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BOROUGH OF FOLSOM  
PLANNING/ZONING  

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS 
MINUTES 

 
April 19, 2017 

 
The meeting was called to order at 7:07 PM. 
 
SALUTE TO THE FLAG 
 
CERTIFICATION:  Adequate notice of this meeting has been given in accordance with the Open 
Public Meeting Act pursuant to Public Law 1975, Chapter 231.  Said notice has been advertised 
in The Gazette and Atlantic City Press and is posted on the bulletin board showing the time and 
place for the meeting.   
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
Members Present:  Charlie Pitale, Joe Pino, Glenn Smith, Joel Spiegel, John LaPollo, Mayor 

DeStefano, Dave Cappuccio, Ben Pagano, Michael Veneziano, Claude 
Jones, Michael Sutts 

 
Members Absent:  
 
Others Present:  Solicitor:   Jorge F. Coombs, Esq. 

Board Engineer:  Jen Heller for Vince Polistina, PE, PP 
 Board Secretary:  Susan Carroll 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
A motion was made by Mr. Pino and seconded by Mr. Cappuccio to approve the minutes of March 
15, 2017.  There was a roll call vote with 7 ayes and 4 abstentions. 
 
Charlie Pitale                      Abstain 
Joe Pino          Yea 
Glenn Smith                        Abstain  
Joel Spiegel                         Yea 
John LaPollo                       Yea 
Mayor DeStefano                Abstain 
Dave Cappuccio                  Yea 
Ben Pagano                         Abstain 
Michael Veneziano             Yea 
Claude Jones                       Yea 
Michael Sutts                      Yea 
 
 



 

2 
 

DECISION RESOLUTION: 
A Motion was made by Mr. Cappuccio and seconded by Mr. Pino to grant the Decision 
Resolution for Heffco Property Management LLC.  There was a roll call vote with 8 ayes and 4 
abstentions. 
 
Charlie Pitale                      Abstain 
Joe Pino          Yea 
Glenn Smith                        Abstain  
Joel Spiegel                         Yea 
John LaPollo                       Yea 
Mayor DeStefano                Yea 
Dave Cappuccio                  Yea 
Ben Pagano                         Abstain 
Michael Veneziano             Yea 
Claude Jones                       Yea 
Michael Sutts                      Yea 
 
APPLICATION:  MICHAEL DE ROSE – DIAMOND ROOF CLEANING, LLC 
Application# 02-ZB-2017 – Michael DeRose seeking Variances for front and side yard setbacks 
for a 12’ x 24’ shed at Block 2708 – Lot 767 on the official tax map of the Borough of Folsom 
and more commonly known as 309 E. Collins Dr., Williamstown, N. J.  08094.  The property is 
located in the (RD) Rural Development District.   
 
Mr. Coombs swore in Michael DeRose, 309 E. Collings Drive, Williamstown/Folsom, N. J.  There 
were no other witnesses.  He was looking for a Variance for his shed.  He didn’t have anywhere to 
put it because his whole back yard was his septic system.  The only place for him to put it was 
right next to his driveway.   
 
Variances for front yard setback, side yard setback (4 feet where 10 feet were required) and 
accessory building size for the shed was requested.  The shed was not over 100 sq. ft.  It was 12’ 
x 24.  Any Residential property may contain an accessory structure not exceeding 144 sq. ft. in 
area.  The septic system was not shown on the survey submitted with the application.   
 
Mr. DeRose stated it started 15 to 17 feet passed the back of the shed.  The shed was pre-built on 
5 inches of tamped crushed concrete.  It required Building Permits per State Code and needed to 
be anchored to the ground.  The shed was not currently anchored.  There was also lean to built 
onto the house.   
 
The original plan submitted as part of the application was not drawn to scale and the dimensions 
were inaccurate.  The Applicant has revised the plan.  The 11” x 14” plan was to scale with correct 
dimensions on it.  The shed was located about 15 or 20 feet from the neighbor on the adjacent 
property to the west Lot 766.  The run off had no bearing.  The water drained properly and will 
stay on Mr. DeRose property.  The shed had no downspouts to collect water.    The square footage 
of the shed was clarified.  It exceeded 144 sq. ft.  There was a home on the adjacent Lot #766 and 
it was occupied.   
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ENGINEERS REPORT: 
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The applicant was seeking three variances.  The Applicant is seeking relief from the required 
front yard and side yard setbacks for the accessory structure and a Variance permitting an 
accessory structure greater than 144 square feet in area.   

 
Originally Items 1, 9, and 14 dealt with the scale of the plan were required.  The applicant 
addressed the issues.  The plan was to scale and waivers were not required. 
 
Two waivers were required for Item 18 Contours and Item 21 for the location of the trees greater 
than 6 inches.   
 
As long as any run off is kept on the site there should be no problems with drainage. 
 
The Applicant was using the shed for items which couldn’t fit in the house, outside items, and 
household overstock items.  Mr. DeRose business was not run out of his house.  The business 
was in a location in Berlin.  Since the plan was revised and drawn to scale, there were no issues 
with the requested checklist waivers.  The waivers requested were not necessary.  No clearing 
was done for the shed.  The contours and location of trees was not needed.  The shed was on 
crushed concrete.  The Engineer was in agreement with waiving the Completeness Items. 
 
There were no questions for the Engineer. 
 
A Motion was made by Mr. Pino and seconded by Mayor DeStefano to deem the Engineers 
Report complete.  A roll call vote was taken with ayes all. 
 
 
Charles Pitale   Yes 
Joe Pino   Yes 
Glen Smith   Yes 
Mike Veneziani  Yes 
Joel Spiegel   Yes 
John LaPollo   Yes 
Lou DeStefano  Yes 
Dave Cappuccio  Yes 
Ben Pagano   Yes 
Claude Jones   Yes 
Michael Sutts   Yes 
 
There were no other questions from the Board. 
 
The meeting was opened to the public.  There were no public comments.  The public portion was 
closed. 
 
A Motion was made by Mayor DeStefano and seconded by Mr. Smith for the three requested 
Variances for front yard setback, side yard setback, and accessory building size all conditioned 
upon conditions and recommendations contained in the Board Engineers Report.  The drainage 
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was a specific item and would be included in the Resolution along with the requested checklist 
waives.  A roll call vote was taken with Ayes all. 
 
Charles Pitale   Yes 
Joe Pino   Yes 
Glen Smith   Yes 
Mike Veneziani  Yes 
Joel Spiegel   Yes 
John LaPollo   Yes 
Lou DeStefano  Yes 
Dave Cappuccio  Yes 
Ben Pagano   Yes 
Claude Jones   Yes 
Michael Sutts   Yes 
 
 
APPLICATION:  SUEANN IRWIN 
Application # 03-PB-2017 – Sueann Irwin seeking a 2 lot minor subdivision for a proposed 
dwelling on Block 702 – Lot 3 of the official tax map of the Borough of Folsom and more 
commonly known as 1420 Backline Rd., Folsom, N. J.  08037.  The property is located in the 
(VR) Village Residential District. 
 
Chairman Pitale and Co-Chairman Pino recused themselves.  Since the Chairman and Chairman 
Pro Tempore were both recusals, pursuant the custom, Mr. Spiegel was next Board Member in 
order of seniority and took the Chair. 
 
Mr. Coombs swore in Sueann Irwin, 1420 Backline Road and Karen Salvo, 481 N. Second Road, 
Hammonton, N. J.  Ms. Irwin was requesting a minor subdivision for the back of her property.  
The property was 6.47 acres.  An Engineer and a Surveyor made the plans for the subdivision.  
Waivers for the trees were requested.  There were very few trees bigger than 6 inches except for 
the border of the property, but within it.  They were scattered and mostly seedlings.  Pictures 
were available of the property from 15 years ago to current.   
 
The second lot would be a little over 3 acres.  Ms. Irwin planned on selling the lot and had a few 
buyers interested in the property.  There was not a study or survey regarding where septic system 
would be located on the new lot.  It would have been required if the lot were subdivided into 3 
lots, but since the subdivision was for 1 new property it was not required.  The plan was 
approved by Pinelands.  There were no Variance relief requested. 
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ENGINEERS REPORT; 
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A waiver request for Item 18 for Contours was recommended.  It would be required with the 
Building Permit.  
 
The Engineer asked if the subdivision would be filed by plot or by deed.  If filed by deed, it 
would only need to be reviewed by the Board Solicitor.  Once the subdivision is approved the 
Applicant would have 190 days to file the minor subdivision plan.  A deed would need to be 
prepared by an attorney.  The plan submitted would suffice if filing the subdivision by map.  It 
would need to be signed and sealed by the Licensed Surveyor who prepared.  The requisite copy 
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would need to be submitted to the Board Secretary for signatures from the Borough.  It would 
then need to be submitted to Atlantic County for signatures then file it with the County Clerk’s 
office.   
 
A Motion was made by Mayor DeStefano and seconded by Mr. Pagano to accept the Engineers 
Report as complete.  There was a roll call vote with ayes all. 
 
Glen Smith   Yes 
Mike Veneziani  Yes 
Joel Spiegel   Yes 
John LaPollo   Yes 
Lou DeStefano  Yes 
Dave Cappuccio  Yes 
Ben Pagano   Yes 
Claude Jones   Yes 
Michael Sutts   Yes 
 
The meeting was opened to the public.  There were no comments from the public.  The public 
portion was closed.   
 
A Motion was made by Mr. Smith and seconded by Mr. Cappuccio to approve the subdivision as 
presented.  There was a roll call vote with ayes all.   
 
Glen Smith   Yes 
Mike Veneziani  Yes 
Joel Spiegel   Yes 
John LaPollo   Yes 
Lou DeStefano  Yes 
Dave Cappuccio  Yes 
Ben Pagano   Yes 
Claude Jones   Yes 
Michael Sutts   Yes 
 
Mr. Spiegel stepped down.  Chairman Pitale and Board Member Pino rejoined the dais. 
 
APPLICATION:  SHERRY BADA/PAMELA MAY 
Application # 04-ZB-2016 Sherry Bada and Pamela May seeking Bulk and “C” Variances to 
build a 15’ x 20’ addition onto the back of the dwelling at Block 2620 – Lot 558 on the official 
tax map of the Borough of Folsom and more commonly known as 5 S. River Drive, 
Williamstown, N.J.  The property is located in the (RD) Rural Development District. 
 
Mr. Coombs swore in Sherry Bada, 5 S. River Dr., Folsom and Pamela May 5 S. River Dr., 
Folsom.  They were seeking a Variance for a side yard setback to build an addition off of the 
back of their home.  The existing deck will be removed and the appropriate footings will be put 
in for the addition.  The addition will be one story.  A section of the deck will remain.  The 
exterior of the addition will match the house.   
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There was a carport which will be taken down.  The Applicant had the carport for approximately 
7 or 8 years and was not aware they would need anything to have it.  It will be removed the 
coming weekend.  The Applicant understood they needed Variances for the carport, but did not 
want to keep it and will remove it.   
 
The addition will be used for a family room and will have a gas fireplace.  The Variance 
requested was for the side yard setback.  There would be only 25.5 feet away from the side of the 
yard.  The applicant will not go any closer to the side yard than the existing house.  The addition 
will line up with the existing house going back.  It was existing non-conforming, but still needed 
a Variance.  The Applicant was expanding the non-conformity.   
 
There will be gutters and downspouts put onto the addition and will drain into the backyard as 
the existing ones on the corner of the house currently do now.  There was a concrete slab which 
came in off of the back of the blacktop drive with a step on it.  It was a wooden step which goes 
with the deck.  It was movable, but was put there because the deck was a bit high.  It was not a 
permanent structure.  The concrete was there as part of the home along with the concrete on the 
other side of the deck.  The concrete was underneath the deck also.  The deck was built over the 
concrete.  The downspout would be located at the end of the addition where the concrete is.  
There was a downspout on the edge of the house where the concrete was.  There was a 
downspout next to the deck and one on the other side.  The downspouts will come down to the 
end of the addition and be dropped there.  
 
The Engineer did not have a plan which was to scale and requested a plan be submitted to scale.  
The Applicant had a plan with them which was to scale at the time of the meeting and submitted 
it.   
 
There were no other questions from the Board. 
 
ENGINEERS REPORT: 
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The Completeness Waivers were acceptable to the Board Engineer and enough information was 
provided for review.  The Applicant proposed 25.10 feet where 30 feet were required.  The plan 
was not to scale. The drainage will be handled by drains, gutters, and downspouts.    
 
Accessory structures may not occupy no more than 20% of the required rear yard or 900 square 
feet.  The distance between the accessory building and another building no closer than 10 feet.  
No accessory structures may be with in the front yard setback.  The Ordinance defined carports 
as an area not to exceed 200 square feet.  Carport structures cannot be more than 10’ x 20’ or 200 
square feet.  The existing carport was 288 square feet.  It was aluminum and had no walls.  It was 
open all the way around.  The Applicant agreed to take the carport down.   
 
There was a concern with water run off on an impervious surface with the carport.  The carport 
was on an asphalt driveway and would not change the water run off with the carport.  There will 
be a net gain of 12 square feet of impervious area.  The deck was already there and under the 
deck there was concrete.  The amount of the impervious added from the addition over top of a 
portion of the existing deck was minimal.   
 
There were no other questions for the Engineer.   
 
A Motion was made by Mr. Pagano and seconded by Chairman Pitale to deem the Engineers  
Report complete with requested Waivers. There was a roll call vote with ayes all. 
 
Charles Pitale   Yes 
Joe Pino   Yes 
Glen Smith   Yes 
Mike Veneziani  Yes 
Joel Spiegel   Yes 
John LaPollo   Yes 
Lou DeStefano  Yes 
Dave Cappuccio  Yes 
Ben Pagano   Yes 
Claude Jones   Yes 
Michael Sutts   Yes 
 
The meeting was opened to the public for comments or questions.  Mr. Coombs swore in Mrs. 
Hazel Pringle, 56 Park Ave., in the Borough of Folsom.  Mrs. Pringle has lived on the corner 
almost 45 years.  She wanted to add her neighbors were very nice people who want to add 
something.  They lived in the back of her lot with two lots between their property and hers.  Ms. 
Pringle was there because it was good. Their place was all fenced.  She was about the oldest one 
in the neighborhood.  She was not against the addition and agreed with what the Applicant was 
doing.  She was in attendance because she liked to know what was going on in the Borough.  She 
thanked the Board. 
 
There were no other comments from the public.  The public portion was closed.   
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A motion was made by Mayor DeStefano and seconded by Mr. Pagano to grant the Variance for 
the side yard setback.  There was a roll call vote with ayes all and one abstention.  
 
Charles Pitale   Yes 
Joe Pino   Yes 
Glen Smith   Yes 
Mike Veneziani  Yes 
Joel Spiegel   Yes 
John LaPollo   Yes 
Lou DeStefano  Yes 
Dave Cappuccio  Yes 
Ben Pagano   Yes 
Claude Jones   Abstain 
Michael Sutts   Yes 
 
APPLICATION:  COLLINGS LAKES FOOD MARKET   
Application# 05-ZB-2017 – Collings Lakes Food Market seeking an Amended Conditional Use 
Permit to amend Application# 06-ZB-2016 / Resolution # 05-2016 from a bar/package goods 
business to a packaged goods only store at Block 2509 – Lots 106, 107, 108, & 109 on the 
official tax map of the Borough of Folsom and more commonly known as 10 E. Black Horse 
Pike, Williamstown, N. J.  08094. 
 
Mr. Coombs swore in Fred DeClement on behalf of the Applicant PUJA3 LLC who came before 
the Board on an Amended Application.  The Applicant needed to amend the Application because 
it was previously approved for a bar/package good store.  The Applicant was purchasing another 
license which did not require a bar.  The store will be package goods only.  They needed the 
Application to reflect the different situation.  There was a meeting with Council to transfer the 
license.  The transfer will not be effectuated by Council, but Folsom Borough Council did agree 
to the transfer.  
 
There were changes in the Conditions.  As a result of the removal of the bar, there would be a 
change in the parking.  There would be less parking required and less septic dilution.   
 
Mr. Coombs swore in Lance Landgraf Licensed Planner, LB Landgraf & Associates and Jason 
Sciullo, Principle Engineer at Marathon Engineering & Environmental Services.  The Board 
recognized Mr. Landgraf’s qualifications as an expert in Planning.  He was before the Folsom 
Board multiple times.  Mr. Sciullo had a Bachelor in Engineering from Steven’s Institute of 
Technology.  He has been a professional for 17 years and Licensed for 12.  Professional 
Engineer in the Engineering Division of his company.  He was before multiple Boards in New 
Jersey and Pennsylvania and was to Court.   
 
Mr. Landgraf gave a presentation.  The Board saw the Application previously and this 
Application was an Amendment it.  The Applicant was able to obtain a different liquor license.  
The previous license required a bar.  The new license did not require it and was a packaged 
goods sales license.  There was a concern about having a bar on the site.  There will be no bar 
seats and no bar.  It will be package goods sales.  The applicant still preferred to expand from the 
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518 sq. ft. there now.  It will increase the size 1,036 sq. ft. and the total square footage will be 
1,554 sq. ft. for package goods only.   
 
The Use was permitted.  The Conditional Use permit, but there were no Conditions set up in the 
Conditional Use portion of the Borough’s Ordinance.  It was a by-right Application because it 
was a Permitted Use and because there were no Conditions set up in the Conditional Use 
Ordinance.  There was no expansion of the structure.  Since the bar was removed, only 32 
parking spaces were required.  The Applicant felt he met the criteria for the requirement of 32 
parking spaces because the bar was removed from the plan.   
 
Mr. Landgraf’s notes from the previous meeting reflected hours of 9:00 am to 8:00 pm., but the 
Applicant requested hours of operation 8:00 am to 9:00 pm  seven days per week.  Mr. Sciullo’s 
plan dated April 3, 2017 was reviewed.   
 
The Applicant requested not to close off two of the exit points.  When cars exit the parking lot, 
they immediately enter the travel lane.  There was no shoulder lane.  There was no room to speed 
up and get out of the way of cars traveling 55 mph.  It wasn’t an entrance, but an exit point.  The 
exit points went right onto a ramp.  If the exit(s) were closed, vehicles will enter the highway 
with speeding traffic trying to make the traffic signal.  Blocking the exit off will cause a sever 
traffic hazard for vehicles exiting the property.  The exits allow the site to maintain safe exit for 
vehicles leaving.  The Applicant was agreeable to install exit only signs and do not enter signs on 
the outside or a sign indicating exit not an entrance.  Most of the time clientele miss the first 
entrance and enters at the second access point.  There was a deceleration lane which start 700 
feet down the road for the jug handle.  The Applicant rather clientele exit right and go to the light 
to make a left turn rather than turning left out of the site. 
 
There were no DOT Approvals or Permits for the exits.  Since there was a Change of Use on the 
site, it was a minor change compared to the retail and service establishment there. DOT has a 
Letter of No Interest process.  If the activity is insignificant with the traffic it creates or modifies, 
technically there was specific definition of significant increase in traffic.  In DOT regulations it 
has to be proven substantial have to increase 3,500 cars at peak hour.  As part of the process if 
the Board believed it was necessary the Applicant will seek to obtain a Letter of No Interest from 
DOT using the procedure they have in place for these types of applications, but it was not done 
yet.   
 
The Letter of No Interest covers any type of Approval from DOT whether it would be to propose 
development, Change in Use, modify the driveway would technically be a different type of 
permit, the Applicant was not changing anything.  It would cover anything jurisdiction DOT may 
or may not have over the project.   It is not specific to just traffic it could be for anything 
proposed.  A valid point was made that it would be a safety issue if it were to be closed off.  
People could take the jug handle.  It would enhances the safety issue by leaving it open.   
 
New Jersey DOT has its own regulations regarding ingress and egress from commercial sites, but 
was not certain if there were regulations for ingress and egress from commercial property to jug 
handle.  DOT already had their input on the site because they had curb cuts put in and expanded 
the road way. It was the Applicants understanding DOT put the driveways in as they did.  It was 
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done 40 years ago.  DOT already improved the configuration as it is now.  The Applicant didn’t 
anticipate preventative maintenance because it was already approved and will get a Letter of No 
Interest to satisfy the Board.  The Applicant understood there was an issue with Wawa, but DOT 
already had input and it was a permitted driveway with access, ingress, and egress.  If the Board 
required the driveways to be block the Applicant would have to seek Approval from DOT 
because the driveway could not be closed off without Approval from DOT first.  The Applicant 
would seek the Letter of No Interest to satisfy the Board concerned with driving safety.   
 
The letter of No Interest would not be an Approval, but it would serve as and Approval because 
DOT would not take jurisdiction over the work.  Technically it would be a Permit by Rule.  
There would be no need to seek an Approval.  DOT had standards in place.  There was a request 
in the Engineers Report for evidence of an approval from DOT must be provided.  It would be 
impossible for the Applicant to seek correspondence or some kind of information from DOT 
approving the legally existing driveway can remain in their existing legal conditions since no 
modification were being proposed.  The Letter of No Interest process was specifically for this 
exact request and this was the way they do it.   
 
DOT could decide to close the driveways if they feel something should change.  They will make 
that response in the Letter of No Interest.  DOT’s response will state if they don’t agree there is 
no interest and will suggest to seek an application.  If DOT does not agree there is no interest, the 
Applicant will respond.  
 
The original plan included more parking because the Engineer was going to enforce the closing 
of the exit driveways as a Condition of Approval.  Since it would be a Condition of Approval, 
the Applicant decided to close the exit driveways and put parking in the area.  The Applicant 
would rather not close off the exit driveways because trucks use the exits and it was safer.  The 
previous Conditional Use Application had the bar with seats expanded.  The total parking 
requirement was 2 more than on the current plan.   
 
The deli will remain and the liquor store will expand into the three suites.  Mr. Berenato owned 
the property over 30 years and there has never been an accident or issue with the configuration of 
the exits.   
 
The Applicant did not expect or anticipate traffic to exceed to a greater degree the truck traffic 
which supported the pre-existing Use of the facility because the same truck which delivers to the 
liquor store currently will deliver larger orders.  There will be the same number of deliveries to 
the liquor store. The deliveries will be the same. It will be a bigger store.  There will be more on 
the truck. There will not be two deliveries.   
 
If the truck traffic increased greatly, the concern of safety would be amplified considering a 
vehicle immediately engaged the turn ramp into traffic with 50 mph vehicles.  If there will be a 
greater amount of traffic for the history of the site, the existing condition may change.  The 
anticipated amount of tractor trailer delivery trucks will not increase as a result of the Change of 
Use the Applicant was seeking compared to what was existing.  Typically the grocery deliveries 
were more intense and frequent because there is a produce truck, a dry good truck, a refrigerated 
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truck, and the turnover for the grocery store was more frequent; but the liquor store is one truck 
with a beer delivery and a separate truck for packaged liquors deliveries. 
 
Other than trucks the difference in average traffic with the change from office to retail between 
previously and proposed for number of trips was under 100 in a peek hours because the Rural 
Development Zoning.  It was not specifically calculated, but it could be provided.  It will not 
change the opinion of not needing any kind of Approval.   
 
The distance and site triangles were checked, but not on the plan. They could be provided on a 
revised plan.  The driveway to the west between the two driveways which had a tree next to it 
and made it difficult to see around.  Typically a tree could stay in the site triangle, but if it was 
problematic it could be removed.  It had to be cleared between 21/2 feet above grade.   
 
Mr. Coombs swore in Mr. Berenato, Collings Lakes.  He has been at the site for 35 years and 
never had an accident.  The two driveways the Board wanted to keep open face the highway.  
The DOT required driveways aligned with the street with the flow of traffic.  The two driveways 
on the end go with the flow of traffic.  A tractor trailer exited the second driveway which was 
one of the driveway they want to keep open.  He had to go across the double yellow lines in the 
middle of the street to make a right hand turn.  There is only 10 feet.  A small car could make a 
right hand turn.   
 
The two driveways on the right went with the flow of traffic.  There had to be 500 feet of 
distance of site which there isn’t with any of the driveways except the last two.  When the 
driveways were built every lot on the pike was allowed a driveway.  The applicant had four lots 
and were allowed four driveways.  
 
The two driveways on the right the cars automatically exit and already flow with the traffic.  The 
exiting cars can see the cars 400 feet which come in the driveway.  For cars entering the lot 
traffic tended to ride up on their bumpers to beat the red light forcing the cars entering to miss 
the first driveway and sometimes the second driveway then enter on the third driveway.   
 
The intersection is a dividing line for Folsom, Atlantic County and Gloucester County.  It was 
the only driveway a tractor trailer could use in the wintertime.  There were 27 dump trucks in the 
parking lot because they used the U-turn to go back to Atlantic County.  Atlantic County had 
their own snow plows and Gloucester County had their own snow plow.  Everybody in Atlantic 
County made their U-turn at the store to get in the driveway to get to the red light.  They didn’t 
go passed the red light.  They made the U-turn to go back to plow the streets.  There were three 
kinds of trucks.  One for the highway, one for the shoulder, and one for the ramps.  There was no 
shoulder there.  The lane of traffic starts about 50 feet to the left of the first driveway when there 
should be 300 or 400 feet at 60 mph.  The traffic will go 90 mph to make the red light when the 
traffic see the light turn yellow because they know it will turn green when they get to it.   
 
There was an issue with a tree.  The tree will be cut tomorrow.  A landscaper put it in and it 
looks pretty.  There was a right-of-way there with gas and electric.  The tree didn’t matter and 
was no problem.  One of the people on Park Avenue always said the last driveway was the best 
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driveway ever, but there was a limb growing where the traffic could not be seen.  The limb was 
cut.  The tree won’t be there tomorrow.   
 
Lighting was addressed.  Nothing was changed to lighting and there was no spillover.  There was 
shielded security lighting with motion detectors.   There was a proposed spit rail fence associated 
with the western exit.  A six foot vinyl fence ran along the back property line and down the side.   
 
A Site Plan Waiver was requested.  There was no change since their previous application.  The 
parking was reduced and did not propose to take out the driveway.  The Applicant asked to 
waive the requirement for Site Plan.  A plot plan was submitted for the Amended Use to show 
the proposed striping and everything which was happening.   
 
The new liquor license was the type of license was a package goods license.  It was a retail sales 
license with no consumption on site and no bar stools.  The only liquor license in Folsom that 
was retail only.  Every other licenses has a bar.  The Bell Liquor Store license was moving to 
Collings Lakes Food Market liquor store.  It was not the same owner, but the license was a 
transferable license.  The old license will be a pocket license.  It will sit with the Borough. It was 
not allowed to have two licenses on the same property.  The old license will not be good for the 
property.   
 
Other requirements to block off the driveway and to pave would be left as is. And an Application 
would be made for a Letter of No Interest.  The fence installed the condition would be removed.    
 
The Applicant requested the Condition to install a fence in the original Approval be removed.  
There was one other item a site plan waiver, the type of Approval that something has to happen 
to formalize to appeal those conditions we seek that formal repeal. 
 
The Letter of No Interest was being sent to The Department of Transportation / Division.   
 
There were no other questions from the Board.  
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ENGINEERS REPORT: 
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The Engineer recommended closing off the two farthest west driveways.  The 2016 Approval the 
Applicant proposed to do it, but now proposed to keep them open.  The Engineer recommended 
if the Applicant will keep the driveways open, they make an Application to the Department of 
Transportation and evidence of Approval from the DOT must be provided.   
 
The septic flow will decrease with the change and did proposed any signage.  
 
There will be a change in name and will seek Approvals if necessary. 
 
The Engineer questioned what type of guarantee improvements will be installed because in 2016 
when the Application was approved the Site Plan improvement were not done.  The handicap 
parking spaces were not striped.  The fence was put up from a previous application.  The request 
was made for how the Applicant will ensure this will be done.   
 
The improvement were not done because the liquor license transfer didn’t go through and there 
were complications.  This was the catalyst to do the Site improvement changes was the new 
tenant.  If everything goes as plan and the currently sought liquor license transfer goes through 
and they will occupy the site the, the improvement will have to be done.  The guarantee it was 
assumed it would be part of the mercantile license being transferred or established or inspected 
the required site improvement or work shown on the plan and Approval will be inspected as part 
of the Borough’s process.  If something was not complete the license would be held back.   
 
Mr. Sciullo explained there was no approval process for the DOT.  The process the Applicant 
would have to follow was the Letter of No Interest process. 
 
The Borough Engineer recommended the two farthest driveways be closed off, the asphalt be 
removed, the landscape be put in place or go to the DOT for an Approval because it was a safety 
issue to have four driveways open.  There was some striping of directional arrows on the site and 
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on the two west driveways, but no signage indicating no left hand turn or to submit a Site Plan 
Applications. 
 
In legal terms the driveway entrances were within the State DOT right-of way.  The Borough did 
not have jurisdiction within the State DOT right-of-way.  The Conditions must have reasonable 
standards with regard to areas the Borough had jurisdiction over.  There was a 35 foot right-of-
way, five lane intersection 
 
Between the curb and the line there was between 5 and 10 feet.  It varied between the jug handle 
and the location.   
 
Within the sliver 5 to 10 feet the Borough had no jurisdiction.  Outside of it the Borough had 
jurisdiction.  Any conditions of the Board decided to impose should and must meet a reasonable 
standard in the event there would be an appeal from the decision.   
 
The Applicant believed the Approval was no unreasonable, but the formal approval would be the 
Letter of No Interest.  If DOT requests something else be submitted beyond the Letter of No 
Interest then DOT has jurisdiction and the Applicant will comply with whatever they request.  
The Applicant wanted to make it clear he would not get a Permit if the Letter of No Interest 
submission is accepted. It will be a response stating the Letter of No Interest was accepted. 
 
If Approved, the Engineer requested a Site Plan detailing site triangles, improvements proposed, 
signage on the site, striping, landscaping, ADA compliant handicap spaces, and handicap 
signage.   
 
The dimensions of the parking spaces were 9 x 20 – 20 feet was more than the industry standard 
and were oversized.   
 
The foot print of total building was incorrectly stated as 3,596 (sq. ft.) in the Engineers Report.  
The parcels within the building was 1,544 (sq. ft.) and 2,636 (sq. ft.) did not add up.  There was a 
594 sq. ft. discrepancy.   
 
The expanded portion of the liquor store was 1,554 (sq. ft.).  The total area was 4,190 (sq. ft.) for 
the store and the expanded store was correct for the total building. The difference had no bearing 
on parking spaces.  The parking was based on the building area. 
 
The previous existing flow of water of 420 gallons per day was from the 1,554 sq. ft. area which 
will be converted to the liquor store.  The existing conditions generated going by the surface 
water quality standards generally septic rules which DEP administers.  420 gallons per day in the 
existing/pre-existing condition and the proposed flow was 194 gallons per day from the same 
area.  There was a reduction of 226 gallons per day.  It will be cut less than half in the area.  The 
deli was not added in because it was not changing.   
 
The nature of the liquor store is now a liquor store. The staffing changed because it is not liquor 
store and bar.  The staff will be 2 people.  One person to run the deli and one person to run the 
liquor store.   
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There were no other questions from the Board Members.  
 
A Motion was made by Mr. Pagano and seconded by Mr. Pino deem the Engineers Report 
complete with minor adjustments to the Site Plan and a waiver of Site Plan detail requirements 
that normally accompanied a Formal Site Plan.   A roll call vote was taken with ayes all. 
 
The Motion was rescinded. 
 
A Motion was made by Mr. Pagano and seconded by Mr. Pino to deem the Application complete 
with a waiver of Site Plans.  A roll call vote was taken with ayes all. 
 
Charles Pitale   Yes 
Joe Pino   Yes 
Glen Smith   Yes 
Mike Veneziani  Yes 
Joel Spiegel   Yes 
John LaPollo   Yes 
Lou DeStefano  Yes 
Dave Cappuccio  Yes 
Ben Pagano   Yes 
Claude Jones   Yes 
Michael Sutts   Yes 
 
The meeting was opened to the public. 
 
Jorge swore in Donna Sutts, 15 E. Park Ave., Williamstown.  There have four driveways forever.  
There have been a lot of accidents going onto the jug handle.  Prior to Mr. Schreffler purchasing 
the store there was a back exit onto Park Ave. which he did not wish to purchase.  It was how 
vehicles which did not want to go onto the Pike actually went.  It did not exist anymore.  It was 
possible the DOT may want to look at it.  There has been an increase in traffic on the Pike as 
opposed to 40 years ago when the store had a back exit.  The fences were put to prevent walking 
from Collings Lakes over to the store.  It protected the children and people walking through 
there.  It served as a guide for walkers to the lot.  Ms. Sutts commended the Applicant for 
purchasing the right liquor license, but understood it was not purchased yet.  It was not Approved 
at the Council Meeting. She questioned what would happen if the liquor license was not 
purchased, if the bar would close, and why the Applicant would go through the Planning/Zoning 
Board Approval process if the license was not Approved yet.  The process was all Conditional.  
It was conditional upon transfer of license.  The Borough Council already approved it, but the 
State still needed to approve it.   
 
The liquor store had refrigeration all the way around and questioned if there would be a rear exit 
because if the Applicant used all of the walls, where would the exit be.  There were three front 
doors, but the Applicant did not changing anything on the outside.  Ms. Sutts questioned if there 
would be three doors to go into and exiting the liquor store or if the Applicant intended to lock a 
couple which would be a safety issue. 
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Mr.DeClement addressed Ms. Sutts concerns, some of the exits could be fire doors closed off in 
the case of an emergency?  Ms. Sutts thought it would be great, but also the Site Plan should 
show those details.   
 
With regard to the back entrance was a configuration of the coolers and three coolers in the front 
were all fire and code issues which the Applicant will need to comply with because it will have 
to be inspected.  The configuration inside the store will be exits, entrance, lighting, will be 
addressed through the Fire Code and Code Enforcement.   
 
Ms. Sutts understood, but the Applicant was asking for a waiver of Site Plan.  It was explained 
the Site Plan was for the outside and did not address those things.  Those things would need to be 
on the Building Approvals.   
 
Mr. DeClement explained if ABC grants the liquor license then the Applicant will move forward 
and get the CCO (Certificate of Continued Occupancy) from Folsom Borough and complete to 
open the store.  If the Applicant doesn’t get the liquor license he will not do any of this.  
 
Ms. Sutts thought the closing time suggested previously was 8:00 pm., but it was actually later. 
The hours were 9:00 am to 10:00 pm previously and the testimony was now 8:00 am to 9:00 pm.  
Discussion about the hours ensued.  The Applicant will comply with ABC requirements to open 
and close.   
 
There were no other comments or question from the public.  Hearing none the public portion of 
the meeting was closed.   
 
A Motion was made by Mayor DeStefano and seconded by Mr. Cappuccio for and amendment 
of the Conditional Use Permit.  The Applicant indicated they were willing to submit and 
Amended Site Plan without any formal detail of the Site Plan Proccess and the Applicant 
indicated they were willing to file with NJDOT a letter requesting process to try to attain a Letter 
of No Interest, remove a tree from the island, the lighting in the back will be shielded.  Here was 
a roll call vote with ayes all. 
 
Charles Pitale   Yes 
Joe Pino   Yes 
Glen Smith   Yes 
Mike Veneziani  Yes 
Joel Spiegel   Yes 
John LaPollo   Yes 
Lou DeStefano  Yes 
Dave Cappuccio  Yes 
Ben Pagano   Yes 
Claude Jones   Yes 
Michael Sutts   Yes 
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OTHER BUSINESS: 
 
Mr. LaPollo took the floor.  He questioned a property on 11th Street.  It was a non-conforming 
existing Use which was being sold as a buildable lot.  The lot was in the AG Zoning District.  
Forty (40) acres were required and required 3.2 acres to build.  It be sold as a buildable lot.  A 
Buildable lot needs to be 1.5 acres is a buildable lot.  Pinelands is saying someone can come in, 
knock down the structure and within 5 year build a new house anywhere on the whether it does 
or  does not meet the setback requirements.  Ultimately it would be the Borough’s decision.  Mr. 
LaPollo requested the Borough Solicitor speak with Brawen at Pinelands and make a 
determination on this property as to whether the Board would have anyone seek approvals to 
build a house on the property.   
 
Pictures of the property and the house were distributed.  The house has been abandoned for about 
5 years.  The lot is 1.5 acres.  In the AG Agricultural Zoning District 40 acres were required to 
build.  A house could be built on a 3.2 acre lot in the AG Zone.  
 
The septic alone required 3.2 acres.  Pineland’s claimed it was an existing non-conformity and 
the house could be knocked down and any size house could be built.  There was nothing in 
writing.  It was a verbal communication.  There was no Certificate of Filing.  According to 
Branwen at Pinelands, if it was a non-conforming existing house and it is over 50 years of age, it 
can be knocked down and be re-built.  It did not have to be built in the footprint.  They would 
have to apply to the Pinelands for a Demolition Permit.  It was not to be in the footprint.  It could 
be any configuration.  The setbacks requirements were 200 ft. from the street, 75 ft. from the side 
yard, and 100 ft. in the rear.  Discussion ensued.  
 
Pinelands said the lot is buildable and it was up to the Borough’s discretion to decide whether to 
issue variances. 
 
Mr. Coombs agreed to call Branwen and to look into it.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS: 
The Financial Disclosure Statements were due by May 30, 2017.  PIN Numbers and instructions 
were available from the Board Secretary or the Borough Clerk.  A fine may be issued if they 
were not filed by then.   
 
There was no other business for the Board. 
 
Next scheduled meeting will be May 17, 2017 at 7:00 pm. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 PM with ayes all. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
_______________________________ 
Susan Carroll; Board Secretary 


