stated and I agree with, users for 620 will be in and out, not long-term 
shopping trip; as the business evolved, people are familiar with how that business operates and it is a 
quick trip, convenient stop; quick turnover on the spaces, no concern on back up on highway;  
 
Mr. Wildermuth – how the business of cannabis has evolved, NJ Leaf, we have allowed them to have 
events at their facility; that was not a permitted use there, so you don’t see a potential negative affect of 
that if they have an event; 
 
Mr. Barree – now you are back to the idea of the property owners entering into a lease agreement and 
specific days and times and policing among themselves; 618 has peaks with large events, if there was an 
event at 620 they would have to come to an arrangement of how to manage; they have every reason to 
be a good neighbor, a legal agreement in place, so I think of the off chance, it will be up to them to 
resolve; if they felt they would be harming their business they would not have decided to go the route 
they are and would not have entered into this agreement; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – you have heard two members of the board express concerns for the 620 business, your 
answer is that if a problem the owners will get tighter and figure out; we are concerned about the 
customers navigating either of these sites; I believe they need more protection; 
 
Councilwoman Rogers – to be clear, my concerns were addressed; Mr. Borowski made a point, he has 
partnerships with many of his neighbors; I am not as concerned as I was prior to his explanation, I feel 
my concerns are addressed; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – we have the pick-up window signage, five spots in the front of 620, how many spots 
are we talking about for 620, what is proposed; 
 
Mr. Maltese – I would recommend signage for three spots on the 618 lot for 620 – parking only for 620 
patrons Tues – Sun with times, so those spots remain open during 620 operation hours; 
 
Councilwoman Rogers – can we add 15-minute parking during the hours of operation for 620; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – is anyone here for Gold Finch; 
 
Mr. Licata – yes, if specific question; 
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Mr. Bash – we will put whatever signage the board seems appropriate,  
 
Mr. Wildermuth – any proposed signage for five spots in front of building; 
 
Mr. Bash – two ADA parking spaces only, solely for 620; other three have no signs; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any other questions from the board;  any questions from the public for the planner; 
 
Hearing none – Mr. Jackson, motion to close public questions; Mr. McCabe seconded; 
 
Yes 7 Barricelli, McCabe, Wildermuth, Argote-Freyre, Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson and 

Mayor Kane 
No 0 
Abstain 0 
Absent 4    Ceppi, Crombie, Van Vorst and Keelan 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – one more question, Mr. Barree in your professional opinion do you think it would be 
a positive improvement to have the three spots in front of the 620 building also be signed as a means to 
clarify the parking situation; 
 
Mr. Barree – based on where they are and the convenience factor of who would use them, it is a logical 
place to park for the dispensary, if it is the boards pleasure and gives comfort factor from having signage 
there I don’t think there is any downside to that and would be explicitly clear for whom those spaces are 
intended at that point; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any members of the public that want to make a comment on this application;  
 
John Lotti – sworn in; owner of 620, the actual building and involved with the build out; Matt and I have 
become good friends and are looking to speed up the process because it has been in front of you for a 
number of years and we are here to get it completed; in conversations with Matt, we have discussed the 
prospect of expanding his parking and operation we will run, it is consume driven process; you are there 
for 5-10 minutes and generally out; I feel, Matt and I, if there are ever any issues with the parking we 
can talk; not concerned with anything proposed in front of you today and appreciate, Michael your 
concern for 620 in terms of signage; I feel the way it is proposed it is fair and we have discussed; we are 
a phone call away and are here to do business, successfully; I am not an engineer, don’t know numbers 
for parking but can say we are not building out the entire building, we are building out approximately 
4,000 sq. feet; we are here to cooperate and run our businesses; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – where will your employees park; 
 
Mr. Lotti – not sure, not the front spots those will be for patrons;  
 
Mr. Barricelli – board any questions; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – any public for comments on the application; hearing none; 
 
Mr. Jackson made a motion to close public comments; Councilwoman Rogers seconded; 
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Yes 7 Barricelli, McCabe, Wildermuth, Argote-Freyre, Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson and 
Mayor Kane 

No 0 
Abstain 0 
Absent 4    Ceppi, Crombie, Van Vorst and Keelan 
 
Mr. Barricelli – board deliberations; 
 
Mr. Jackson – Anthony, in your review any specific concerns you have at this point; 
 
Mr. Maltese – nothing at this point; there was a discrepancy with parking numbers and we did a recount 
and all firmed up; 
 
Ms. Argote-Freyre – Anthony and concerns with stormwater; 
 
Mr. Maltese – no issues; it is all on their property and where it needed to be; 
 
Mayor Kane – I am glad this application is finally here, in front of us for a long time, we know the 
success of 618, known around the state; know the success that NJ Leaf has brought to our town, this 
Gold Finch operation will do the same and see these two businesses complimenting each other; as 
discussed, three main things as positive, create business efficiency for both locations, feed off each 
other, natural tie for both, huge boost for area of town and the cross access easement is a huge public 
safety issue; traffic on Rt 33 is busy and allow cars to pass from one lot to another is huge; and drainage 
issue, talked about for over a year, how will it work, the retention basin takes care of the situation and 
creates total efficiency; totally in favor of this application;  
 
Councilwoman Rogers – clarify a question from the Beacon review; applicant shall provide a parking 
study supporting of testimony of sufficient of proposed shared parking arrangement;  are you satisfied 
and have enough information; 
 
Ms. Ehlen – yes, they have provided the information and parking detail and in compliance; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – Barbara what do you think about parking in front for Gold Finch designating the three 
spots; improvement or redundant 
 
Ms. Ehlen – I can see how some may park there for 618, signs may be a way to stop them and not 
apposed to signage and agree with Anthony on the three spots in the rear singed for 620; 
 
Mr. Wildermuth – I completely agree with the Mayor, fine business and will make these two sites safer; 
all the parties here are willing participants; there are two things I have on my mind to get the signs in the 
front, parking lot near the Hall of Records, there are signs posted Parking for Sun Trust Bank, Sun Trust 
has not been there for about four or five years and the spots remain empty so I really do challenge the 
notion signage doesn’t work, they are working there; in one of our neighboring towns, Marlboro, 
Cuzin’s, in plaza there so much business and parking, and some business have no parking, open same 
time and hours of operation same as Cuzin’s, tried to go to Burger Boys on a Friday night, no parking 
even though it is all the way on the other end; I know extreme, that is where my mind is; I do support the 
application, however I do think signs should be in front of 620, people will park there from 618;  
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Mr. McCabe – I agree with what was stated by Mayor and Michael and the cross access is a huge 
benefit, safety concern, total favor of the application; 
 
Mr. Jackson – no objections, I will agree with signs if the board wants; 
 
Ms. Argote-Freyre – inclined to support and nice for two business owners to work together and figure 
things out; I believe they will be able to work out and don’t think signage is a bad idea, not necessary 
but make sense; 
 
Councilwoman Rogers – support the application, seem to work everything out and evidence the parking 
will work and want to be clear on the agreements; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – agree with colleagues, and support this application; I think we approve with the two 
variances; someone wan to make a motion; 
 
Mr. McCabe made a motion to support the application; Councilwoman Rogers seconded;  
 
Mr. Jackson – does the motion include signage; Mr. Wildermuth the board doesn’t support, with the 
exception of what the board professionals recommend; 
 
Yes 7 Barricelli, McCabe, Wildermuth, Argote-Freyre, Councilwoman Rogers, Jackson and 

Mayor Kane 
No 0 
Abstain 0 
Absent 4    Ceppi, Crombie, Van Vorst and Keelan 
 
Mr. Licata – thank you. 
 
Ms. Napolitano – yes, September 10, 2025 subdivision application; 
 
Mr. Barricelli – anything else; anyone for a motion to adjourn; 
 
Councilwoman Rogers made a motion to adjourn, Mr. McCabe seconded;    
 
All in favor, aye (all) 
 
Meeting adjourned at  8:09 PM. 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 Dominica R. Napolitano 


