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 UKRAINIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OF U.S.A / ZBA-25-00008

Minor Subdivision w/D(2) Variance in which the applicant is proposing to subdivide the
existing lot into two new parcels at 135 Davidson Avenue in zone B-I    

                         

DL       05/31/2026

 

https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/zoning-board-of-
adjustment/application-material/ukrainian-orthodox-church-of-u-s-a-zba-25-00008/-
fsiteid-1#!/
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RESOLUTION

DISCUSSION

 HEARINGS
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https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4080063/BOA_-__3-5-2026.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4082755/BOA_-_04-2-2026.pdf
https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/zoning-board-of-adjustment/application-material/ukrainian-orthodox-church-of-u-s-a-zba-25-00008/-fsiteid-1#!/


CARRIED to JUNE 18, 2026 – with no further notification needed

This meeting will be held @  7:00pm at the Franklin Township Municipal building at
475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ.

 D&R 09.18.25.pdf
 historic report 09.11.25 ok.pdf
 FTSA report 05.09.25 ok.pdf
 TRC report 07.08.25.pdf
 Police report #2 06.17.25 ok.pdf
 Planner report 05.27.25 ng.pdf
 Fire prevention report 05.15.25 ok.pdf
 Health Department report 05.09.25 ok.docx
 EC report 05.08.25 ng.docx
 SCPB 04.29.26.pdf

 UKRAINIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OF U.S.A / ZBA-25-00007

D(2) Use Variance, Preliminary & Final Site Plan w/C Variances in which the proposal
consists of site modifications associated with the retention of certain existing (church and
seminary) facilities at 135 Davidson Avenue,  Somerset;  Block  469     Lot 1.06 in zone
B-I                                                                                                                                           
                                                            DL            05/31/2026

 

https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/zoning-board-of-
adjustment/application-material/ukrainian-orthodox-church-of-u-s-a-zba-25-00007/-
fsiteid-1#!/

    

CARRIED to JUNE 18, 2026 – with no further notification needed

This meeting will be held @  7:00pm at the Franklin Township Municipal building at
475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ.

 Engineer report #3 03.02.26 ng.pdf
 D&R 09.18.25.pdf
 SCPB 07.14.25.pdf
 FTSA report 05.08.25 ng.pdf
 Police repot #2 09.22.25 ok.pdf
 Health Department report #2 09.02.25 ok.docx
 Fire Prevention report #2 08.25.25 ok.docx
 Planner report #2 08.14.25 ng.pdf
 EC report 05.08.25 ng.docx
 historic report 09.11.25 ok.pdf
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https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067206/D_R____09.18.25.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067207/historic_report__09.11.25__ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067208/FTSA_report___05.09.25__ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067209/TRC_report___07.08.25.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067210/Police_report__2____06.17.25__ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067211/Planner_report__05.27.25__ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067212/Fire_prevention_report__05.15.25__ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067213/Health_Department_report__05.09.25___ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067214/EC_report___05.08.25___ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067215/SCPB___04.29.26.pdf
https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/zoning-board-of-adjustment/application-material/ukrainian-orthodox-church-of-u-s-a-zba-25-00007/-fsiteid-1#!/
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067216/Engineer_report__3__03.02.26___ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067217/D_R____09.18.25.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067218/SCPB___07.14.25.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067219/FTSA_report_____05.08.25__ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067220/Police_repot____2__09.22.25___ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067221/Health_Department_report__2__09.02.25__ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067222/Fire_Prevention_report__2__08.25.25__ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067223/Planner_report___2__08.14.25___ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067224/EC_report___05.08.25__ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067225/historic_report__09.11.25__ok.pdf


 SYRACUSE 1950 EASTON AVENUE OWNER LLC / ZBA-25-00009

D(1) Use Variance, Preliminary & Final Site Plan w/C Variances in which the applicant
intends to build a 258,150sqft warehouse at 135 Davidson Avenue,  Somerset;  Block 
469   Lot  1.06 in zone B-I                                                                                                     
                                                                       

DL       05/31/2026
 

https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/zoning-board-of-
adjustment/application-material/syracuse-1950-easton-avenue-owner-llc-zba-25-
00009/-fsiteid-1#!/

    

CARRIED to JUNE 18, 2026 – with no further notification needed

This meeting will be held @  7:00pm at the Franklin Township Municipal building at
475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ.

 Engineer (DM) repoart #3 03.01.26 ng.pdf
 D_R__09.15.25.pdf
 SCPB__06.24.25.pdf
 Police report #3 09.22.25 ok.pdf
 Health Department report #2 09.02.25 ok w-comm.docx
 Fire Prevention report #2 ok.docx
 Planner report #2 08.15.25 ng.pdf
 FTSA report 05.09.25 ng.pdf
 EC report 04.08.25 ng.docx
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https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/zoning-board-of-adjustment/application-material/syracuse-1950-easton-avenue-owner-llc-zba-25-00009/-fsiteid-1#!/
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067226/Engineer__DM__repoart__3___03.01.26__ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067227/D_R__09.15.25.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067228/SCPB__06.24.25.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067229/Police_report__3___09.22.25__ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067230/Health_Department_report__2__09.02.25__ok_w-comm.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067231/Fire_Prevention_report__2__ok.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067232/Planner_report___2__08.15.25__ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067233/FTSA_report___05.09.25__ng.pdf
https://franklintwpnj.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4067234/EC_report___04.08.25___ng.pdf
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TOWNSHIP OF FRANKLIN 
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

COUNTY OF SOMERSET, NEW JERSEY 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
March 5, 2026 

 
This Regular Meeting of the Township of Franklin Zoning Board of Adjustment was held at 
7:00pm at the Franklin Township Board of Education Campus at 2301 Route 27, Somerset, 
NJ. and was called to order by Chairman Thomas at 7:30 p.m.  The Sunshine Law was read, 
and the roll was called as follows: 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PRESENT: Cheryl Bethea, Richard Procanik, Vaseem Firdaus, Alan Rich, Gary 

Rosenthal, Michael Dougherty, Kunal Lakhia and Chairman Thomas 
 
ABSENT: Robert Shepherd and Kunal Lakhia 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Eric Bernstein, Special Counsel, Mark Healey, Planning Director, and 

Christine Woodbury, Planning & Zoning Secretary 

 
 
MINUTES: 
 

 Regular Meeting – January 8, 2026 
 
Mr. Rosenthal made a motion to approve the Minutes, as submitted.  Ms. Firdaus seconded 
the motion, and the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Mr. Procanik, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Rosenthal, Mr. Dougherty, and Chairman 

Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 
HEARINGS: 
 

 UKRAINIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OF U.S.A / ZBA-25-00008 
 
Mr. Peter U. Lanfrit, Esq., Attorney, appeared before the Board on behalf of the applicant, 
Ukrainian Orthodox Church of U.S.A.  Minor Subdivision w/”D(2)” Variance in which the 
Applicant was proposing to subdivide the existing lot into two (2) new parcels at 135 Davidson 
Avenue in the Business & Industry (B-I) Zone - CARRIED FROM JANUARY 22, 2026 – with 
no further notification required. 
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 UKRAINIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OF U.S.A / ZBA-25-00007 
 
Mr. Peter U. Lanfrit, Esq., Attorney, appeared before the Board on behalf of the applicant, 
Ukrainian Orthodox Church of U.S.A.  He added that they were seeking D(2) Use Variance, 
Preliminary & Final Site Plan w”/”C Variances in which the proposal consisted of site 
modifications associated with the retention of certain existing (church and seminary) facilities 
at 135 Davidson Avenue, Somerset; Block 469, Lot 1.06, in the Business & Industry (B-I) 
Zone - CARRIED FROM JANUARY 22, 2026 – with no further notification required. 
 
 

 SYRACUSE 1950 EASTON AVENUE OWNER LLC / ZBA-25-00009 
 
D(1) Use Variance, Preliminary & Final Site Plan w/”C” Variances in which the Applicant 
intended to build a 258,150 sq. ft. warehouse at 135 Davidson Avenue, Somerset; Block 469, 
Lot 1.06, in the Business & Industry (B-I) Zone - CARRIED FROM JANUARY 22, 2026 – with 
no further notification required. 
 
Mr. Lanfrit explained that the testimony given that evening would be inclusive of all three 
Applications that were being heard simultaneously. 
 
Mr. Lanfrit asked if all the Board members in attendance that evening had been to both 
previous meetings or listened to the tapes of the hearings so that they have seven (7) 
members.  Ms. Woodbury confirmed that all members present that evening had either been to 
both hearings or had viewed the videotape of the hearings. 
 
Mr. Lanfrit then asked Mr. Bernstein, Special Counsel, who the person was in the back of the 
room recording the proceedings that evening.  The person who was recording from the back 
of the room came forward and stated that he was with Portrait of Freedom, New York, NY, 
which was a public organization.   
 
Mr. Peter McArthur, Esq., Attorney with Peter McArthur Law, 75 Layne Road, Suite 204, 
Fairfield, NJ, came forward stating that he was there that evening on behalf of Svitanok NYC, 
Inc. 
 
Mr. Lanfrit then explained that they had had two (2) previous meetings in the past, one (1) on 
September 18, 2025 and the other on November 6, 2025.  On September 18, 2025, he noted 
that they presented the testimony of Josh Zeman who was a representative of the warehouse 
developer who indicated his background and his company’s background in the warehouse 
industry.  He went on to state that Mr. Zeman presented photographs of projects that his 
company had developed.  Mr. Lanfrit then added that they presented testimony of Dan Meola, 
who was their Site Engineer, and that testimony was mostly focused on church property.  He 
went on to state that at the November 6, 2025 meeting, Mr. David Lonsky, Esq., Attorney, 
appeared on behalf of the church and presented testimony concerning the church’s right to 
sell the property, the contract that was entered into, and a little bit of history of the church.  Mr. 
Lanfrit went on to state that they went back to Mr. Meola, who presented the rest of the Site 
Plan testimony concerning the warehouse that evening. 
 
Mr. Lanfrit then indicated that he intended to call three (3) witnesses, to include Scott Winger, 
their architect, Mr. Alan Lothian, their traffic consultant, and Shawn Morowsky, who was their 
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planner.  In addition, Mr. Lanfrit indicated when they had the first meeting, he had informed 
the Board that, based on the staff reports that were issued, that they would not be seeking 
Final Site Plan approval because the Township Engineer had requested additional 
topographical information and additional soil testing.  Since it had been 5 months, they were 
able to accomplish all of that testing and had submitted all of the paperwork to the Township 
Engineer and he thought that if the Board were to act favorably on these applications, they 
would be in a position to grant not only Preliminary Site Plan approval but also Final Site Plan 
approval, but the Board could confirm that with the Township Engineer. 
 
Secondly, since the last hearing, Mr. Lanfrit indicated that he has provided to the Board, by 
way of a submission, documents concerning the Church’s authority to sell the property and 
were now part of the record since he submitted them consistent within the 10-day submission 
timeline in advance of the hearing. 
 
Lastly, if the Board recalled, the IDI hearing which was a warehouse on the other side of 
Executive Drive, the Board imposed a condition upon them to seek vacation of Executive 
Drive from the Township Council and were supposed to provide an easement to Mr. Lanfrit’s 
client for access to our site through their property.  He went on to state that at that time, they 
had put that report Mr. Lanfrit stated that the Township introduced an ordinance last year to 
vacate Executive Drive.  He added that they put that on hold since they had not reached an 
easement agreement with IDI.  Mr. Lanfrit stated that he was happy to report that they had 
reached that agreement with IDI so they would have an easement through their property to 
gain access and so that Executive Drive will be vacated.  At the present time, they had two (2) 
variances they were requesting because of Executive Drive.  Mr. Lanfrit then stated that since 
Executive Drive would be vacated, those variances would go away, but as of that evening, 
they still exist and Mr. Lanfrit stated he would provide testimony concerning those variances, 
but as soon as he notified the Council to vacate Executive Drive, those variances would no 
longer exist.  
 
Mr. Wayne Scott Winger, Regional Technical Director, employed with Nelson Architecture 
Interiors, came forward and was sworn in.  The Board accepted his qualifications.  Mr. Winger 
indicated that he and his firm prepared the floor plans and architectural plans.  Mr. Winger 
then showed the larger scale overall plans prepared by Langan for the site plan by the Site 
Engineer, marked into the record as Exhibit A-1, and noting that it was comprised of 228,000 
sq. ft., 790.5 feet long and approximately 330 ft. 8 inches in its depth, with 158 car parking 
spaces, 15 trailer positions, 34 exterior docks, and the building will be made solar ready.  He 
then showed an exhibit showing the four (4) building façade elevations of the proposed 
building and an enlarged version of what would be indicative of what the façade would look 
like along Davidson Avenue.  This exhibit was marked into evidence as Exhibit A-2, noting the 
insulated pre-cast panels with vertical reveals (+/- 44 ft. above grade) that would be the 
product covering the outside of the building, with them stepping down about a foot at the 
corners of the building for office zones and a canopy over the front entrance being 24 ft. 
above grade.  Mr. Winger then added that clearance side space was about 35 to 38 ft. clear 
for the facility and several water detention areas proposed for around the site.  He then noted 
that the building was set back about 50 ft. from Davidson Avenue, allowing for a buffer of 
shrubs and trees, meeting the request of the Historic Commission, while softening the eastern 
edge of the property.  He explained that the use of color and varying panel sizes break down 
the façades in a rhythmic fashion, allowing the building façade to be viewed as segments, and 
lessening the impact of the length of the facades.  The rhythmic patterning of the façades was 
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similar to that of a piano keyboard in a vertical orientation. He added that the elevations 
included also incorporated vertical shading devices at the windows, which enhanced the 
elevations throughout the day, and casting varying degrees of shadow about the façade.  He 
then noted that the corners consisted of metal panels and lots of glass.  He described the 
lighting mounted to the façade of the building would be strategically shrouded to control the 
impact of the illumination of the site.  He then discussed the wall near Davidson Avenue by 
the truck bays to help shield the trucks from view.  Mr. Winger then stated that rooftop 
mechanicals would be set back to the center of the building for less impact to the street view, 
and they would have one bay dedicated for refuse from the facility.   
 
Mr. Winger then stated that the building was planned to be a multiple user, with the four 
corners being able to be used as office areas for different tenants. 
 
Mr. Alan Lothian, Associate Principal and specializing as a Traffic Engineer, employed by 
Langan Engineering, came forward and was sworn in.  The Board accepted his qualifications.  
Mr. Lothian was tasked with analyzing the changes to the parking layout on the site that would 
be retained by the church, which was one (1) parking space for every seat in the church and 
there were no requirements in the ordinance for the other uses on the site, including the St. 
Sophia Seminary, the chapel and the history and education center and museum.  He 
indicated that they were looking to the Board to make a determination on what was required 
based on what they already submitted and his testimony that evening.  In undertaking the 
analysis, Mr. Lothian stated that he discussed the anticipated and current operations of the 
site with church leadership as well as visited the site numerous times.  He went on to discuss 
the current parking of the church, including 20 spaces, with the cultural center included was 
375 and just under 400 parking spaces in total.  Mr. Lothian then added that the 20 spaces 
currently serve the employees and visitors coming to the facilities that included the history and 
education center and chapel.  In the future, he stated that the anticipated demand for the site 
was for the office/museum employees (10, with 6 on-site at any given time).  Mr. Lothian then 
indicated that the parking for the chapel visitors included the residents of the seminary who 
did not have vehicles for themselves and were already on-site and up to five (5) visitors per 
day for the chapel, with five (5) parking spaces provided.  He did mention that on holy days, 
four (4) times per year, there were likely to attract up to 50 visitors in the chapel, assuming 2-3 
people per car would require 15-20 occupied spaces for a total of 25 spaces provided.  Mr. 
Lothian then discussed the parking for the museum, which he indicated operated 9-5 and 
anticipated approximately 10 visitors on a typical day, to include 10 parking spaces.  He did 
note that the museum operated when there were no services at the chapel because they were 
conducted earlier in the day.  During special events that occur a few times throughout the 
year and on Saturdays, when there was no other activity on the site, would include 40-50 
guests at those events and up to 100 guests at larger events that would require 30-50 parking 
spaces required.  On a typical day, Mr. Lothian testified that they were looking at 25 occupied 
spaces.  He then discussed that they were providing 82 spaces and that it would be more 
than enough to provide enough parking for the typical demands and to accommodate the 
larger events at the museum.   
 
Mr. Lothian then had a discussion regarding the parking circulation on-site and operation for 
the proposed warehouse.  He indicated that Mr. Meola, the Applicants’ Engineer, went over 
access, circulation, and was very detailed relating to the site plan, so he would discuss these 
very generally.  He went on to state that access to the site was currently via one (1) signalized 
driveway on Davidson Avenue and one (1) very infrequently utilized driveway on Easton 
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Avenue.  He added that they were proposing one (1) unsignalized access on Davidson 
Avenue to serve passenger vehicles for the warehouse and the activity on the church site.  He 
noted that that driveway was generally in the same location it was currently, but that they just 
shifted it a little bit further away from the Easton Avenue intersection.  He then spoke of the 
access that was currently out to Easton Avenue would be closed off and for emergency 
vehicles only.  Mr. Lothian added that they would have access to Executive Drive, which 
currently was a Township roadway but would be vacated and be a private access road for the 
trucks and come into the warehouse site at the signal and would not utilize the unsignalized 
entrance.  He then stated that they had proposed improvements at the signalized 
intersections to facilitate turning movements of the trucks, to upgrade the signal to provide 
pedestrian accommodations that do not exist today.  Mr. Lothian testified that they had 
designed those improvements and were part of the packet submitted to the Township.  He 
then stated that those improvements would maintain operations as they were today with their 
access out to Executive Drive and the IDI traffic next door. 
 
Mr. Lothian then discussed the site circulation, including truck movements on the property and 
vehicle movements to avoid any conflicts between them.  He indicated that the site had been 
designed to accommodate all vehicles specifically for the Davidson Avenue driveway and the 
parking lot in the front and the church parking lot was designed to accommodate passenger 
vehicles, emergency vehicles, refuse trucks, and smaller delivery vehicles.  He then indicated 
that the Executive Drive access was designed to accommodate any of those vehicles as well 
in addition to the tractor trailers.  He then told the Board that there were 150 parking spaces 
were required, based on the ordinance, on the warehouse site and 151 were provided.   
 
Mr. Lothian then explained that they did a Traffic Impact Study for both sites combined 
because they do share access.  He noted that they did traffic counts in October, 2025, and 
looked at extended peak hours (6-9 a.m. peak hours and 3-6 p.m. peak hours) as well as 
collected a week’s worth of data with ATRs to see what was happening along Davidson 
Avenue and to identify the peak hours.  He indicated that the a.m. peak hours were between 
7:45 a.m. and 8:45 am. and between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.  Mr. Lothian then told the Board 
that they then projected “no-build” volumes by including a background growth rate and the IDI 
trip generation from the site next door based upon their approved Traffic Impact Study.  He 
then added that they generated trips for the warehouse based on language code 150 
(warehousing) from the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (11th 
Edition).  He noted that their calculations were 57 a.m. trips and 59 p.m. trips, which was 
significantly less than 100 trips which was considered by the NJ Dept. of Transportation and 
ITE as a significant increase in trips from a site.  He noted that the 12th Edition of the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual actually had a lower rate for this size warehousing.  Using the background 
growth of the development, their conservative trip generation, looked at the Easton Avenue 
and Davidson Avenue intersection and looked at the “build” and “no-build” scenarios and 
noted that they used a conservative estimate, showing that there was no significant impact 
and would operate at a level “C”.  He then added that the Davidson Avenue and Executive 
Drive intersection would operate at level service “B”, utilizing the “build” and “no-build” 
scenarios, with no change.  He noted that the site driveway had a little bit more constrained 
operations exiting the site and had a level service “E” in the a.m. and an “F” in the p.m., but 
explained that it was low delays with the higher trip generation that they estimated and 
equated to a queue of about two (2) vehicles exiting the site and would not affect the traffic 
flow along Davidson Avenue.  He added that it was just people waiting on-site to make a left 
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or a right out of the driveway.  He noted that there were signals on both sides that did create 
gaps to help facilitate movements  
 
Mr. Sean Moronski, Senior Project Planner, employed with Langan Engineering and 
Environmental Services, 300 Kimble Drive, Parsippany, NJ, came forward and was sworn in.  
The Board accepted his credentials.  Mr. Moronski entered into the record as Exhibit 3A, 
Creation Partial Site Plan, a colorized rendering of the warehouse lot that showed the layout 
of the proposed warehouse to include the building, the parking, the loading areas, the 
landscaping, along with the lot lines.  He discussed the history of the site, speaking of various 
approvals in the past that included a Use Variance for the cemetery in 1999, a variance 
extension and site approval in 2000.  He then discussed the approved uses in the Business & 
Industry (B-I) Zone, and noted that they were requesting a D(1) Use Variance for the 
warehouse.  He then discussed the surrounding land uses, to include the Delaware & Raritan 
Canal State Park and Raritan River, office buildings, hotels and a previously approved 
warehouse site, Rte. 287, light industrial and office uses as well as the St. Andrew Ukrainian 
Orthodox Cemetery and an R-10 residential zone beyond that.  He noted that the rear of the 
proposed warehouse was at least 800 feet away from the residential area.  He then discussed 
the request for the Minor Subdivision to create two (2) lots, with no variances related to that 
and stated that they were also requesting a D(2) variance for the proposed church area lot 
because they were reducing the size of the lot, they were technically expanding the non-
conforming use with the use now being on a smaller lot than was previously permitted.  He 
then indicated that they were requesting a D(1) variance for the warehouse site because it 
was not permitted in the B-I Zone.  Additionally, he stated that they were requesting several 
“C” variances, two (2) of which involve Executive Drive in which the front yard did not permit 
any loading area and was within the 20 ft. front yard setback.  Mr. Moronski stated that they 
were also requesting a “C” variance for maximum driveway width and a minimum loading 
depth.   
 
He then started the discussion with the D(2) variance for the church, speaking toward the fact 
that a church was an inherently beneficial use.  He then discussed the “seek a balance” test 
and the four (4) related uses, noting that reducing the site size would allow the church to 
continue its use and removing the cultural center and parking lot did not change the inherently 
beneficial use of the site as the core functions would remain.  He then discussed the potential 
detrimental effects of the use, to include reducing the parking space would limit the church’s 
ability to address demand and referred to Mr. Lothian’s testimony as to the people who would 
be coming to the site, including employees, visitors to the chapel and museum/library, holy 
day observance increase in visitors and a few events throughout the year.  He noted that the 
parking would be able to accommodate those uses on-site.  He then discussed reasonable 
conditions to mitigate the effects, and he noted that the easement on the warehouse lot would 
provide the access between the buildings to remain and to Davidson Avenue.  He added that 
since visitors would be able to use the driveway along Davidson Avenue, they would be able 
to limit the driveway use on Easton Avenue for emergency use only, and gated as such.  He 
added that when the Cultural Center building was removed, the events would be relocated to 
the social building next to St. Andrews Church, northwest of the site and non-church activities 
would no longer be offered on the site.  Mr. Moronski then the final test was to weigh the 
positive and negative criteria to see if granting the variance would cause substantial 
detriment.  He then stated that the Applicant was providing 82 parking spaces with sufficient 
circulation and capacity to address the parking needs and that reducing the lot size did not 
intensify the use.  He added that removing the larger Cultural Center building and ending non-
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church activities was appropriate for the new lot area because it did not affect the core 
functions of the church site. 
 
With regards to the D(1) Use Variance for the warehouse, Mr. Moronski testified that the site 
was particularly suited with convenient access to Interstate 287 and the highway network 
without travelling through residential areas.  The uses along Davidson Avenue included light 
industrial, warehouse, and office uses.  He noted that adjacent to the church site, Executive 
Drive provided access for trucks, was not a through road and will only have warehouse uses 
on it.  He added that a substantial portion of the church property had already been developed 
with the Cultural Center and the parking lot.  Mr. Moronski then discussed several purposes of 
zoning, such as purpose A, purpose G, purpose H, and purpose I.  He then stated that he did 
not believe there was any substantial detriment to the public good as was reviewed by the 
Delaware & Raritan Canal Commission (DRCC), with comments administrative in nature, and 
the Historic Commission (approved).  He added that the new site had less impervious 
coverage while still addressing parking needs and that the traffic counts during peak hours fell 
well below the level that NJ DOT would consider the need for further review.  He then noted 
that the intersection improvements were a positive at the intersection of Davidson Avenue and 
Executive Drive as well as the landscaping along Davidson Avenue and the building meeting 
the setback requirements, as well as being a significant distance away from residential areas 
and screening the loading area from Davidson Avenue.  Mr. Moronski then indicated that the 
development would assist the church in continuing their core functions.  He then added that 
there was no substantial detriment to the zone ordinance or zone plan and then summarized 
the B-I Zone’s purpose.  Mr. Moronski stated that the project addressed the standards as 
noted in the Master Plan and Land Use goal #2 was carried forward from the 2016 Re-
Examination report to encourage commercial and industrial development areas with access to 
major regional highways in established areas with language related to warehouses. 
 
With regard to the “C”-Variances, Mr. Moronski felt that they could all be granted under the 
“C-2” criteria where the overall benefits of the project outweigh any potential detriments.  The 
first one was the front yard along Executive Drive, which as of that day, still existed where part 
of the loading area was within the front yard setback.  He noted that the warehouse building 
was within 20 ft. of the Executive Drive lot line, without specifically the loading that was 
proposed.  He noted that Executive Drive was not a through street and would only be used by 
warehouses.  He then stated that the 20 ft. they were providing included landscaping along 
the lot line while placing the loading in the appropriate location to include a screen to block the 
views of the loading area from Davidson Avenue and surrounding uses.  He then addressed 
the maximum driveway width was 36 ft. and they were proposing 66 ft. to allow for sufficient 
turning radius between the site and Executive Drive and noted that the turning templates in 
the plans do show that.  He stated that he felt that the 36 ft. maximum was too low for the type 
of truck traffic that would be utilizing the driveway and that 66 ft. width was more appropriate.  
Mr. Moronski then addressed the minimum loading area depth, where the Township required 
2X the maximum truck length, and in this case, it would be 73.5 ft. which would translate to 
147 ft. and they were proposing 130 ft.  He explained that the truck circulation plan allowed 
that the largest truck was able to circulate in and out of the loading spaces.  He then stated 
that the loading spaces were 60 ft. deep and that gave 70 ft. for circulation.  Mr. Moronski 
indicated that he believed that the variances further the purposes of zoning that he had 
outlined in the D (1) Use Variance, which was appropriate since the “C” variances were 
related to the warehouse development.  In terms of the negative criteria, he stated that there 
would be no substantial detriment to the public good because the circulation design allowed 
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for more efficient movement of vehicles and parking.  He added that the 20 ft. front yard 
setback along Executive Drive allowed for a substantial landscaped area and it was not a 
through road so concerns of mitigating any activity from a lower intensity use could be 
allayed.  Mr. Moronski indicated that there was no substantial impairment to the zoning 
ordinance or zone plan.  He noted that buffering and screening was defined as natural and 
man-made elements to shield lower intensity uses from higher ones.  Mr. Moronski then 
stated that he believed that the landscaping was effective in terms of providing an adequate 
buffer screen from viewing the loading area. 
 
Mr. Lanfrit then spoke with Mr. Moronski relating to the history of the inclusion of warehouses 
in the B-I Zone, then recent action by the Council removed them from that zone.  He 
referenced Mr. Moronski’s statement that, recently, that the recommendation to Council was 
to amend the Master Plan to now call for warehousing to be put back into the zone based on 
some of the conditions that he testified to in his testimony that evening.  They discussed that 
should the zoning be amended and be consistent with the Master Plan, the proposed 
warehouse would be a conforming facility, and Mr. Moronski agreed with that statement.   
 
Mr. Moronski then stated that the variance for the loading area being within 50 ft. of the front 
yard would not be needed once Executive Drive was vacated, the 20 ft. setback variance 
would disappear because it would become a side yard. 
 
Mr. Darren Mazzei, Township Engineer, asked Mr. Lothian that while the Davidson Avenue 
Driveway would also be the entrance to the church, would there be an easement put in place 
there for church access.  Mr. Lanfrit stated that there would be permanent easements put in 
place, as a condition of approval, which was recommended in both Mr. Mazzei’s report as well 
as Mr. Healey’s Planning report.  Mr. Mazzei stated that with that easement, was there any 
intention for the church to use the warehouse area parking for overflow.  Mr. Lanfrit indicated 
that, in discussing this with his client, there was no formal agreement for the church to use the 
warehouse parking, but if there was available space, it would accommodate the church to 
provide that parking if it became necessary. 
 
Mr. Dougherty then asked about peak travel time in the morning hours asking whether they 
approximate how many trucks would be entering and leaving during that peak hour of 7:45 
a.m. to 8:45 a.m.  Mr. Lothian indicated that they looked at it based upon conservative 
estimates and looked at five (5) trucks entering and 11 trucks exiting the warehouse site 
during the peak morning hour, for a total of 16 truck trips.  Mr. Lothian indicated that they did 
take a conservative approach, and the numbers he just quoted typically occur during the 
middle of the day and truck trips during the peak hours, it was more like four (4) trucks 
entering and four (4) trucks exiting. 
 
Mr. Rosenthal then asked about whether they took into consideration the inclusion of 
handicap parking.  Mr. Lothian stated that ADA accessible parking spaces were included in 
the calculations.   
 
Mr. Healey then stated that he had a question for the Planner.  He referred Mr. Moronski to 
his comment regarding the Master Plan Re-Examination regarding the B-I Zone, which had 
been adopted, but in the Appendix there was a draft ordinance that was proposed.  He 
reminded Mr. Moronski that he had indicated in his direct testimony in response to Mr. Lanfrit 
that the proposal would be entirely compliant with the standards that were in there.  For the 
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record, Mr. Healey stated he wanted to correct Mr. Moronski’s testimony by stating that for 
medium intensity uses, they had to be within one road mile of Rte. 287, which the proposed 
warehouse clearly was, but said that the second part of that stated that “it shall not abut a 
residential zone”.  Mr. Healey reminded Mr. Moronski that the proposed warehouse did abut a 
residential zone and would not be consistent with the proposed ordinance.  Mr. Moronski 
replied that he would reconcile his testimony with that statement by saying the location of the 
proposed warehouse was a rather large site and mentioned earlier in his testimony that the 
rear of the property was over 800 ft. away from any residential zone.  He added that none of 
the traffic was going to be using residential streets.  He added that every other standard set 
was met by the Applicant.  Mr. Lanfrit also brought up the fact that even though the closest 
“residential zone” property was a cemetery and that the property could not be used as a 
residential property as such.  He added that the cemetery property was between the first 
actual residential property that was over 800 ft. away. 
 
Special Counsel, Mr. Bernstein, then asked Mr. Healey what the status was of the proposed 
ordinance they were speaking of.  Mr. Healey replied that the Planning Board was done and 
adopted the Master Plan Re-Examination and in it was an Appendix with the draft ordinance 
that was currently been forwarded to Council for their consideration.  He added that Counsel 
had not taken any action or adopted it at that time.   
 
Mr. Healey addressed the Applicant’s Architect, confirming that they went through the 
Township’s Historic Commission and the DRCC and that he was present at those meetings.  
The architect indicated that he was not present at those meetings.  Mr. Healey then asked if 
he was aware of what comments either of those bodies offered regarding the architecture.  He 
indicated that he was aware of some of the comments related to landscaping.  Mr. Healey 
then asked if either body made any comments on the architecture of the warehouse.  Mr. 
Lanfrit indicated that his office was at those meetings, and there were three (3) comments 
from the Historic Commission, but none about the architecture.  He also confirmed that the 
biggest discussion was about landscaping and screening and approved and liked the 
landscaping plan at the last meeting with them.  He explained that there were some fairly 
extensive plantings along Davidson Avenue on the church site which would further block the 
view of the warehouse from the canal.  Mr. Healey then asked if the comments made by 
either body were incorporated into the plans that the Board was reviewing that evening.  Mr. 
Lanfrit answered in the affirmative and that the DRCC was now waiting for an approval from 
Franklin Township and Somerset County in order to approve the project.  He stated that they 
had satisfied all of their comments. 
 
Mr. Peter McArthur, Esq., Attorney with Peter McArthur Law, 75 Layne Road, Suite 204, 
Fairfield, NJ, and representing the objectors, came forward stating that he was there that 
evening on behalf of Svitanok NYC, Inc. 
 
Mr. McArthur asked the Architect what the height was of the warehouse, in terms of feet and 
stories.  Mr. Winger replied that he believed he stated that it was +/- 44 ft. tall in a single-story 
building.  Mr. McArthur asked if the air conditioning unit being proposed on the roof going to 
be behind a parapet.  Mr. Winger stated that the parapet was intended to be low and the 
equipment was proposed to be located central to the building footprint, which would allow 
minimal to no sight lines from Davidson Avenue.  They then discussed how far away from 
Davidson Avenue the air conditioning unit would be placed, and Mr. Winger explained that 
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should the units be visible from Davidson Avenue that they would shield those, both from a 
visual aspect to a noise aspect. 
 
Mr. McArthur then asked questions of the Traffic Engineer, Mr. Lothian.  Mr. McArthur then 
referred to Mr. Lothian’s Executive Summary on page 1 and used the 11th Edition of the ITE 
Trip Generation Manual.  Mr. McArthur asked about whether what previously took place at the 
Cultural Center would now take place at a social building by St. Andrew’s Church.  Mr. 
Lothian stated that the church activities would relocate to a social building by St. Andrew’s 
church.  He then added that there would be no external activities on the site as there were 
today, noting that the Cultural Center could be rented out currently.  They had a discussion 
regarding the square footage of both of those buildings, with Mr. Lothian stating that he had 
not been inside either building and was not aware of their layouts.  Mr. Lothian also stated 
that it was the intention, as he knew of it, that the social building would now be utilized for 
church activities, but did not know if it were a suitable replacement.  Mr. McArthur then asked, 
to his knowledge, if the museum inside the chapel building on Lot 106 close if the Application 
were granted.  Mr. Lothian indicated that the museum would remain open in the chapel 
building.  A discussion ensued about the width of the emergency driveway at Easton Avenue, 
and Mr. Lothian indicated that it was approximately 24 ft. wide internal to the site and possibly 
a bit wider up to 30 ft.  He then indicated that that driveway would be gated and used for 
emergency purposes only and accessed possibly by a knox box.  Referring to the Land Use 
Code 150, Mr. McArthur asked if the 12th edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual 
considered the site as less trip generated than the previous edition (11th edition), and Mr. 
Lothian agreed.  A discussion ensued, with Mr. Lothian explaining that it was based on 
different data sets that were provided to the ITE and incorporate them into their model, 
whereby the numbers could go up or go down depending on what the trends were.  Mr. 
McArthur then brought up Mr. Zeman’s testimony at the last hearing about there being four (4) 
other warehouse developments that he had in the NY/NJ area and asked Mr. Lothian if he 
was aware of those other locations.  Mr. Lothian answered in the negative.  A discussion 
ensued regarding Mr. Lothian or one of his colleagues being involved in those other 
warehouse developments.  Mr. Lothian stated he did not recall if he was involved and that 
there was a possibility that one of his colleagues might possibly have been involved.  He 
stated that he evaluated the proposed warehouse development based on what traffic a 
warehouse of similar size would generate based on ITE, which he indicated was the standard 
of his profession.  He added that the ITE data was based upon actual warehouse traffic 
counts.  He added that he relied upon ITE data because there was no specific data to utilize 
as the proposed warehouse was not operating and that there was not a specific tenant in 
mind as yet.  Mr. McArthur then asked that utilizing Land Use Code 150, were they speaking 
of a long-term storage facility.  Mr. Lothian stated that there was a wide variety of uses that 
went into Land Use Code 150, which was typical warehouse and distribution activities.  Mr. 
McArthur then asked if he had considered using Land Use Code 154, which was high-cube 
transload short-term storage warehouse.  Mr. Lothian stated that the trip generation for Land 
Use 154 was typically less than Land Use Code 150.  They then discussed Land Use Code 
155, the high filament center warehouse, with Mr. Lothian indicating that that was not the type 
of warehouse they were looking at here, and a discussion ensued regarding their larger size, 
higher parking demands and more loading dock doors.  Mr. McArthur then discussed Land 
Use Code 156 warehouse types, and Mr. Lothian stated it was not appropriate for the 
proposed warehouse and that the site would have to be designed differently because that 
warehouse type was for FEDEX, UPS utilizing that type of van coming in and out of the facility 
to deliver to homes and would have higher trip generation numbers, but not what was 
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anticipated for the subject site.  They then discussed Land Use Code 157, and Mr. Lothian 
explained that that type of warehouse was not anticipated to be considered with the proposed 
warehouse.  They then spoke of the previous testimony regarding the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours and coinciding with the a.m. and p.m. commuting hours.  Mr. Lothian then stated again 
that the truck traffic typically would occur during off-peak hours, with the warehouse having 35 
truck bays.  Mr. Lothian could speak to Mr. McArthur’s question related to how many trucks 
would be on-site at one (1) time utilizing trip generation numbers, specifically about 55 trucks 
coming in and out of the site in one (1) day.  They then discussed the need for 35 truck bays, 
with Mr. Lothian indicating that each bay could be turned over multiple times per day.  Mr. 
Lothian indicated that WB-67, Title 39 sized trucks were anticipated to be the size truck 
coming to the site, which he indicated were the largest trucks that were legally allowed in New 
Jersey with the truck bays designed to accommodate them.  They then discussed the Land 
Use Code 150 that incorporated office space into the square footage of the building in their 
trip generation analysis.  He added that they utilized the data of activity coming into and out of 
the site related to Land Use Code150 that incorporated office space into the overall square 
footage calculations.  He then spoke of the trip generations for a church for the report, and Mr. 
Lothian testified that they continued to utilize the activity that was entering and exiting the site 
today during the peak hours.  He noted that the Seminary did not generate any traffic related 
to the church and all of the uses for the church were incorporated into the analysis.  He and 
Mr. McArthur then discussed utilizing a 1.0 growth factor to incorporate into the analysis for 
Easton Avenue and a 1.75 growth factor was used on Davidson Avenue consistent with the 
NJ Dept. of Transportation Background Growth Rates for Somerset County.  Mr. McArthur 
then drew Mr. Lothian’s attention to the intersection of Easton Avenue and Davidson Avenue, 
asking if a W67, in the exclusive left-hand turn lane on Easton Avenue heading down 
Davidson Avenue, be able to turn into Davidson Avenue in the left hand lane on Davidson 
Avenue, sitting at the light, without encroaching on traffic for eastbound Davidson Avenue 
sitting at the light in the dedicated left-hand turn lane.  Mr. Lothian indicated that they did not 
evaluate truck turns at the County controlled Davidson Avenue/Easton Avenue intersection, 
but that trucks currently utilizing that intersection on a daily basis.  Mr. McArthur noted that 
there would be even more trucks with the new warehouse site, but Mr. Lothian indicated that 
there would be slightly more trucks as a result of the new warehouse activity.  Mr. McArthur 
then asked if Mr. Lothian looked at whether there would be any encroachment of traffic 
stopped at a light with a WB67.  Mr. Lothian explained that part of the reason they were doing 
the improvements at the signalized intersection of Davidson Avenue and Executive Drive was 
to facilitate truck turning movements because in the existing condition, trucks did not have 
enough room to turn into and out of the site.  He stated that they were opening up the radii to 
allow that to occur without conflict and a discussion ensued.  They then spoke about a traffic 
impact statement for Executive Drive prepared by Dolan & Dean related to the IDI matter, 
recognizing that their statement would include traffic from an already existing 200,000+ 
warehouse development.  Mr. McArthur then spoke about their Traffic Capacity analysis on 
Table 3, page 9, related to Davidson Avenue and the site driveway, specifically. a southbound 
left right turn during a evening weekday hour and seeing a 23.1 second delay in a no build 
scenario (level of service C).  He added that it increased to a 61.2 second delay on that 
turning movement.  Mr. Lothian agreed with that statement when trucks were exiting the site.  
He also stated that his testimony was that the exiting traffic would have an anticipated queue 
of approximately two (2) vehicles where there was room for three (3) vehicles worth of storage 
before you would get to the first parking space.  He added that with the inclusion of the 
conservatively higher trip generation they used on the intersection, they would not have a 
significant impact on-site and would not impede traffic on the free flow on Davidson Avenue.  
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He explained that going from a level C of service to an E would be internal to the site and not 
on Davidson Avenue.   
 
Chairman Thomas then stated that they would take a 5-minute break for Mr. McArthur to 
speak with one (1) of his experts.   
 
Mr. McArthur then directed his questioning to Mr. Moronski, the Applicant’s Planner.  He 
asked him if he looked at the 2006 Master Plan, 2007 amendment and two amendments in 
2008.  Mr. Moronski testified that he looked at the 2006 Master Plan, the 2016 Re-
Examination report and the 2026 Re-Examination report that was under review at the time 
and had since been adopted by the Planning Board per Mr. Healey.  He added that he also 
looked at the 2023 amendment regarding the prohibition of warehouses as well as the zoning 
ordinance and checked all the schedules, parking requirements, landscape buffer and land 
use table.  Mr. McArthur then asked if his testimony was that the property planned for 
warehouse could not be adopted for any of the permitted uses in the zone.  Mr. Lothian 
answered in the negative and repeated his testimony of the particular suitability of the 
warehouse for the proposed site.  Mr. Moronski also repeated his testimony of the 
surrounding uses in the area to include office use, including the office building on the corner 
of Davidson Avenue and Easton Avenue.  Mr. McArthur asked if the alleviation of economic 
hardship is not by itself a special reason, and Mr. Moronski stated that he questioned the 
relevance of that statement as it was not brought up in his testimony.  Mr. Moronski went on 
to state that his testimony was that the removal of the cultural center and the parking lot did 
not take away from the core functions of the church use.  Mr. McArthur asked if wedding 
celebrations, concerts, storage of historic artifacts from the USSR and books going back in 
history regarding the church were not core values.  Mr. Moronski indicated that the remaining 
aspects of the church, i.e., the chapel, museum, and seminary, were still remaining and that 
the removal of the Cultural Center meant that there would not be any non-church related 
events on the site.  A discussion ensued related to the size of the Cultural Center and 
associated parking area vs. the warehouse which was much larger in size.  They they 
discussed the definition of an inherently beneficial use, which Mr. Moronski stated that it was 
a use that served a greater purpose than most uses and promoted the general welfare that he 
included in his previous testimony.  Mr. McArthur then read the definition of an inherently 
beneficial use from the Municipal Land Use Law and that the Board should consider the effect 
the proposed warehouse would have on the area.  Mr. Moronski agreed and indicated that he 
included in that his testimony.  They then discussed all the uses that were permitted in the 
zone, including warehouses, prior to 2023.  Mr. McArthur brought up open space in the area, 
and Mr. Moronski stated that the warehouse was not affecting anything surrounding the 
property that included a stream, a cemetery and the land that they were proposing for a 
warehouse was not currently open space.  He answered Mr. McArthur’s question about the 
acreage the subdivision would provide for the warehouse to include 17.7 acres that would 
accommodate the 258,000 sq. ft. for the footprint of the warehouse and impervious coverage 
of 55.99%, roughly 9 acres.  He added that they were meeting the impervious coverage 
requirement for the zone for what they were proposing.  Mr. McArthur then asked if the 
change in the proposed use of that land changed the character of the neighborhood.  Mr. 
Moronski answered in the negative because the character was not just the space it occupied, 
but the type of use and the design of the site related to Mr. Meola’s testimony about the 
measures that were taken to deal with storm water and drainage and that there was less 
impervious coverage on the church site.  Mr. Moronski stated that the subdivision did not 
create any variances, and that they were able to go up to 60% lot coverage on that lot.  Mr. 
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McArthur brought up the fact that the completed Application was submitted after the effective 
date of Ordinance #4391-22 which eliminated warehouse use as a conditionally permitted use 
in the B-I Zone where a D (I) Use Variance was now required.  He added that the Applicant 
must now show an enhanced quality of proof by clear and specific rulings where the 
Applicant’s proof and the Board’s findings must reconcile the proposed Use Variance with the 
zoning ordinance’s omission of the use permitted in the zoning district.  Mr. McArthur then 
drew the Board’s attention to the purpose of the B-I Zone as listed in the Planner’s report, 
indicating that it was updated in 2023.  Mr. Moronski stated that what Mr. McArthur was 
reading regarding the exponential addition of warehouses between 2018 and 2023 was 
included in his report.  Mr. Moronski then added that what Mr. McArthur failed to mention was 
the requirement for Applicants to achieve proper site design, which they believe they have 
addressed in testimony from their witnesses.  He also added that the 2026 Re-Examination of 
the Master Plan, which was adopted, included the reconsideration of recommending 
warehouses as a permitted use under certain criteria most of which they were consistent with 
except one (1), but believed that they could reconcile that with the warehouse at that location.  
Mr. Healey then confirmed that the 2026 Re-Examination was adopted.  Mr. McArthur stated 
that it was not an amendment to the Master Plan, just a re-examination and did not change 
what the Township did in 2023 in which they removed any reference of warehouses in the B-I 
Zone.  Mr. Healey stated that it was an ordinance that was approved in 2023 and remained on 
the books, however, the Planning Board adopted a Master Plan Re-Examination about a 
month ago which made recommendations to amend the ordinance again.  A discussion 
ensued regarding the use of the neighboring property to the south to remove the existing 
three (3) office buildings and replace it with a warehouse (IDI site).  Mr. Moronski agreed with 
Mr. McArthur’s discussion of the 2023 ordinance to not allow warehouses, but he believed 
that one would also have to include the recent recommendation by the Planning Board to 
amend the ordinance again to include them with a D-1 Use Variance to prove why the subject 
site was particularly suited.  They then discussed some of the language in Mr. Moronski’s 
Planning report to include the cessation of events that had been occurring at the Cultural 
Center that included outside parties renting the space gained during discussions with the 
Applicant and their team, while preparing his testimony.  Mr. McArthur then moved on to the 
justification for particular suitability for the warehouse lot that included convenient access to 
Rte. 287 and that trucks did not have to travel through residential zones.  A discussion 
ensued about other uses in the zone.  He then drew the Board’s attention to Mr. Moronski’s 
discussion in his report regarding a more efficient design and asked how it would be a more 
efficient design when there was more lot coverage on-site.  Mr. Moronski stated that it would 
be more efficient in the site circulation and were meeting the imperious coverage standard for 
the district.  Mr. Moronski also added that the new storm water design improved the storm 
water management situation on the site from its currently state.   Mr. McArthur reminded Mr. 
Moronski that he mentioned a desirable visual environment as a land use purpose in his 
testimony and asked if he thought that a 44 ft. high building was an aesthetic improvement 
over what was there now.  Mr. Moronski replied by saying that he believed a building that met 
the standards, in terms of height and design for the type of use that was intended in that area 
was certainly an improvement over a decaying parking lot that had no defined spaces and a 
building several feet set back from the street.  Mr. McArthur mentioned that Mr. Moronski 
made reference to that in the 2016 re-examination, but asked if that had been overridden with 
the 2023 amendment.  Mr. Moronski stated that with the warehouse, it was overridden, but 
that the general theme about encouraging commercial and industrial development in areas 
with access to major regional highways remained the same.  He then mentioned the B-I 
(Business & Industry zone) purpose where it spoke to appropriate locations, included light 
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industrial uses such as manufacturing, office, laboratory, hotel, etc. and described the general 
theme he was speaking about.  He then spoke about the warehouses that were removed from 
the B-I Zone as a permitted use and expanded on the need to have proper attention to site 
design, proper ingress and egress, architectural design, etc.  Mr. McArthur then asked Mr. 
Moronski if they were applying for a variance for the maximum driveway width, and he 
answered in the affirmative.  Mr. McArthur asked to confirm that 36 ft. width was the maximum 
allowable and 66 ft. was proposed, and Mr. Moronski answered again in the affirmative as 
that larger width was needed to allow the trucks to enter the site.  Mr. McArthur then cited 
Kaufman case law related to bulk variances of which Mr. Moronski stated he was aware.  Mr. 
McArthur indicated that the Kaufman case spoke to the need for a better zoning alternative in 
order to grant the variance, and Mr. Moronski agreed that there needed to be a public benefit.  
They spoke about it being only for the benefit of the Applicant so that they could get the 
biggest truck into their site, but Mr. Moronski stated that what it actually did was to allow for 
more efficient circulation and to be able to make the turns to avoid having situations where 
you may have more accidents.  He noted that having a 66 ft. wide driveway allowed for these 
truck movements. 
 
Mr. McArthur stated that he had at least two (2) witnesses to put forward, with one providing 
planning testimony.  The other witness would be speaking about the Cultural Center, what it 
has been used for and its important to the community.  Mr. Lanfrit indicated that he would 
object to Mr. McArthur providing any planning testimony because Mr. Bernstein, Special 
Counsel, clearly stated at a prior hearing to counsel that any planning testimony being 
provided would have to have written report provided to the Board.  He then told the Board and 
Mr. McArthur that it was his understanding that no report had been provided and asked that 
no testimony of any kind by a planner should be allowed.   
 
Chairman Thomas stated that since they had a policy of no new testimony being presented 
after 10:00 p.m., they would like to put Mr. McArthur’s witnesses off until the next hearing and 
would be open to the public for the remainder of the meeting to ask questions concerning the 
testimony that was presented that evening.  The Chairman then gave the public the guidelines 
and parameters that needed to be followed, including only asking questions of the Architect, 
the Traffic Engineer or the Planner that provided testimony that evening.  The Chairman also 
stated that they would only hearing public questions up until 10:00 p.m. and would continue 
with public questioning at the next hearing. 
 
Mr. Eric Bernstein, Special Counsel, also instructed the public that they would be asked a 
question as to whether they were already being represented by the objector’s counsel or not.  
If anyone was already being represented by the objector’s counsel, then you will not be able 
to also get up and ask your own questions since you were already represented by the 
objector’s attorney. 
 
Mr. McArthur then asked whether they would have to provide a planner’s report and whether 
he could get a future date for the next hearing so that he can make sure his planner would be 
available.  Mr. Bernstein stated that the planner did have to provide a report and that it had to 
be no later than 10 days prior to the next scheduled hearing.  Mr. Bernstein also indicated that 
before the evening ended, the next future date for the next hearing would be determined. 
 
Mr. Igor Khreptyk, 17 Majestic Drive, Freehold, NJ, came forward.  Mr. Khreptyk had 
questions for the Traffic Engineer.  He wanted to know if Mr. Lothian had personally seen the 
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traffic in the area around the subject property on a daily basis.  Mr. Lothian testified that he 
was very familiar with the area and had been to the site multiple times during different times of 
day, including the weekends.  Additionally, Mr. Lothian stated that they did traffic counts on 
Davidson Avenue for a week straight and have those counts for each of the seven (7) days of 
the week.  Mr. Lothian answered Mr. Khreptyk’s concern regarding the additional traffic that 
would be brought to the area with the IDI warehouse by stating that they did account for the 
traffic from the IDI approved development from their approved study in their analysis for their 
no-build condition.   
 
Mr. Mark Anthony Datz, 4 Fairview Drive, North Caldwell, NJ, came forward.  Mr. Datz spoke 
to Mr. Lothian, the Traffic Engineer, stating that he did not include a large event that occurred 
on the church property since the cemetery had been open related to parking.  He noted that 
about a week after the Orthodox Easter, which could vary from the Roman Catholic Easter, 
the faithful who have their departed family members in the cemetery gather at St. Andrews so 
the Cultural Center parking lot was very important for that because there was probably close 
to 1,000 people come through there.  He added that the busses picked people up from the 
parking lot by the Cultural Center, which was stated could hold up to 400 cars, with the people 
being driven across the road down Davidson Avenue onto Easton Avenue and into the 
cemetery proper to visit the graves.  He then noted that the cemetery could not handle that 
amount of cars and he stated that he noticed that that was not in the Traffic Study and thought 
that nee to be added.  Mr. Lothian stated that they were not in the study and there were 
discussions regarding extremely large events that happen once per year.  He went on to state 
that they were told was that, similar to today, if there was a need, they would coordinate with 
local businesses to find parking and use shuttles as Mr. Datz described. 
 
Ms. Olana Sharvan, 14 South Locust Avenue, Edison, NJ, came forward.  Ms. Sharvan state, 
for the record, that she had parents who reside in Franklin Township on 66 Grough Avenue, 
Somerset, NJ so she had an interest in this community and the impact the development would 
have.  Ms. Sharvan asked Mr. Lothian how they collect the day for the Traffic Study, and he 
explained that they contract a company to go out and collect the data that included turning 
counts using video, and the week-long data was collected using pneumatic tubes across the 
roadway.  She then asked how parking requirements were calculated, and Mr. Lothian 
indicated that the parking requirements were based upon the anticipated operations as 
provided by the church ownership/leadership.  Ms. Sharvan then asked if he had considered 
any other source for information related to parking.  She asked Mr. Lothian that if he did not 
utilize any other source of information that was based on verified facts, did it make his study 
incomplete. Mr. Lothian indicated that he based his calculations on the information that was 
provided.  She then discussed the different elements of the remaining church property that 
would include the library, museum and chapel, referring to Mr. Lothians earlier testimony that 
the parking provided met the requirements and that there would be employees, visitors to the 
library, museum and existing chapel would be utilizing the parking spaces.  She then focused 
on Mr. Lothian’s testimony regarding the number of people visiting the museum being 5-10 on 
a typical day.  Mr. Lothian stated that they looking at the library and museum as one (1) 
facility.  Ms. Sharvan then spoke about another museum space that was being renovated on 
the property, with Mr. Lothian indicated that it was part of the site, as a whole.  Mr. Lothian 
indicated that it was his understanding that the museum was to incorporate things that were 
presently in the Cultural Center.  Ms. Sharvan then asked Mr. Lothian if the larger museum 
space having more artifacts would have more visitors than 5-10 per day, and he answered 
that it was not necessarily so.  Mr. Lothian indicated that they had a surplus of 35 parking 
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spaces for larger events.  A discussion ensued, and Mr. Lothian explained that they 
anticipated the use of 25 of the 35 surplus parking spaces would fulfill the parking needs even 
if everyone was on the site at the same time.  Mr. Lothian stated that even if there were 
double the amount of parking needed, there would still be enough parking for the site as a 
whole.  Ms. Sharvan then asked what data was used to calculate how many trucks would be 
on the site on a given day.  Mr. Lothian stated that the trips were calculated by data contained 
in the Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual, where it broke down total vehicles 
and trucks.  Mr. Lanfrit interjected that Ms. Sharvan knows nothing of how long trucks stay in 
bays and other information related to the data surrounding their activity, so her questioning 
was making assumptions. 
 
Ms. Sharvan then had questions for the Planner.  Ms. Sharvan asked where her information 
came from with the core functions of the church, and Mr. Moronski stated that it came from 
church leadership.  Ms. Sharvan asked Mr. Moronski if he was aware that there was a 
functioning, Saturday school as a part of the Cultural Center that was occurring up until 
October of 2025.  Mr. Moronski stated that he did not remember if that was mentioned, 
specifically, or not as he was working on this project for well over a year now.  He added that 
he asked what functions were going on at the property and utilized that information in his 
report. 
 
The Applicant and Board agreed that the meeting would be CARRIED TO MAY 7, 2026, with 
no further notification required.  The public portion would continue at the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Rosenthal made a motion to carry the hearing to May 7, 2026, with no further notification 
required, and Ms.  Bethea seconded the motion.  The roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Rich, Mr. Rosenthal, Mr. Dougherty, 

and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
         DL – 5/31/26 
 
 
Ms. Bethea made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:00p.m.  The motion was seconded, 
and all were in favor. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
_______________________________ 
Kathleen Murphy, Recording Secretary 
April 23, 2026 
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TOWNSHIP OF FRANKLIN 
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

COUNTY OF SOMERSET, NEW JERSEY 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
April 2, 2026 

 
This Regular Meeting of the Township of Franklin Zoning Board of Adjustment was held at the 
Municipal Building at 475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ. and was called to order by Chairman 
Thomas at 7:30 p.m.  The Sunshine Law was read, and the roll was called as follows: 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PRESENT: Cheryl Bethea, Richard Procanik, Vaseem Firdaus, Robert Shepherd, 

Kunal Lakhia and Chairman Thomas 
 
ABSENT: Alan Rich, Gary Rosenthal, and Michael Dougherty 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Brian Hak, Board Attorney, Mark Healey, Planning Director, and Christine 

Woodbury, Planning & Zoning Secretary 

 
 
MINUTES: 
 

 Regular Meeting – February 5, 2026 
 
Ms. Bethea made a motion to approve the Minutes, as submitted.  Vice Chair Shepherd 
seconded the motion, and the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Vice Chair Shepherd, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 

 Regular Meeting – February 19, 2026 
 
Ms. Bethea made a motion to approve the Minutes, as submitted.  Ms. Firdaus seconded the 
motion, and the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Lakhia, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20



  2 

RESOLUTIONS: 
 

 Thirukumaran Velayudhan / ZBA-24-00002 
 
Ms. Bethea made a motion to approve the Resolution, as submitted.  Vice Chair Shepherd 
seconded the motion, and the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Vice Chair Shepherd, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 

 JC IOS Acquisitions, LLC / ZBA-25-00020 
 
Ms. Bethea made a motion to approve the Resolution, as submitted.  Mr. Procanik seconded 
the motion, and the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Vice Chair Shepherd, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 
HEARINGS: 
 

 PSE&G / ZBA-26-00003 
 
Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan w/”C” &”D” Variances in which the Applicant is proposing 
improvements to include the demolition of the existing feeder rows and control house and 
install six (6) rows of 13kV sheltered aisle switchgear with 12 13kV circuits; new 69kV breaker 
to expand the existing ring bus to an even breaker ring bus, new 230/69kV transformer, 
expansion of the existing 69kV control house that will store 13kV relaying and communication 
equipment, demo of existing lattice tower and installation of a new monopole and double A-
frame structure and construction of a new stormwater bio-retention basin at 160 South 
Middlebush Road, Somerset; Block 84.03, Lots 1, 2.02 & 2.10, in the Agricultural (A) and R-
40 Zones - CARRIED TO JUNE 18, 2026 – with no further notification required. 
 
 

DL- 6/4/2026 
 
 

 SOMERSET BIBLE BAPTIST CHURCH / ZBA-25-00004 
 
Mr. Frank Guagliardi, Esq., Attorney, appeared on behalf of the Applicant, Somerset Bible 
Baptist Church.  Mr. Guagliardi indicated that they were seeking “C” & “D” Variances in which 
the Applicant was asking permission to build a one (1)-story, 35 ft. tall, 8,640 sq. ft. 
gymnasium at 42 Cedar Grove Lane, Somerset; Block 424.02, Lot 12.02, in an R-40 Zone - 
CARRIED FROM FEBRUARY 05, 2026 – with no further notification required. 
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Mr. Guagliardi stated that the Application being heard that evening was a bifurcated 
application and were only seeking variance approvals and would seeking Site Plan approval 
at a later date.  He noted that houses of worship were considered conditional uses within the 
R-40 Zone.  He then stated that the Applicant was seeking D-3 Use Variance approval for 
failure to meet all conditions of the Township’s Conditional Use Ordinance.  He added that 
they were also seeking a “C” variance for off-street parking, indicating that the current plan 
proposed 100 parking spaces, while the minimum required was 123.  He then discussed the 
mention of impervious coverage variances, but that the actual impervious coverage count for 
the conditional use was 40% and the current proposed impervious coverage was 26.6% so 
they were under that threshold.  He then stated that there was a variance for the current 
buffer because the buffer did not meet the required double- and triple-staggered rows of 6 ft. 
high evergreen trees or solid fencing, however, there were substantial wooded areas buffering 
the lot itself.   
 
Pastor Brian Fisher, Representative of the Applicant, came forward and was sworn in.  Pastor 
Fisher then went through the operations of the church, the parishioners and the intent behind 
seeking the Use Variance.  The Pastor indicated that he was with the church in Somerset 
about 27 years and that they were a congregation of roughly between 150-200 people on 
average on Sundays, with services at night including about 75-80 people and another service 
mid-week on Wednesdays with roughly the same attendance with 60-80 people in 
attendance.  Pastor Fisher indicated that they had a school of about 75 students this year 
from Kindergarten through High School (35 children from Kindergarten through 6th grade and 
another 35 children attending 7th through 12th grade).  He then spoke about the addition that 
they were requesting approval for that would only be utilized as a gymnasium for the school 
and the church and testified that they would not be renting the space to anyone nor have they 
ever rented their spaces to anyone.  He added that the current design of the property was 
approved prior by the Planning Board and that included the parking counts and everything 
else and dated back to 1985.   
 
Ms. Elizabeth Dolan, Traffic Engineer, Dolan & Dean Consulting, 181 West High Street, 
Somerville, NJ, came forward and was sworn in.  The Board accepted her qualifications.  Ms. 
Dolan indicated that she had prepared a brief letter report, dated June 11, 2025.  She 
indicated that it basically explained what the Pastor just described.  She stated that it 
summarized the school time periods, the services on Sundays and did go out and take some 
counts even though they knew that the project would not generate any more traffic as it was 
supposed to serve the existing church and school.  She then spoke about their results, with 
Sunday being their busiest with a total of 76 driveway movements from 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 
a.m. compared with during the school peaks of 49, which was the maximum driveway 
movements they got at the school.  She added that there were two (2) driveways now and 
were both two (2)-way.  Ms. Dolan added that the Board would be hearing from their Engineer 
and he would be speaking about proposing a one (1)-way circulation pattern because they 
were going to be adding some parking and a looped roadway in the back to connect the rear 
portion of the property.  In speaking with the Pastor, their school had always been on the 
order of 75-80 enrolled students and the congregation and the service times were not going to 
be changing.  She then told the Board that the proposal was for an ancillary space so they do 
not have to rent spaces for fellowship or activities associated with the school, especially with 
any recreational activity. At the time she wrote her report, Ms. Dolan indicated that they were 
not proposing any additional parking spaces, but we met with staff and that the Board was 
going to see the plan shortly that introduced an additional 26 parking spaces.  She testified 
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that there were 74 parking spaces there now for the school and the church.  By ordinance, 90 
were required for the school and church, so they were going to add the 26 for a total of 110 
parking spaces.  She then stated that with the addition of the gymnasium addition, they would 
also need another 33 parking spaces, so the future requirement with the gymnasium would be 
123 parking spaces.  Ms. Dolan indicated that they had a 13-space shortage or variance for 
parking, but because the gymnasium would not be generating any traffic or additional parking 
demands, it seemed to me that that parking variance could be granted.  Ms. Dolan stated that 
if they were approved for the use, they would be back before the Board for Site Plan approval 
and would imagine that it would be appropriate at that time to revise the report, not only to 
reflect the modified Site Plan, but also to give the Board an analysis of the revised driveway 
configuration because they would be going from two (2) two-way driveways to one (1) ingress 
and one (1) egress driveway.  Mr. Healey then asked for testimony related to why they felt 
that the gymnasium would not increase any traffic on the site and would not going to add 
parking demand either.  Ms. Dolan indicated that she based that on consultation with the 
pastor and his testimony indicating that this would be going to serve the existing school and 
the church for some sports activity.  In consultation with the church, Ms. Dolan stated that it 
was indicated that they do not have large crowds that were brought to any events because 
they were a small school who would be playing against another small school and do not draw 
very large crowds.  Ms. Dolan also stated that it was her understanding that all three buildings 
would not be utilized at the same time.  She also stated that there were no plans to have 
classes fit into the gymnasium space and not intended to grow the population or enrollment of 
the school or the congregation.  They also discussed the gymnasium only hosting games with 
other small schools and that it would take place after school and not during the weekends 
when church was in session.  Mr. Healey then questioned the number of total parking spaces 
being provided, and Ms. Dolan indicated that there would be 100 and not 110 total parking 
spaces, with a deficit of 23 parking spaces. 
 
Vice Chair Shepherd asked for clarification regarding the testimony of the parking.  Ms. Dolan  
then noted that the original plan did not provide any additional parking and the church was 
comfortable with that because the parking supply of 74 spaces that exists had satisfied the 
school and the church activity since 1990 and now they were adding 26 parking spaces. 
 
Chairman Thomas then asked if the church had considered future growth, and Ms. Dolan 
stated that the school had been pretty steady with the maximum they had ever had was 80 
students.   
 
Mr. Procanik then asked about what appeared to be5-6 tractor trailers on-site in an aerial 
photograph.  Mr. Guagliardi stated that those were busses, and in the newer plan they have 
proposed two (2) bus parking spaces adequately preserve certain buses, but a lot of the 
busses would be moved from the property.  Mr. Healey asked how the students arrive at 
school and how did that differ from what would happen in the new plan.  Ms. Dolan stated that 
she believed that the students arrive with their parents/guardians dropping them off and the 
bus that was parked there she believed was someone who was part of the church.   He added 
that the church had been letting him park the bus there.  They then discussed the looped 
driveway, but that parents/guardians could go out of the site utilizing the driveway in the front 
of the building. 
 
Mr. Anthony Gallerano, Engineer/Planner, employed with Harbor Consultants, 320 North 
Avenue East, Cranford, NJ.  The Board accepted his qualifications.  Mr. Gallerano then went 
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through the revised plans, noting the existing conditions and stating what they were proposing 
for the variance.  Mr. Gallerano brought up a Google image of the site and surrounding area 
that was a zoomed-out version, giving an overall picture of where the site was located.  Mr. 
Gallerano then marked the Google aerial image as Exhibit A-1 and then a zoomed in version 
that was marked into evidence as Exhibit A-2 and showed the existing church, the parking 
area, and surrounded by wooded areas.  He then described the located for the gymnasium 
which he stated would go to the rear of the church building.  Mr. Gallerano then showed the 
Site Plan as it was submitted with the Application.  He then pointed out the located of where 
the gymnasium would go on the property and shown in the shaded area and was a 72 ft. wide 
x 120 ft., 35 ft. high structure and would most likely be a pre-engineered metal building with a 
total square footage of 8, 640 sq. ft.  The description of the interior is that it would be an open 
space with some bleachers and two (2) locker rooms.  He again stated that there would be no 
classrooms or additional program space being proposed, except for the open area, which 
would be primarily used for recreation, i.e., basketball, etc.  He then told the Board that the 
existing parking was located on either side of the building as was previously approved.  He 
added that the parking lanes currently were two (2)-way and each dead end and that they 
were proposing to convert those to one (1)-way circulation and provide an area on the back 
so the cars could circulate around the building.  Mr. Gallerano then explained that they would 
also be providing two (2) parking spaces for two (2) busses in that rear area as well as some 
additional parking in the rear which would be set up for some additional parking.  He added 
that they were going to relocate the dumpster to the rear and was currently located on the 
side of the building.  As a result, they would be increasing the parking from 74 parking spaces 
to 100 spaces where 123 parking spaces were required.  He reminded the Board that the 
hearing that evening was going to be bifurcated and that additional detail would be required at 
some point if they were able to get to a Site Plan.   
 
He told the Board that the property was located in the R-40 Zone where houses of worship 
were permitted conditionally.  Mr. Gallerano then zoomed in on their zoning table showing all 
of the requirements of the zone.  He added that since they did not meet all the requirements 
of the zone, they were before the Board that evening for the D-3 Conditional Use Variance.  
He noted that one (1) condition that was not met was that the majority of the parking needed 
to be in the front yard and they had the majority in the side yards.  He noted that it is an 
existing condition that was previously approved that way and not looking to alter that except 
for pushing the drive isle in the back for circulation and to provide some additional overflow 
parking.  Additionally, they were also seeking the variance for the overall parking as he 
mentioned they were providing 100 parking space where 123 was required.  With the 
exception of those conditions, they did meet all of the other requirements of the zone.  Mr. 
Gallerano did mention that there was a question as to whether the buffer met the actual 
requirement because there was a requirement to have a staggered row of evergreens which 
do not currently exist; however, it was wooded around the perimeter of the site.  Mr. Gallerano 
stated that he did feel that that was sufficient to buffer and screen the area and the building 
was set back a considerable distance from the property line and did not feel it would have any 
negative impact.  With respect to the parking variance, they were considering that there was 
essentially three (3) things going on at the site, but not all at the same time (the church, the 
school and the gymnasium). 
 
Mr. Gallerano then provided the proofs for the positive and negative criteria and the positive 
included the fact that houses of worship and schools were considered inherently beneficial. 
Mr. Gallerano stated that he did not see any negative impacts because it was an existing 
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facility, with the gymnasium being proposed to serve the current church community and 
school and would not be adding additional parking demand to the site.  He also stated that it 
would not create any nuisance to the area and would not have a negative impact on the 
surrounding area either.  He then testified that he believed that the variances could be 
granted without any substantial detriments to the surrounding area or have any negative 
impact on the zone plan or Master Plan.   
 
Vice Chair Shepherd asked if they had any picture of the gymnasium on the site after 
construction was completed to see how the church and gymnasium fit on the property, 
particularly with regard to the variance that was being requested for the parking.  Mr. 
Gallerano then pulled up the Site Plan drawings showing the gymnasium on the property 
directly behind the church and was approximately the same width and height as the church.  
Mr. Guagliardi then stated that they did not have a picture of the finished condition; however, 
it was a bifurcated application.  The Vice Chair told the Applicant that it was difficult to 
determine whether he should vote to give them the variance when he could not see how the 
gymnasium addition would sit on the property.  Mr. Gallerano then showed an elevation view 
of the proposed gymnasium building that would be a pre-engineered metal building.  He noted 
that the color had not been selected yet, but that it would be of a neutral tone.  The Vice Chair 
then asked how far the church was from Cedar Grove Lane to get an idea of the placement of 
the buildings on the property.  Mr. Gallerano stated that the front yard setback for the church 
was 70.35 ft. with the requirement being 50 ft. and that was not going to change.   
 
Ms. Bethea asked if the gymnasium would be visible from the street, and Mr. Gallerano stated 
that it would not be visible from the street if one was looking at the church straight on, but 
would probably see part of the gymnasium if one was looking from an angle but that it was 
heavily wooded from the side view.  
 
Chairman Thomas indicated that it was their right to bifurcate the hearing, but that it made it 
difficult to make a determination to approve or not approve the Use Variance.  Mr. Guagliardi 
stated that even with the Use Variance approval, the site would not be built if down the road 
the Site Plan approval was not given.  The Vice Chair agreed with the Chairman in that 
regard. 
 
Mr. Procanik noted that there was an existing playground to the left of the parking lot.  Mr. 
Gallerano stated that the area that had striping for a basketball court would be removed and 
that there would be parking in that location, but that there were no plans to alter the actual 
playground area.  He then brought up the subject of the wetlands on the site, and Mr. 
Gallerano stated that they would have documentations and storm water 
calculations/mitigations during the Site Plan hearing.  He then added that there were 
delineations on the current plan of the wetlands on the site.  A discussion ensued, and a 
Letter of Interpretation would be applied for.   
 
Mr. Healey wanted to preface the fact that he did not think any of the comments would affect 
any of the variances that were being sought that evening.  He added that the Township 
Engineer did have a number of comments on the rear parking lot that the angles were not in a 
position for vehicles to make a 90-degree turn like that and would probably have to widen the 
radius in the back. He also stated that it would not be graveled and had a few other technical 
comments that would have to be addressed at Site Plan and would most likely increase the 
impervious coverage on the site but believed that they were way below and would not create 
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another variance.  He then mentioned comment three (30 on pages five (5) and six (6) on the 
TRC report did bring up a number of Site Plan considerations and may result in some 
changes to the Site Plan, but did not think that any of those would result in any changes to the 
variances that the Board was asking for tonight. 
 
Chairman Thomas asked Mr. Healey if this was an application that they could strongly request 
or condition a sidewalk be included in the plan.  He stated that he thought that was the 
Board’s call and might affect the impervious coverage.  The Chairman also stated that the 
County would be weighing in on the proposed changes to the two (2) driveways to the site 
and he noted that there were three (3) schools and three (3) churches on Cedar Grove Lane 
within a half mile of each other that has made it a very busy street in terms of increased truck 
traffic because of warehousing in the area.  The Chairman stated that the Applicant needed, 
in his opinion, address with the County the idea establishing that as a School Zone with the 
signs and the flashing lights while school was in session, and they might have further 
recommendations.  Mr. Guagliani stated that he would work with the County to make sure 
those safety concerns were included into the site.  Chairman Thomas then mentioned that 
there was already a left-hand turn lane there.   
 
Vice Chair Shepherd stated that he was very curious why the busses were on the site at all 
since they were not used to bring the children to school.  A discussion ensued, and they 
indicated that one (1) of the parishioners had a bus company so there were a few busses that 
were located on the property, but they were going to be removed.  Mr. Guagliani stated that 
the two (2) bus parking spots were for any schools that come in for basketball games with 
their team, etc.  Mr. Healey stated that the Township Engineer had made comments about 
having perpendicular spaces for the cars and then having the parallel spaces for the busses 
did not work.  Mr. Guagliani said that they believed that there was room to expand upon that 
and make it more useable and more in line with the Engineer’s comments.  A discussion 
ensued. 
 
Chairman Thomas then opened the meeting to the public to ask questions of any of the 
witnesses.  Seeing no one coming forward, the meeting was closed to the public. 
 
Mr. Guagliani gave his closing summation. 
 
Vice Chair Shepherd made a motion to grant Somerset Bible Baptist Church the D-3 and 
parking variances necessary to build the gymnasium and add the additional parking contained 
in the Application.  Additionally, condition the Applicant to come back before the Board for Site 
Plan approval as well as the testimony that was provided that evening and the comments in 
the TRC report.  A colorized version of the Site Plan was requested when they are next before 
the Board for Site Plan approval..  Mr. Procanik seconded the motion, and the roll was called 
as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Ms. Firdaus, Vice Chair Shepherd, Mr. Lakhia, and 

Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
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 WASH KING SOMERSET OPCO, LLC / ZBA-25-00025 
 
Mr. John DeLuca, Esq., Attorney, appeared before the Board on behalf of the Applicant, 
Wash King Somerset OPCO, LLC.  Sign Variance in which the Applicant intended to put a 
freestanding sign at 1463 Route #27, Somerset; Block 85, Lot 39.01, in the General Business 
(GB) Zone – CARRIED FROM FEBRUARY 5, 2026 – with no further notification required. 
 
Mr. DeLuca indicated that they were there again that evening for the same Application from 
February 5, 2026.  He stated that they were seeking a free-standing sign setback variance, so 
the only relief they were seeking that night was the variance to place the sign within the 
required setback.  The required setback in this zone for a free-standing sign was 20 ft. and 
they were proposing a sign that was set back 8 ft., 9 inches at its closes point to the front yard 
and then 9 ft., 2 inches at the base.  When they were before the Board at the last hearing, the 
Board had some reasonable concerns regarding three (3) issues, and the reason they were 
proposing to place the sign where it is was because there is a retaining wall on the property 
which he pointed out to the Board on his Exhibit.  Additionally, Mr. DeLuca stated that they 
also had a sewer easement area that they were encroaching upon and characterized at what 
he would call minimal.  He added that both those issues constrained where the sign could be 
placed so that it was functional and useful and actually seen from the roadway.  He added 
that the Board told them last time that they needed to clear that situation up with the Franklin 
Township Sewerage Authority that it was okay to not have the base encroach on the sewer 
but have that cone that hangs over top encroach on the sewer area.  He added that the Board 
also wanted them to iron out the sign’s proximity to power lines in the area and the sight 
triangles at the intersection of Route #27 and Sinclair Boulevard.   
 
Mr. DeLuca then stated that they did have a number of new exhibits that they would be 
showing that evening that would hopefully assuage the Board’s concern in those regards.  He 
introduced the two (2) new exhibits that evening as Exhibit A-4 and Exhibit A-5, respectively.  
Exhibit A-4 was essentially the same as one (1) of the original exhibits, but was now revised., 
 
Mr. Clint Ehlrs, Sign Manufacturer and Designer, appeared before the Board and continued to 
be sworn in from the previous hearing.  He stated that he worked closely with a professional 
engineer, Mr. Taki Kawaja, to gather more information and certify that the distances and 
measurements taken were indeed accurate.  He then showed how they placed the sign footer 
outside of the wall, away from the power poles and power lines and then explained how they 
measured the height of the wire on the street (25 ft. to the ground) and the secondary pole 
was 32 ft. and showed how the power lines between those poles was at 25 ft., 3 inches above 
ground level where the wire passes over their sign (20 ft. high), a difference of 5 ft., 9 inches 
away from the power line at the top of the sign..  The exhibit they were just looking at was 
entered into the record as Exhibit A-5, National Electrical Safety Codes for secondary power 
lines and the sign needed to be at least three (3) ft. from the power line and they were over 
five (5) ft.  Mr. Ehlrs then addressed the sight triangles after working with Mr. Kawaja.  He 
then referred the Board to page 4 of what was now marked at Exhibit A-4.  He then explained 
that the NJ code (SSD Stopping Sight Distance) asks them to be back 14 ft. and then he 
showed on the exhibit that they were way back from the sight triangle at the intersection.  Mr. 
DeLuca indicated that Mr. Kawaja did sign off on the sight triangle plans.  A discussion 
ensued and Mr. Procanik asked questions to get a better understanding of their 
measurements.  Mr. DeLuca then stated that they did submit an application to the Sewerage 
Authority and they provided them with an agreement that had not yet been executive but had 
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been agreed to in principle.  He stated that he had it with him and that they would execute it 
as part of the Resolution compliance and cleared it with the Sewerage Authority and could 
make that representation.  He stated that he also gave that communication to Mr. Hak, Board 
Attorney and think that he would verify that.  Mr. Hak then told the Board that he was the 
general counsel for the Sewerage Authority and prepared that agreement.  Mr. Hak stated 
that the agreement was to allow the encroachment because anytime there was an 
encroachment on the sewer easement, an agreement was necessary.  Mr. DeLuca then 
explained that even if the encroachment was over the top of the easement, the agreement 
noted that. 
 
Mr. Healey stated he had a request of the Applicant to send the Township three (3) copies of 
that exhibit for the file.  Mr. DeLuca agreed to do so.  Mr. Procanik asked if a condition of 
approval could be made to have the Township Engineer, Mr. Darren Mazzei, review it before 
any permits were issued or the sign was installed. 
 
Chairman Thomas then opened the meeting to the public.  Seeing no one coming forward, the 
meeting was closed to the public. 
 
Mr. DeLuca gave his closing summation. 
 
Vice Chair Shepherd made a motion to grant Wash King Somerset OPCO, LLC the “C” 
variance needed to allow it to erect a sign that had been the subject of the Application.  He 
added that the approval of the variance was subject to the execution of the agreement 
between the Applicant and the Franklin Township Sewerage Authority as well as the 
satisfactory review of the materials from this Application regarding the necessary calculations 
to establish the sight line and wire as compared to the sign height by the Township Engineer, 
Mr. Darren Mazzei with his satisfactory approval thereof.   
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Ms. Firdaus, Vice Chair Shepherd, Mr. Lakhia, and 

Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 
Vice Chair Shepherd made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:44 p.m.  The motion was 
seconded, and all were in favor. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
_______________________________ 
Kathleen Murphy, Recording Secretary 
April 30, 2026 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 
From:  Technical Review Committee (TRC) 
 
Date:  July 8, 2025 
 
Re:  Ukrainian Orthodox Church – Minor Subdivision w/ D(2) Variance (ZBA-25-00008) 

 135 Davidson Avenue (Block 469, Lot 1.06) 

   

 

Site and Project Description 
 
The subject site is located at the southwesterly intersection of Easton Avenue (Somerset County Route 

527) and Davidson Avenue. It is located within the B-I (Business & Industry) Zone which permits self-

storage, data centers, manufacturing, professional offices, banquet and hotel facilities and other 

similar uses on minimum two-acre lots.  The site is 32.60 acres in size and contains 3 large buildings 

and a large parking lot in the southeast corner of the site.  The site has over 700’ of frontage on Easton 

Avenue and over 1,000’ of frontage on Easton Avenue.  The property contains a Special Flood Hazard 

Area along the northwesterly property line per FEMA records and potential wetland areas per 

information provided by the NJDEP. Two large (16” & 20”) petroleum transmission pipelines cross the 

property. A 24” sanitary sewer line also crosses the property. The property is generally surrounded by 

commercial and industrial uses.  There is a cemetery to the north and residential dwellings behind 

that. 

 

In support of their application the applicant has submitted: 

• 2-sheet Minor Subdivision Plat prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, 

LLC dated October 23, 2024 and revised to January 23, 2025. 

• 6-sheet ALTA/NSPS Land Title Survey prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Services, LLC dated July 12, 2024 and revised to November 19, 2021. 

 

Project Information: 
 

• The property is 32.60 acres in size and is in the B-I (Business & Industry) Zone. The 
minimum lot area in the zone is 2.0 acres. 

 

 

Franklin Township 

 Somerset County, New Jersey 
 

Township Technical Review 

Committee (TRC) 

 

Municipal Building 
475 DeMott Lane 

Somerset, NJ 08873 
732.873.2500 

Fax: 732.873.0844 
www.franklintwpnj.org 
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• FEMA records show a Special Flood Hazard Area on a portion of the property. 

 
• GIS information provided by the NJDEP indicates that wetland areas may exist on a portion 

of the property. 
 

• The applicant is proposing to subdivide the property into two lots, fully conforming in size 
and all bulk requirement for the zone. A variance is required for expansion of a non-
conforming use; the church and cultural center are preexisting non-conforming uses in the 
B-I Zone. 
 

• It is presumed that the applicant is proposing to perfect the minor subdivision by deed filing 
with the County. 

 
 

Review Comments  
 

1. The applicant is proposing to subdivide the existing lot into two new parcels. Should the 

Board act favorably, the new lots shall be as follows: 

• Plan Lot 1.08 = New Lot 1.09 

• Plan Lot 1.09 = New Lot 1.08 

 

Note: Lot number change is necessary in order to maintain numbering consistency with the proposed 

lot consolidation to the south of this property. 

 

2. The existing main entrance to the parking areas is partially located on both proposed new 

lots. Will an access and maintenance agreement be created, or the access drive(s) be 

relocated? 

 

3. Minor Subdivision Plan: 

• Update the proposed lot numbers in accordance with Comment #1 

• A concrete monument shall be set at the intersection of the external boundary line 

with the right-of-way of Easton Avenue. A monument already exists at the boundary 

line intersection with Davidson Avenue. 

 

4. Subdivision Deeds with metes & bounds descriptions attached and any other deeds 

(access, maintenance, construction, etc.) shall be submitted for review and approval prior 

to filing with the Somerset County Clerk’s Office. 

 

5. Official street addresses shall be obtained from the Township 911 Coordinator. 

 

6. All fees shall be paid by the applicant at the time of adoption of a resolution of site plan 

approval for the cost of making upgrades and modifications to the Tax Maps and geographic 

information system (GIS) (Section 112-329). 
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7. At the time the final plans are submitted for signature of the municipal officials, the applicant 

shall submit CAD-generated data files, prepared by a New Jersey licensed land surveyor, 

directly translatable into an identical image of the plan per the requirements of Section 112-

329. 

 

 
We reserve the right to make additional comments based upon the submission of revised plans 
or testimony presented to the Board. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Site Location 
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Figure 2: FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area along stream and in roadway 
 

 
 

Figure 3: Potential Wetlands per NJDEP GIS information 
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Figure 4: Site Aerial 
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FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP POLICE 
TRAFFIC SAFETY BUREAU 

 
 
 
 
TO:  F.T. Zoning Board 
 
FROM: Ofc. Ryan Ellington 
 
DATE:  June 17th, 2025 
 
SUBJECT: ZBA-25-00008       Ukrainian Orthodox 
 

  1950 Easton Ave, Somerset NJ 

 
BLOCK:   469  LOT(S):  1.06  
 
 
I have reviewed the above captioned subject plans dated January 31st, 2025 and have 
no comments at this time.  
 
 
This office reserves the right to make additional comments based on future submissions 
and/or testimony before the Board. 
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MMEEMMOORRAANNDDUUMM  
 

To:  Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 
From:  Mark Healey, PP, AICP 

Director of Planning/ Senior Zoning Officer 
 
Date:  May 27, 2025 
 
RE:  Ukranian Orthodox Church of USA (ZBA-25-00008) 

Minor Subdivision, D(2) Use Variance;   

135 Davidson Avenue; Block 469, Lot 1.061  

   

 

As requested, I have reviewed the application materials listed below and issue the following report 

for the Board’s consideration: 

o 2-sheet set of subdivision plans prepared by Langan Engineering NJ. LLC last revised 1/23/25 

o 6-sheet survey prepared by Langan Engineering NJ. LLC last revised 11/24/24 

 

Site Description  
 

The overall project site is located along the westerly side of Davidson Avenue and is bounded by 

Executive Drive to the south and Easton Avenue to the north.  The site is currently occupied by the 

national headquarters of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the USA which includes the Ukrainian 

History and Education Center, Saint Sophia Seminary and Library and administrative offices.  The 

westerly portion of the site contains a stream, wetlands and associated regulated buffers.  A 

buckeye pipeline also traverses this portion of the site.  The site is located within the B-I (Business & 

Industry) zone.  

 

Figures at the end of this memorandum show the location of the site as well as the nature of the 

surrounding area which consists of:   

• North (on the opposite side of Easton Avenue): Delaware and Raritan (D&R) Canal State 

Park and the Raritan River 

 
1 Applicants represented by attorneys, engineers and/or architects (or other such professionals) are 
expected to use the video display system available in Council Chambers to project hearing exhibits. Use 
of the video display systems greatly improves visibility of these exhibits for the Board, the public and the 
Township’s video broadcast of the hearing. In order to use the video display system, please bring a 
computing device capable of utilizing a HDMI connection. A cable is provided, however adapters are not 
so please make sure you have the required adaptors to connect to HDMI if necessary. 

Franklin Township 

 Somerset County, New Jersey 
 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
Planning – Zoning – Affordable Housing 

Planning Board – Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 

 

Municipal Building 
475 DeMott Lane 

Somerset, NJ 08873 
732.873.2500 

Fax: 732.873.0844 
www.franklintwpnj.org 
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• East (on the opposite side of Davidson Avenue): Office building and multi-story hotel 

• South (on the opposite side of Executive Drive): Three vacant multi-story office buildings; 

side of IDI Logistics LLC (ZBA-24-00010) which proposes construction of a 212,500 square 

foot warehouse (access proposed via Executive Drive, beyond that is I-287 and warehouse, 

office and light industrial uses along Davidson Avenue  

• West: St. Andrew Ukrainian Orthodox Cemetery, beyond that is a large single-family 

residential neighborhood 

 

Associated Applications  
 

The overall project site is the subject of three applications (refer to figures at the end of this 

memorandum for location/context): 

 

• ZBA-25-00009 (Warehouse Site Plan): Demolition of the Ukrainian Cultural Center and 

associated parking lot and redevelopment of the site with a 258,150 square foot warehouse, 

162-space car parking area, a 17-space trailer parking area to the rear of the warehouse, a 

35-berth loading area with access via Executive Drive.  That application also involves 

proposed  intersection and traffic signal improvements at the Davidson Avenue/ Executive 

Drive intersection.  Review of that application is contained in another memorandum. 

 

• ZBA-25-00007 (Church Site Plan): Site modifications (including parking lot and access 

modifications) associated with retention of the certain exiting church facilities (existing church 

and seminary).  Review of that application is contained in another memorandum. 

 

• ZBA-25-00007 (Church Site Plan): See description below. 

 

Project Description  
 

Subdivision of the current 32.6 site into two lots:  

• Proposed lot 1.08 (17.7 acres) upon which is proposed construction of a new warehouse 

under ZBA-25-00009 and  

• Proposed lot 1.09 (14.9 acres) which would contain certain existing church facilities to 

remain (ZBA-25-00007.   

 

Requested/ Required Approvals 

 

• D(2) Use Variance: Expansion of a Non-Conforming Use2 

• Minor Subdivision Approval 

 

 

 
2 Places of worship are not a permitted use in the B-I zone.  By law, the proposed reduction of the church 
site by virtue of the proposed subdivision constitutes an expansion of this non-conforming use 
necessitating a D(2) variance. 
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Review Comments3 
 

1. The proposed subdivision plan reflects two proposed lots that significantly exceed 

minimal lot area and frontage requirements and comply with all applicable bulk 

requirements based on the existing facilities on the site.  No bulk variances are required. 

 

2. The application should address necessary coordination between the two proposed lots 

both with and without the proposed construction reflected on the site plans.  This would 

include, as necessary, easements related to parking, access, utilities and/or drainage.  

 
3 It is requested that subsequent plan submittals be accompanied by a written description of the changes 
made compared to the prior submission.  Preferably, this would be accomplished by providing a response 
to each of the review comments with a description of the plan changes and where the plan changes can 
be found (e.g., sheet number).  If the plans have not been revised in response to a comment, the reason 
should be provided.  The number of copies of this written description should be commensurate with the 
number of revised plans. 
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Figure 1: Site Location 

 
 

Figure 2: Site and Surrounding Area 
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Figure 3: Project Site and Adjoining Applications  

 
 

Figure 4: Project Site and Adjoining Applications 
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Figure 5: Proposed Subdivision (ZBA-25-00008) 
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May 15, 2025 
 

To: Board of Adjustment 
 
From: John Hauss, Director 
 Fire Prevention 
 
 
Re: Docket # ZBA 25-00008 
 Ukrainian Orthodox Church of U.S.A. 
 1950 Easton Avenue 
 Block: 469 Lot: 1.06 
 
 
Fire Prevention has no objections to this application. 
 
 
We reserve the right to make additional comments based upon the submission of 
revised plans or testimony presented to the Board. 
 

Franklin Township 
In Somerset County 
 

OFFICE OF FIRE PREVENTION 
Municipal Building 

475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ 08873-6704 
 

Phone: 732-873-2500 Ext. 6303      Fax: 732-873-0804 
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Memorandum 

To:      Planning/Zoning Department 

From:  Rashida Boima, REHS, MPH-Consumer Health Coordinator  

Date:   May 9, 2025 

Re:      ZBA-25-00008-Ukranian Orthodox Church of U.S.A.-Easton Avenue, Somerset  

 Block: 469, Lot: 1.06 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
The Health Department has no objection to this application.   
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memo  
TO: Christine Woodbury – Secretary to Franklin Township Planning and Zoning Boards  

FROM: Tara Kenyon, AICP/PP – Sustainability Coordinator, Franklin Township  

DATE: April 8, 2025 

RE: Comments from Franklin Township Environmental Commission  

Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the USA        

1950 Easton Avenue, Somerset         

(Block 469 – Portion of Existing Lot 1.06/Proposed Lot 1.09) 

File #: ZBA-25-00008 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

At its regularly scheduled meeting of May 5, 2025, the Franklin Township Environmental Commission (“EC’) reviewed 

plans and documents for the above-referenced project. The following comments are submitted for consideration by the 

Franklin Township Zoning Board of Adjustment:  

 

 The FTEC recommends that the applicant replace the proposed White Pines in the bioretention basins with River 

Birch (Betula Negra) trees. These trees are better suited to bioretention basins and native to the Eastern United 

States.  

 

 Pervious pavement is recommended to the maximum extent possible. This will reduce the amount of stormwater 

runoff and non-point source pollution loading, while also improving safety through the reduction of ponding and 

icing conditions created by increased stormwater runoff.  

 

 The EC requests that the applicant provide a list of amendments made to plans and supporting documents with all 
future resubmissions. This will assist the EC’s Site Plan Committee in its required review. 
 

Please contact me with any questions at Tara.Kenyon@franklinnj.gov or 848-203.1857. Thank you!  
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MEMO TO: Township of Franklin 

 Zoning Board of Adjustment 
 
FROM:  Darren Mazzei, PE, CME 

Township Engineer’s Office  
 
DATE:  March 2, 2026 
 
RE:  Ukrainian Orthodox Church of U.S.A. 

 Parking Lot Improvements 
 Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan  
 Report #3 
 Engineering  
 Block 469, Proposed Lot 1.09 
 135 Davidson Avenue 
 Franklin, New Jersey 
 Our File: MFRZ0469.03/600.01 
 Application # ZBA-25-00007 

 
As per your request, this office has reviewed the following documents relative to the above referenced preliminary and final 
site plan application: 

 
• Preliminary and Final Site Plan, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, 

dated January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 18, 2025; 
 

• ALTA/NSPS Land Title Survey, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, 
dated July 12, 2024, with a latest revision date of July 17, 2025; 

 
• Stormwater Management Report, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, 

dated January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 18, 2025; 
 

• Stormwater Management Facilities Operation and Maintenance Manual, as prepared by Langan 
Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, dated January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 
31, 2025; 

 
• Traffic Impact Study, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, dated 

January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 23, 2025; 
 

• Environmental Assessment, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, dated 
January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 31, 2025;; 

 
• Final Geotechnical Engineering Study Report, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Services, LLC, dated January 10, 2025, with a latest revision date of January 12, 2026; 
 

• Application Forms. 
 

The following comments are offered with regard to same: 
 

A.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
The site is located along the southeast corner of the intersection of Davidson Avenue and Easton Avenue (C.R. 
527).  The applicant is also before the Board to subdivide this property as part of Docket ZBA-25-00008. The 
proposed lot after subdivision will be 14.90 acres and is located in the B-I (Business and Industry) zone.   After 
the subdivision, the only site driveway will be along Easton Avenue approximately 330’ south of its intersection 
with Davidson Avenue.  The subdivided site will contain an existing three (3) story frame dwelling/ existing 
seminary and the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the U.S.A. The applicant is proposing to expand the existing 
parking lot and widen the access driveway.  The existing parking lot adjacent to the Church currently contains 
twenty (20) parking spaces and the applicant is proposing eighty-two (82) parking spaces.  The applicant is 
proposing the following site improvements including but not limited to one (1) bioretention basin and one (1) 
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Memo to Franklin Zoning Board of Adjustment 
Ukrainian Orthodox Church of U.S.A. 
Parking Lot Improvements 
File: MFRZ0469.03 
March 2, 2026 
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infiltration basin to address NJDEP stormwater management rules, two (2) hot mix asphalt parking areas, 
concrete curb, sidewalk, utilities, grading, lighting and landscaping. 
 
We defer the review of the zoning related issues to the Board Planner except where they may pertain to 
engineering issues. 
 

B.  GENERAL SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
 
1. Official street address shall be obtained from the Franklin Township 911 Coordinator, if required.   

 
2. An Engineering Cost Estimate will be required once final plans are signed-off on by the Board. Upon 

approval, applicant shall provide appropriate bonds and Engineering inspection fees and attend a pre-
construction meeting, prior to the continuation of any site work. 

 
3. Note: A preconstruction meeting will not be scheduled until the developer/ site contractor provides a Fire 

Safety During Construction Plan Demonstrating Compliance with Chapter 33 of the International Fire 
Code.  Should the Board act favorably on this application a copy of the Township’s, ‘Steps to a 
Construction Project’ will be provided. 

 
4. All fees shall be paid by the applicant at the time of adoption of a resolution of site plan approval for the 

cost of making upgrades and modifications to the Tax Maps and geographic information system (GIS) 
(§112-329) 

 
5. At the time the final plans are submitted for signature of the municipal officials, the applicant shall submit 

CAD-generated data files, prepared by a New Jersey licensed land surveyor, directly translatable into an 
identical image of the plan per the requirements of Ordinance §112-329. 

 
6. Note:  No soil can be imported to or removed from the site until a Soil Importation or Exportation Permit 

has been obtained from the Township as required by the Ordinance. Soil removal shall be in accordance 
with §206 of the Ordinance.  Please note same on the site plan. 

 
7. Note: An As-Built Plan prepared by a licensed Land Surveyor is to be submitted to the Township prior to any 

Certificate of Occupancy inspection or the release of performance bonds. Please note same on the site plan. 
 
8. Copies of any easements, exceptions, deviations, or liens on the property should be presented to the Board. 
 
9. In accordance with Ordinance §112-33.6.F, Bicycle parking should be incorporated into the project.  
 
10. The applicant provided parking calculations on sheet no. 2 in accordance with Ordinance §112 – 

Schedule 4.  The calculations note that there are 35 existing seats in the Church and twelve (12) parking 
spaces are required.  Subsequent letters provided by the applicant’s professionals indicate the church 
would require 34 parking spaces per the ordinance and the museum can accommodate 300 people.  The 
site currently contains 398 spaces (this figure includes the Cultural Center, which is to be demolished).  
The applicant is proposing 82 parking spaces, as part of this application, for the Church’s use.  This 
office cannot confirm the parking requirements required for the project at this time.  This office defers to 
the Board Planner with regard to the parking requirements for this application. 

 
11. Based on the eighty-two (82) total parking spaces, four (4) barrier free spaces including one (1) van 

accessible parking stall is required.   The applicant is proposing four (4) barrier free spaces with two (2) 
van accessible parking spaces.   It should be noted that Accessible EVSE spaces cannot be used to 
address the general (UCC) accessible parking requirements.  The applicant’s Engineer should revise the 
plans for ADA parking demand compliance.   

 
12. The site plan has complied with S-3223 (P.L. 2021, c. 171), regarding the provision of EVSE and Make-

Ready parking spaces.  Three (3) make ready spaces are required and three (3) are proposed.   
 

However, site plan should be revised to delineate the proposed EVSE equipment and signage, including 
details, for further review. Further review of this comment will be performed after the parking requirement 
is finalized to the Board Planner’s satisfaction. 

 
13. This office defers to the Fire Prevention Officer as to the appropriate number of Fire Hydrants, Fire 

Department Connections, and their location.  We defer to the Fire Prevention Officer regarding the need 
of ‘No Parking’ fire lane signage and striping.   
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14. In a letter from the applicant’s attorney dated March 26, 2025, it is indicated that there is additional 
parking located adjacent to the main church, which will be connected to museum and Chapel by a 
footbridge, which was destroyed by hurricane Ida, and will be rebuilt prior to the completion of the 
museum.’  The site plan does not show any footbridge improvements, and it is unclear if same will 
require permitting.  Clarification is required. 

 
15. The proposed sidewalk should be realigned from the Existing Seminary and create a path and ADA 

crossing to the 35 car parking lot.  The sidewalk should continue through the ramp in the rear of the 
Church. 

 
16. The applicant’s engineer has responded that the existing lighting along the property line between 

proposed lots 1.08 and 1.09 are to be removed.  Same should be clearly noted on the demolition plan. 
 
17. A permanent access and maintenance agreement between Lots 1.08 and 1.09 is required, providing 

access from the Church property through the warehouse property to Davidson Avenue. 
 
18. Portions of the proposed sidewalk along Davidson Avenue are outside of the right-of-way.  A sidewalk 

access easement must be provided. 
 
19. Provide a 5’x5’ passing area every 200’ o.c. along the Davidson Avenue sidewalk in accordance with 

PROWAG requirements. 
 
20. The dumpster should be relocated to avoid being over a storm pipe.  In addition, setting the pad at a 

location where the driveway is approximately 8% will negatively impact the use of the pad. 
 
21. The driveway between the 3-story building and Church appears to be too narrow.  By ordinance §112-90, 

the minimum driveway width should be 12’.  A circulation plan should be provided demonstrating the 
proposed largest sized design vehicle can navigate the curvature.  Testimony should be provided to the 
Board regarding the use of this driveway. 

 
C. GRADING AND UTILITY COMMENTS 
 
1. Show the existing service line sizes. 

 
2. The water meter pit should be moved as close as possible to the Davidson Avenue right-of-way.  The 

applicant’s engineer should evaluate adding 45 degree bends to the existing line.  No couplings or valves 
will be permitted before the meter pit.  The size of the existing water service should be noted. 

 
3. Should the Board act favorably, final approval from the Township Water Department is required.   
 
4. Construction access easements will be required for proposed Lot 1.08, due to the removal of drainage, 

sanitary sewer and potential water services. 
 
5. Utility access and maintenance easements will be required for the proposed storm sewer and sanitary 

improvements on proposed Lot 1.08. 
 
6. The applicant should address the following general grading comments: 
 

a. The applicant has provided Blowup Insets for ADA Ramps.  We have the following comments: 
• ADA Inset A – A minimum slope of 0.50% is required.  There is less than 0.50% slope 

between spot elevations 44.66 and 44.68; 
• ADA Inset B: 

(1) A maximum cross slope of 2% is permitted in ADA parking areas.  It is noted that the 
cross slope of both ADA spaces are 3.4%.  Plan revision is required; 

(2) Provide additional spot elevations for along the curb line.  Provide both top and bottom 
of curb elevations.  It is unclear which sections of curb are flush.  Please clarify; 

(3) Provide addition spot elevations for all sidewalk adjacent to the ADA parking areas so 
that landings and turnaround areas can be verified for ADA compliance; 

(4) The running slope from the proposed 49’ to 50’ is approximately 25% and unacceptable.  
Revise the running slope to a maximum running slope of 5%. 

• ADA Inset C: 
(1) Approval should be obtained from the Somerset County Engineer’s office for this ramps; 
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b. Label all top and bottom of curb elevations at all pc’s and pt’s including the driveway at the 3-
story frame dwelling; 

c. An ADA ramp and crossing should be installed near CB-209; 
d. Label all top and bottom of wall elevations at all pc’s and pt’s; 
e. A maximum slope of 1:3 is permitted in all lawn areas.  It appears the lawn grading in the rear of the 

Church near the back drive-in area is steeper than 1:3; 
f. Provide tie-in elevations for all curb, sidewalk and pavement; 
g. The sidewalk located at the parking lot high point (BC 44.11; assumed TC 44.61 and back of 

sidewalk 45.00) demonstrates that the cross slope of the sidewalk exceeds 2% and is not ADA 
compliant; 

h. The electric pad that is being reset on the west side of the building has proposed 48’ contours on 
both sides; however, the spot elevation provided indicates it is at proposed elevation 49.0’.  
Clarification is required; 

i. Provide spot elevations at all 90 degree turns along the building ramp on the west side of the 
Church; 

 
The grading will be reviewed further in its entirety when the above has been addressed. 

 
D. LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING 

 
1. Applicant provided a tree removal plan to satisfy the requirements of Ordinance §222- Trees.  This office 

defers to the Board Planner as to the adequacy of the tree replacement plan, as well as the adequacy of 
the proposed landscaping and buffering to adjacent properties, respectively.  

 
E. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT  

 
General 
 
1. The Applicant proposes constructing one (1) Bioretention Basin, one (1) Infiltration Basin, and two (2) Porous 

pavement areas to address stormwater quantity management, water quality, and recharge. 
 

2. The reference project has been reviewed in accordance with the Stormwater Management Rules NJAC 7:8 as 
amended July 17, 2023. 

 
3. The property in question is located within the Delaware and Raritan Canal Commission (DRCC) Review zone 

and is subject to DRCC regulations. The work is being proposed in the DRCC stream corridor easement. 
Approval from DRCC will be required. A copy of the DRCC approval must be provided to this office. 

 
4. The Applicant proposes to work in a regulated flood hazard area. A flood hazard area disturbance permit has 

been obtained from NJDEP for the regulated activity. A copy of the approved plans must be provided to this 
office. A note indicating the NJDEP file number and date of approval should be added to the overall site plan 
sheet (sheet CS100). 

 
5. The applicant has received a NJDEP Letter of Interpretation (LOI) for wetlands presence/absence.  A copy of 

the NJDEP stamped approved plan must be provided to this office.   
 
6. The Applicant must obtain a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Certification from the Somerset-Union Soil 

Conservation District. A copy of the certification must be provided to this office. 
 
7. The proposed development proposes more than 1 acre of land disturbance and must obtain a General Permit 

for Construction Activities from the NJDEP. A copy of the permit must be provided to this office. 
 
8. An executed Major Development Stormwater Summary (Attachment D of the Tier A MS4 NJPDES Permit) has 

been submitted to this office for review and approval.  This is be reviewed upon completion of all geotechnical 
testing. 

 
9. Provide a Stormwater Maintenance Agreement for the stormwater system to ensure future maintenance. A 

sample agreement is available from the Engineering Department. 
 
10. A Conservation/Preservation Area shall be created in accordance with Ordinance §112-147 of the Franklin 

Township Land Development regulations. The Township preservation area boundary line shall be established 
using the most restrictive of the Stream Preservation Corridor and Wetlands Buffer. A map shall be supplied 
delineating the limits of the Conservation/Preservation Area with bearings and distances, and proposed 
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Preservation Area Marker locations.  The Conservation/Preservation Area shown on sheet no. CS100 will be 
further reviewed once item no. E4 is addressed. 

 
11. Provide a Conservation/Preservation Area Easement Deed, with a metes and bounds description, of the 

Township preservation area boundary line created by satisfying Comment #10. The deed shall be submitted for 
review and approval prior to filing with the Somerset County Clerk’s Office. 

 
12. Preservation Area Markers shall either be set or bonded prior to the application sign-off. 
 
Stormwater  
 
13. The drainage report should be updated to include a summary table listing the following for each BMP: area of 

BMP, depth of BMP, the number of test pits/boring/soil profiles performed for the BMP, depth of soil 
investigation, number of infiltration tests performed, minimum tested permeability rates, seasonal high-water 
table established; and the number of soil investigations required per Chapter 12 of BMP Manual. 

 
14. The location of all test pits excavated within the limits of the proposed BMPs has been shown on the Grading 

and Drainage Plan.  The applicant’s engineer should provide the label for all test pits and the SHWT elevation 
on the Grading and Drainage Plan, as well. 

 
15. The stormwater report should be updated to include a summary table of design parameters for the infiltration 

basin, such as inflow area, water quality volume, basin area, filtration rate of soil media, infiltration rates, 
separation from seasonal high groundwater table, and drain time and demonstrate compliance with NJ BMP 
design standards in chapter 9.8.   

 
16. A site-specific Infiltration Basin cross-section has been provided on the plans. The section must show the 

elevation of the bottom of the soil bed, the elevation of the bottom of the infiltration basin, the elevation of the 
season-high groundwater table, the maximum water elevation for the WQ storm, 2-yr, 10-yr, 100-yr, emergency 
storm event, and top of berm elevation.  The SHWT elevation shown on the Infiltration Basin detail does 
not match the SHWT from the geotechnical data for LTP-8. 

 
17. Basin drain time should be noted on the subsurface infiltration basin detail.  The basin drain time has been 

provided but cannot be confirmed until after the permeability testing that has been performed at the 
most hydraulically restrictive layer is added to the drainage report. 

 
18. As per BMP Manual requirements, no standing water may remain in an infiltration basin 72 hours after a rain 

event. The drainage report should be revised to document compliance with this requirement.  The basin drain 
time has been provided but cannot be confirmed until after the permeability testing that has been 
performed at the most hydraulically restrictive layer is added to the drainage report. 

 
19. An access road 18 ft wide at a maximum slope of 1:4 should be provided for maintenance purposes in the 

infiltration basin. Construction details of the access road should be provided. 
 
20. The infiltration basin must be equipped with an emergency spillway and should be designed to pass the 100-yr 

storm event, assuming the principal spillways are not working. A minimum of one ft. freeboard between the 
spillway design storm (100yr) water elevation and the top of the berm is required.   

 
21. The stormwater report should be updated to include a summary table of design parameters for each 

bioretention basin, such as inflow area, water quality volume, basin area, filtration rate of soil media, design 
infiltration rates, separation from seasonal high groundwater table, drain time and demonstrate compliance with 
BMP design standards in NJ BMP Manual Chapter 9.7. This will be reviewed further once the BMP require soil 
testing has been completed in its entirety. 

 
22. Site-specific construction detail for the bioretention basin has been provided in the plans. The detail should 

clearly depict all basin layers' specifications and corresponding elevations. Additionally, the detail should include 
the elevation of the seasonal high groundwater table, the soil bed permeability rate, and the proposed 
vegetation type (e.g., forested or grassed).  The SHWT table noted does not match the geotechnical data. 

 
23. As indicated in NJ BMP Manual, Plans should include inspection ports at the upstream and downstream end of 

the Bioretention Basin underdrain system. 
 
24. The bioretention basin must be equipped with an emergency spillway and should be designed to pass the 100-

yr storm event, assuming the principal spillways are not working. A minimum of one ft. freeboard between the 
spillway design storm (100yr) water elevation and the top of the berm is required.   
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25. In accordance with BMP Manual requirements, post-construction testing must be performed on the as-built 

Bioretention basins to ensure that the installed BMP functions as designed. Whereas-built testing shows a 
longer drain time than design drain time; corrective action must be taken, and the basin should be retested. 
Post-construction testing must include a determination of the permeability rates of the soil bed. A note should be 
included in the site plan stating this requirement.  Add the note to the construction detail, similar to the Infiltration 
Basin detail. 

 
26. The infiltration basin and bioretention basin both discharge to the same outfall pipe, and their water levels are 

likely to influence each other. Therefore, they should be routed as interconnected basins.  
 
27. Trash rack details should be provided for all outlet devices (orifices, weirs, overflow grates, etc.) shown on the 

proposed outlet structure. The trash rack should be in accordance with NJAC 7:8-5.7 and 7:8-6.2. 
 
28. The groundwater mounding analysis indicates an 8-foot mound at the center of the infiltration basin. A single 

test pit, LTP-8, is located near this area. The interpreted seasonal high water elevation, measured as the end of 
excavation, is 37.4 feet, while the basin bottom is 35.0 feet. This suggests that the groundwater mound is higher 
than the basin bottom. This will be reviewed further once the additional geotechnical boring information is added 
to the stormwater report. 

 
29. The site’s groundwater recharge requirement is proposed to be met through the infiltration basin. An NJDEP 

Recharge Spreadsheet has been included in the report; however, it will be re-evaluated once the outstanding 
comments related to the infiltration basin design and groundwater mounding analysis have been addressed.   

 
30. In accordance with Township ordinance §330-7.T.10, all storm sewer structures, piping, basin and BMPs shall 

be offset a minimum of 10' from all property and right of way lines.  CB-202 is approximately nine and a half feet 
(9.5’) deep proposed approximately 2’ off of the proposed subdivision property line between Lots 1.08 and 1.09.  
This office would not recommend waiving this requirement without a Maintenance and Utility 
Easement/Agreement between proposed Lots 1.08 and 1.09. 

 
31. MH-223 the 24” HDPE pipe run tying into Ex CB-224 will require an excavation of approximately 10’ deep.  

While construction means and methods are ultimately to the contractor’s discretion, these improvements are 
approximately 5’ off of the Buckeye Pipeline easement.  The drainage design plan sheet should provide strict 
guidance regarding whether excavation within the easement will be permitted, or if shoring will need to be 
installed to avoid disturbance in the Buckeye Pipeline Easement.   

 
32. The Infiltration Basin Detail on drawing no. CS504 the hatched area underneath the sand layer is unnamed.  

Further information is required.  
 
Operation and Maintenance Manual (O&MM) 
 
33. As per NJDEP BMP Manual Ch. 8, the maintenance plan should include approved disposal and recycling sites 

and procedures for sediment, trash, debris, and other material removed from stormwater management 
measures during maintenance operations. This information should be added to the plan. 

 
34. As per NJDEP BMP Manual Ch. 8, maintenance plans should include procedures and equipment required to 

protect the safety of inspection and maintenance personnel. This information should be added to the O&MM 
plan. 

 
35. The O&MM should be revised to include a summary of design parameters for the bioretention basin, porous 

pavement, and infiltration basin. The information should include design detention time, drain time, and elevation 
of the seasonal high water table. In addition, provide the type, size, and invert elevation for each outflow device 
in the outlet structure. Please refer to the link below for the NJDEP template: 
https://www.nj.gov/dep/stormwater/maintenance_guidance.htm 

 
This will be further reviewed upon acceptance of the stormwater design. 

 
Environmental Impact Statement 
 
36. EIS should be updated to include the following documents in the appendix: 
 

a. A copy of the wetlands LOI and approved plan; 
b. A copy of the Flood Hazard Area Permit and approved plan. 
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F. MISCELLANOUS 
 
1. Revise/Add the following details based on Franklin Township standard details: 

 
a. Township Water Meter Pit detail is not legible on sheet no. CS502; 
b. All sanitary sewer details shall be submitted directly to the Franklin Township Sewerage Authority for 

review and approval – Comment Only 
 

The Applicant is required to obtain either approvals or letter of no interest from the following agencies: 
 
Outside Agencies: 
• Delaware Raritan Canal Commission  
• Somerset County Planning Board  
• Somerset-Union Soil Conservation District  
• New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection – Permits issued on 2025.09.11 & 2025.09.30 
• Buckeye Pipeline 

 
Township Departments: 

• Franklin Township Fire Department  
• Franklin Township Police Department 
• Franklin Township Sewerage Authority  
• Somerset County Health Department  

 
Resubmittal of Application Materials.  As required by the Zoning Board of Adjustment By-laws, resubmittal of 
application materials (e.g., plans, reports, etc.) made in response to Board and/or staff reviews and/or 
comments, shall be accompanied by a written description of the changes made compared to the prior 
submission.  In the case of staff reports, this shall be accomplished by providing a response to each of the 
review comments with a description of the plan changes and where the plan changes can be found (e.g., 
sheet or page number). If the application materials have not been revised in response to any such comment, 
the reason for the non-change shall be provided.  The number of copies of this written description should be 
commensurate with the number of revised plans and shall be provided in digital form (in .pdf format). The 
Engineering Department reserves the right to make additional comments based upon the submission of 
revised plans or testimony presented to the Board. 
 
Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact this office. 

 
DM/dm 
cc: Zoning Board Secretary 
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FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP POLICE 
TRAFFIC SAFETY BUREAU 

 
 
 
 
TO:  F.T. Zoning Board 
 
FROM: Ofc. Ryan Ellington 
 
DATE:  September 22nd, 2025 
 
SUBJECT: ZBA-25-00007       Ukrainian Orthodox 
 

  Easton Ave, Somerset NJ 

 
BLOCK:   469  LOT(S):  1.09  
 
 
I have reviewed the above captioned subject plans and have no comments at this time.  
 
 
This office reserves the right to make additional comments based on future submissions 
and/or testimony before the Board. 
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Memorandum 

To:      Planning/Zoning Department 

From:  Rashida Boima, REHS, MPH-Consumer Health Program Coordinator  

Date:   September 2, 2025 

Re:      ZBA-25-00007-Ukrainian Orthodox Church-Easton Ave.   

 Block: 469, Lot: 1.09 

 
The Health Department has no objection to this application.   
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August 25, 2025 
 

To: Board of Adjustment 
 
From: John Hauss, Director 
 Fire Prevention 
 
 
Re: Docket # ZBA 25-00007 
 Ukrainian Orthodox Church of U.S.A. 
 Easton Avenue 
 Block: 469 Lot: proposed 1.09 
 
 
The revised plans satisfactorily address our previous comments. 

 
We reserve the right to make additional comments based upon the submission of 
revised plans or testimony presented to the Board. 
 

Franklin Township 
In Somerset County 
 

OFFICE OF FIRE PREVENTION 

Municipal Building 
475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ 08873-6704 

 

Phone: 732-873-2500 Ext. 6303      Fax: 732-873-0804 
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MMEEMMOORRAANNDDUUMM  
 

To:  Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 
From:  Mark Healey, PP, AICP 

Director of Planning/ Senior Zoning Officer 
 
Date:  August 14, 2025 
 
RE:  Ukrainian Orthodox Church of USA (ZBA-25-00007) 

D(2) Use Variance; Preliminary and Final Site Plan, “c” Variances  

135 Davidson Avenue; Block 469, Lot 1.06 (proposed lot 1.09)1  

   

 

As requested, I have reviewed the application materials listed below and issue the following report 

for the Board’s consideration: 

o 25-sheet set of site plans prepared by Langan Engineering NJ. LLC revised 7/18/25  

o 6-sheet survey prepared by Langan Engineering NJ. LLC last revised 11/24/24 

o Letter from Langan Engineering dated 3/15/25 regarding required parking 

o Letter from Savo Schalk dated 3/26/25 regarding required parking 

o Letter from Langan Engineering dated 7/31/25 addressing prior review comments 

 

Site Description  
 

The overall project site is located along the westerly side of Davidson Avenue and is bounded by 

Executive Drive to the south and Easton Avenue to the north.  The site is currently occupied by the 

national headquarters of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the USA which includes the Ukrainian 

History and Education Center, Saint Sophia Seminary and Library and administrative offices.  The 

westerly portion of the site contains a stream, wetlands and associated regulated buffers.  A 

buckeye pipeline also traverses this portion of the site.  The site is located within the B-I (Business & 

Industry) zone.  

 

 
1 Applicants represented by attorneys, engineers and/or architects (or other such professionals) are 
expected to use the video display system available in Council Chambers to project hearing exhibits. Use 
of the video display systems greatly improves visibility of these exhibits for the Board, the public and the 
Township’s video broadcast of the hearing. In order to use the video display system, please bring a 
computing device capable of utilizing a HDMI connection. A cable is provided, however adapters are not 
so please make sure you have the required adaptors to connect to HDMI if necessary. 

Franklin Township 

 Somerset County, New Jersey 
 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
Planning – Zoning – Affordable Housing 

Planning Board – Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 

 

Municipal Building 
475 DeMott Lane 

Somerset, NJ 08873 
732.873.2500 

Fax: 732.873.0844 
www.franklintwpnj.org 
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Figures at the end of this memorandum show the location of the site as well as the nature of the 

surrounding area which consists of:   

• North (on the opposite side of Easton Avenue): Delaware and Raritan (D&R) Canal State 

Park and the Raritan River 

• East (on the opposite side of Davidson Avenue): Office building and multi-story hotel 

• South (on the opposite side of Executive Drive): Three vacant multi-story office buildings; 

side of IDI Logistics LLC (ZBA-24-00010) which proposes construction of a 212,500 square 

foot warehouse (access proposed via Executive Drive, beyond that is I-287 and warehouse, 

office and light industrial uses along Davidson Avenue  

• West: St. Andrew Ukrainian Orthodox Cemetery, beyond that is a large single-family 

residential neighborhood 

 

Associated Applications  
 

The overall project site is the subject of three applications (refer to figures at the end of this 

memorandum for location/context): 

 

• ZBA-25-00008 (Subdivision): Subdivision of the current 32.6 site into two lots: proposed lot 

1.08 (17.7 acres) upon which is proposed construction of a new warehouse under ZBA-25-

00009 and proposed lot 1.09 (14.9 acres) which would contain certain existing church 

facilities to remain (ZBA-25-00007.  Review of that application is contained in another 

memorandum. 

 

• ZBA-25-00009 (Warehouse Site Plan): Demolition of the Ukrainian Cultural Center and 

associated parking lot and redevelopment of the site with a 258,150 square foot warehouse, 

151-space car parking area, a 17-space trailer parking area to the rear of the warehouse, a 

35-berth loading area with access via Executive Drive.  That application also involves 

proposed intersection and traffic signal improvements at the Davidson Avenue/ Executive 

Drive intersection.  Review of that application is contained in another memorandum. 

 

• ZBA-25-00007 (Church Site Plan): See description below. 
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Project Description  
 

The proposal consists of site modifications (including parking lot and access modifications including 

82 parking spaces) associated with retention of the certain exiting church facilities (existing church 

and seminary).   Associated site modifications include proposed area lighting, landscaping, grading 

and drainage modifications (including construction of two small-scale infiltration basins). A sidewalk 

is proposed along the site’s Davidson Avenue frontage. 

 

Requested/ Required Approvals 

 

• D(2) Use Variance: Expansion of a Non-Conforming Use2 

• Preliminary and Final Site Plan Approval 

 

Review Comments3 
 

1. Required Parking.  I offer the following: 

 

a. The site plan indicates a total parking requirement of 12 spaces based on 35 seats in the 

worship area of the chapel which is proposed to remain.  However, as reflected on the site 

plan and addressed in the 3/26/25 letter from the applicant’s attorney, Savo Schalk, and 

the 3/15/25 letter from the project engineer: the site will continue to contain a museum, 

which is currently under construction, that will be open for educational programs cultural 

events, or exhibits and which can accommodate 300 people.4  The Langan Engineering 

letter indicates the need for parking for 10 full-time employees.    

 

The Savo Schalk letter indicates that the museum was previously-approved “with no 

specific parking requirements.”  Assuming this true it was likely determined at that time that 

the museum was accessory to the significantly larger cultural center which was served by 

a nearly 400-space parking lot. 

 

However, with the removal of the cultural center and the nearly 400 space parking lot 

associated with it, it is not reasonable or appropriate to base the parking requirement for 

the site moving forward solely based on the 510 square foot chapel (particularly when the 

museum can accommodate many times more people than the chapel). 

 
2 Places of worship are not a permitted use in the B-I zone.  By law, the proposed reduction of the church 
site by virtue of the proposed subdivision constitutes an expansion of this non-conforming use 
necessitating a D(2) variance. 
3 It is requested that subsequent plan submittals be accompanied by a written description of the changes 
made compared to the prior submission.  Preferably, this would be accomplished by providing a response 
to each of the review comments with a description of the plan changes and where the plan changes can 
be found (e.g., sheet number).  If the plans have not been revised in response to a comment, the reason 
should be provided.  The number of copies of this written description should be commensurate with the 
number of revised plans. 
4 Schedule 4 of the Township ordinance would require 100 spaces (1 per 3 persons of occupancy) for 
similar uses (auditoriums and theaters). 
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In light of the above, the applicant has indicated in the 7/31/25 Langan letter that they 

intend to address this by requesting that the Board establish a parking require4ments for 

the use. The following is noted: 

 

o The Board can establish a parking requirement for the site.  Footnotes 3 and 4 of 

Schedule 4, Parking Requirements, allow the Board to establish parking requirements 

for uses not specifically indicated in the Schedule. 

 

Note 3: In the case of a use not specifically mentioned in the parking schedule, the 
requirements of off-street parking facilities for a use most similar, compatible or 
consistent with the use that is mentioned shall apply. 
 
Note 4: In the event that there is no similar, compatible or consistent use, off-street 
parking requirements shall be determined by the Board, based upon accepted 
industry standards. 

 

In my opinion, the bottom line is that the applicant needs to sufficiently address the 

practical parking demand for the site and demonstrate that the site plan will satisfy 

those demands.   

 

b. The Savo Schalk letter indicates that there is “additional parking located adjacent to the 

main church, which will be connected to the museum and Chapel by a footbridge, which 

was destroyed by hurricane Ida, and which will be rebuilt prior to the completion of the 

museum.”   The site plan does not address this thus I am not aware of the location of this 

footbridge or path nor the proximity of the parking lot adjacent to the main bridge (is it 

reasonable to assume that anyone would park at the main church and walk over to the 

museum?).  Would re-construction of the footbridge require certain environmental 

permitting?  The applicant should address the above through testimony and appropriate 

exhibits. 

 

2. Historic Preservation Corridor.  The property is located along Easton Avenue – across the 

street from the D&R Canal thus review by the Township Historic Commission is required.  The 

applicant should testify to the proceedings before the Historic Commission and what, if any, 

recommendations the Historic Commission made with respect to this application.  Similarly, the 

applicant should address whether a review has been conducted by the staff of the D&R Canal 

Commission and whether their staff has made any recommendations regarding the application. 

 

3. Tree Planting/ Replacement Requirements. The plan complies with Schedule 6 (which requires 

1 tree for every 2,000 square feet of paved surface) and the tree replacement requirements of 

Chapter 222. 

 

4. As a place of worship, the development is exempt from collection of Non-Residential 

Development Fees. 
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Figure 1: Site Location 

 
 

Figure 2: Site and Surrounding Area 
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Figure 3: Project Site and Adjoining Applications  

 
 

Figure 4: Project Site and Adjoining Applications 
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Figure 5: Proposed Subdivision (ZBA-25-00008) 
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memo  
TO: Christine Woodbury – Secretary to Franklin Township Planning and Zoning Boards  

FROM: Tara Kenyon, AICP/PP – Sustainability Coordinator, Franklin Township  

DATE: April 8, 2025 

RE: Comments from Franklin Township Environmental Commission  

Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the USA        

1950 Easton Avenue, Somerset         

(Block 469 – Portion of Existing Lot 1.06/Proposed Lot 1.09) 

File #: ZBA-25-00007 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

At its regularly scheduled meeting of May 5, 2025, the Franklin Township Environmental Commission (“EC’) reviewed 

plans and documents for the above-referenced project. The following comments are submitted for consideration by the 

Franklin Township Zoning Board of Adjustment:  

 

 The FTEC recommends that the applicant consider implementing a solar canopy for the parking lot. This will not 
impact parking but will provide a significant amount of solar energy generation on the property.  
 

 It is recommended that EV Charging Stations and Make-Ready parking spaces alternate by one parking space 

throughout the parking lot (example: parking space #1, #3, and #5 are prepared as Make-Ready parking spaces, 

or have an EV Charging Station installed. Parking spaces #2, #4, and #6 are not prepared for EV charging). This 

will allow multiple users to easily use the chargers without having to wait for a long period of time.  

 

 Pervious pavement is recommended to the maximum extent possible. This will reduce the amount of stormwater 

runoff and non-point source pollution loading, while also improving safety through the reduction of ponding and 

icing conditions created by increased stormwater runoff.  

 

 The EC requests that the applicant provide a list of amendments made to plans and supporting documents with all 
future resubmissions. This will assist the EC’s Site Plan Committee in its required review. 
 

Please contact me with any questions at Tara.Kenyon@franklinnj.gov or 848-203.1857. Thank you!  
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MEMO TO: Township of Franklin 

Zoning Board of Adjustment 
 
FROM:  Darren Mazzei, PE, CME 

Township Engineer’s Office  
 
DATE:  March 2, 2026 
 
RE: Syracuse 1950 Easton Avenue Owner, LLC  

Preliminary & Final Major Site Plan 
Report #3 
Engineering 
Block 469, Proposed Lot 1.08  
Davidson Avenue 
Franklin, New Jersey 
Our File: MFRZ0469.05/600.01 
Application # ZBA-25-00009 

 
As per your request, this office has reviewed the following documents relative to the above referenced preliminary and final site 
plan application: 

 
• Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Services, LLC, dated January 18, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 18, 2025; 
 

• ALTA/NSPS Land Title Survey, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, 
dated July 12, 2024, with a latest revision date of November 19, 2024; 

 
• Proposed Facility Architectural Floor Plan, as prepared by Nelco Architecture, Inc., dated January 8, 

2025, with no revisions; 
 

• Building Elevations Plan, as prepared by Nelco Architecture, Inc., dated January 15, 2025, with no 
revisions; 

 
• Stormwater Management Report, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, 

LLC, dated January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 18, 2025; 
 

• Stormwater Management Facilities Operation and Maintenance Manual, as prepared by Langan 
Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, dated January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of 
July 29, 2025; 

 
• Intersection and Traffic Signal Improvements Davidson Avenue and Executive Drive plan, as 

prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, dated January 17, 2025, with a 
latest revision date of July 23, 2025; 

 
• Final Geotechnical Engineering Study Report, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Services, LLC, dated January 10, 2025, with a latest revision date of January 12, 2026; 
 

• Traffic Impact Study, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC, dated 
January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 23, 2025; 

 
• Environmental Assessment, as prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, 

LLC, dated January 17, 2025, with a latest revision date of July 31, 2025; 
 

• Application Forms. 
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Page 2 of 9 
The following comments are offered with regard to same: 

 
A.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 

 
The site is located in the northwest corner of the tee intersection of Davidson Avenue and Executive 
Drive. The applicant is also before the Board to subdivide this property as part of Docket ZBA-25-00008. 
The proposed lot after subdivision will be 17.71 acres and is located in the B-I (Business and Industry) 
zone. The proposed lot contains the Ukrainian Cultural Center and 398 vehicle parking lot. The Cultural 
Center, parking lot and all site features are proposed to be removed. This application is currently 
proposing to construct a 258,150 sf building (253,150 sf warehouse and 5,000 sf office space), with 35 
truck docks and truck court to the south, 17 trailer parking spaces, and a parking lot totaling 162 spaces, 
with a passenger car access driveway along Davidson Avenue and a truck driveway entrance along 
Executive Drive. The applicant is proposing the following site improvements including but not limited 
to three (3) small-scale Bioretention Basins, two (2) large-scale Bioretention Basins, two (2) Pervious 
pavement areas with underdrain, and one (1) Pervious pavement area with infiltration to address NJDEP 
stormwater management rules, one (1) hot mix asphalt parking area, concrete curb, sidewalk, utilities, 
grading, lighting and landscaping. 
 
We defer the review of the zoning related issues to the Board Planner except where they may pertain to 
engineering issues. 
 

B.  GENERAL SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
 
1. Official street address shall be obtained from the Franklin Township 911 Coordinator.   

 
2. An Engineering Cost Estimate will be required once final plans are signed-off on by the Board. Upon 

approval, applicant shall provide appropriate bonds and Engineering inspection fees and attend a pre-
construction meeting, prior to the continuation of any site work. 

 
3. Note: A preconstruction meeting will not be scheduled until the developer/ site contractor provides a Fire 

Safety During Construction Plan Demonstrating Compliance with Chapter 33 of the International Fire Code. 
Should the Board act favorably on this application a copy of the Township’s, ‘Steps to a Construction 
Project’ will be provided. 

 
4. All fees shall be paid by the applicant at the time of adoption of a resolution of site plan approval for the cost 

of making upgrades and modifications to the Tax Maps and geographic information system (GIS) (§112-329) 
 
5. At the time the final plans are submitted for signature of the municipal officials, the applicant shall submit CAD- 

generated data files, prepared by a New Jersey licensed land surveyor, directly translatable into an identical 
image of the plan per the requirements of Ordinance §112-329. 

 
6. Note: No soil can be imported to or removed from the site until a Soil Importation or Exportation Permit has 

been obtained from the Township as required by the Ordinance. Soil removal shall be in accordance with 
§206 of the Ordinance.  Same should be noted on the site plan. 

 
7. Note: An As-Built Plan prepared by a licensed Land Surveyor is to be submitted to the Township 

prior to any Certificate of Occupancy inspection or the release of performance bonds.  Same should 
be noted on the site plan. 

 
8. Copies of any easements, exceptions, deviations, or liens on the property should be presented to the Board. 
 
9. Warehouses are not a permitted use withing the B-I zone. The applicant is before the Zoning Board 

for a use variance. 
 

10. In accordance with Ordinance §112-104.A, the length of the loading berth shall be at least 48 feet or 
shall be a length such that the horizontal distance from the front of a dock for back-in parking to the 
limiting boundary of the loading and unloading area shall not be less than twice the overall length of 
the longest vehicle expected to use the facility. The applicant’s engineer indicated a Tractor Trailer 
WB-67, which has a length of 73.5 feet, is proposed for use at the facility; therefore, the length of the 
loading berth shall be 147 feet. The applicant is proposing a length of 130 feet. A variance is required 
for same. 

 
The applicant provided a circulation plan demonstrating NJ Title 39 vehicle can make the turning 
movements without crossing over the adjacent dock parking stalls. The detail for the NJ Title 39 vehicle 
should be revised to indicate the length of the vehicle. 
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The Board has previously granted this variance on other applications; however, past applications did 
not include a driveway that enters the truck court head-on. The throat of the driveway is only 
approximately 30’ so if trucks are utilizing the truck court this leaves the potential of trucks queuing in 
the Executive Drive right-of-way. This office recommends that Executive Drive be vacated since the 
driveway will only be servicing this warehouse application and IDI Logistics, LLC, Docket ZBA-24-
00010. A shared driveway between the two applications is recommended. This will eliminate any 
concerns of trucks queuing within the public right-of-way. 
 

11. A variance is required for the truck court being in the 50’ wide front yard area. The applicant is 
proposing the truck court 20’ off of the front yard setback. The driveway lack of depth for the access 
driveway is due to the truck court (which requires a variance for length from 147’ to 130’, as noted in 
comment no. 11) being located in the front yard in conjunction with this variance request. 
 

12. A variance is required for the maximum width of the driveway. The maximum driveway width 
permitted is 36’; the applicant is proposing a 66’ wide driveway. 

 
13. This office defers to the Fire Prevention Officer as to the appropriate number of Fire Hydrants, Fire 

Department Connections, and their location. We defer to the Fire Prevention Officer regarding the 
need of ‘No Parking’ fire lane signage and striping. 

 
14. Sidewalk should be provided connecting the proposed ADA accessible ramps at the signalized 

intersection of Executive Drive and Davidson Avenue. The proposed 1:3 slope proposed in the 
northwest corner of the intersection is unacceptable because it will prevent the installation of a 
sidewalk.  The retaining wall around the bioretention basin should be raised further to a 
minimum of the first floor elevation of the proposed warehouse.  The Township does not want 
such a severe ‘bowl’ in this area. 

 
15. The applicant should perform a guide rail warrant analysis along the proposed retaining north of the 

warehouse, head on parking area to the north where the grade is 3:1, and the driveway aisle and 
basin to the west, to confirm clear zone requirements are satisfied. 

 
16. Revise the site plan to show the parking lot improvements proposed on the neighboring property, 

being proposed as part of Docket No.  ZBA-25-00007, as this application’s site driveways are based 
upon the coordinated projects. 

 
17. A permanent access and maintenance agreement between Lots 1.08 and 1.09 is required, providing 

access from the Church property through the warehouse property to Davidson Avenue. 
 
18. Provide a guide rail for the head-on vehicle parking at the proposed retaining wall.   
 
C. GRADING AND UTILITY COMMENTS 
 
1. Existing Stormwater Management System within Executive Drive should be removed. 

 
2. The fire service and water service should be split directly after the meter pit.  In addition, valves should be 

supplied just after the split so both lines can operate independently. 
 
3. Should the Board act favorably, final approval from the Township Water Department is required. 
 
4. The traffic signal plan should be reviewed with the Township Water Department as the proposed traffic 

signal equipment/ foundations are proposed over an existing water main along the Davidson Avenue right-
of-way. 

 
5. The applicant is proposing a utility room with a booster pump. It is unclear if the fire service line will be fed 

off of this pump. Clarification is required. Typically, the Fire Prevention Director does not permit fire service 
lines being fed by a pump due to excessive pressure. Clarification and approval from the Fire Prevention 
Director will be required.  This comment will be considered satisfied once approval from the Fire Prevention 
Director is obtained.   

 
6. The applicant is proposing a 4’ wall around Basin B2E with a top of wall elevation of 52’. The slopes to the 

basin from the intersection is 3:1 creating a ‘bowl’ with a proposed grade differential in excess 9’. The top 
of wall elevation should be raised.  Should the applicant’s engineer not intend to comply with this 
request then testimony should be provided to the Board justifying their position. 
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7. The utility pole relocation in the northwest corner of Executive Drive and Davidson Avenue shown on 
Drawing No. CU101 is unacceptable. The pole should be offset from the back of curb to avoid potential 
conflicts with trucks turning right into Executive Drive while traveling south along Executive Drive.  While 
this office defers to PSE&G for final location, typically 18” minimum separation is provided. 

 
8. Additional separation is required between parallel water lines entering the building. Revise plans as 

required. 
 
9. The Grading & Drainage Plan and Utility Plan should be revised to provide a utility crossing table. The 

applicant should provide in table format all sewer mains/ utility crossings (including lateral crossings) with 
corresponding clearances to reflect the avoidance of conflicts with other underground utilities.  If the 
applicant’s engineer chooses to display this information on the profiles, then dimensions should be 
provided noting the clearances and should indicate whether concrete cradles are required. 

 
10. Construction access easements will be required for proposed Lot 1.09, due to the removal of drainage, 

sanitary sewer and potential water services. 
 
11. Utility access and maintenance easements will be required for the proposed storm sewer and sanitary 

improvements on proposed Lot 1.09. 
 
12. The applicant should address the following general grading comments: 
 

a. The applicant has provided Blowup Insets for ADA Ramps.  We have the following comments: 
• Inset B 

1) Provide top of curb elevations.  The curb transitions should be further reviewed by the 
applicant’s engineer.  If the proposed dark line represents flush curb then the sidewalks at the 
ADA parking spaces are not ADA compliant, i.e. back of sidewalk is G 54.97, TDC? 54.42 
makes the cross slope 9.17%.  Additional information is required; 

2) Delineate all signage and EV station. 
• Inset C 

1) Delineate all signage. 
• Inset D 

1) Provide top of curb elevations.  The curb transitions should be further reviewed by the 
applicant’s engineer.  If the proposed dark line represents flush curb then the sidewalks at the 
ADA parking spaces are not ADA compliant, i.e. back of sidewalk is G 54.97, TDC? 54.42 
makes the cross slope 9.17%.  Additional information is required; 

2) Delineate all signage. 
• Inset E 

1) Handrails should be provided for the proposed steps and for the proposed ramp due to the 
proposed slope of 7.50%; 

2) Provide the dimension of the ramp.  It is unclear if curb is proposed on the outside of the ramp; 
3) 5’ x 5’ turning areas exclusive of handrails shall be provided. 

• Inset F 
1) Drainage arrows at the turning space from the on-site walkway are point in the wrong direction; 
2) Cast-in-place detectable warning surfaces are required at the driveway curb ramps at Davidson 

Avenue; 
3) Provide additional spot elevations along the curb line for further tie-in review; 
4) Label spot elevations at each corner of the 5’ x 5’ landings required at the top and bottom of 

each ramp; 
5) Curb ramps should start at the back of curb, where the detectable warning surface will be 

proposed in accordance with PROWAG guidelines. 
b. Label all top and bottom of wall elevations at all pc’s and pt’s; 
c. Provide tie-in elevations for all curb, sidewalk and pavement; 
d. Show existing spot elevations, delineated on the Title Survey, on the grading plan; 
e. Delineate the existing contours on Lot 1.07 so that the proposed grading contour tie-ins can be confirmed; 
f. ADA Ramp Detail A shown on Drawing No. KT103 0102, notes that the cross slope of the proposed of 

the ramp along Davidson Avenue 2.5% which is not ADA compliant. The cross slope should be reduced 
to a maximum slope of 2.0%; Revise the design accordingly; 

g. ADA Ramp Detail F shown on Drawing No. KT103 0102, notes that the cross slope of the proposed of 
the ramp along Davidson Avenue 3.2% which is not ADA compliant. The cross slope should be reduced 
to a maximum slope of 2.0%; Revise the design accordingly; 

h. All ADA Ramp Details on Drawing No. KT103 0102 should be revised to show existing grading contours 
spot elevations so grading tie-ins can be further reviewed.  The site plan for the warehouse proposes a 
1:3 slope which should be delineated on the intersection improvement plan, for further review; 
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i. Proposed grading contours are missing along the sidewalk tying into the existing grading along Davidson 
Avenue. 
 

The grading will be reviewed further in its entirety when the above has been addressed. 
 

D. LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING 
 

1. Applicant provided a tree removal plan to satisfy the requirements of Ordinance §222- Trees. This office 
defers to the Board Planner as to the adequacy of the tree replacement plan, as well as the adequacy of 
the proposed landscaping and buffering to adjacent properties, respectively. 

 
E. TRAFFIC 
 
1. The Applicant’s Engineer indicated that the Overall Levels of Service for the existing signalized 

intersection of Easton Avenue and Davidson Avenue are expected to be C or better for both the AM and 
PM Peak Hours under the No-Build and Build Conditions. 

 
2. The Applicant’s Engineer indicated that the Overall Levels of Service for the existing signalized 

intersection of Davidson Avenue and Executive Drive are expected to be C or better for both the AM and 
PM Peak Hours under the No-Build and Build Conditions. 

 
3. The Applicant’s Engineer indicated that the Levels of Service for the existing unsignalized intersection of 

Easton Avenue and the eastern site driveway are expected to be C or better for both the AM and PM 
Peak Hours under the No-Build and Build Conditions. 

 
4. The Applicant’s Engineer indicated that the Level of Service for the southbound site driveway at the 

unsignalized intersection of Davidson Avenue and the south site driveway is expected to be an E under 
Build Conditions during the PM Peak Hour. The Applicant’s Engineer should provide testimony on this 
issue. 

 
5. The Applicant’s Engineer proposes to construct improvements at the signalized intersection of Davidson 

Avenue and Executive Drive. It should be noted that approval and implementation of improvements at 
this signalized intersection should be a prerequisite condition prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy 
for the proposed warehouse. 

 
6. The Applicant’s Engineer calculates 150 parking spaces are required per ordinance § 112 Attachment 4.  

The applicant proposes 151 physical parking spaces are proposed; therefore, the parking demand has 
been met. 

 
The Applicant’s Engineer requires 6 ADA parking spaces with 1 of the 6 being van accessible, and 6 
ADA parking spaces with 1 of the 6 being van accessible are shown.  The ADA Parking demand 
has been met.  
 
The Applicant’s Engineer indicates that 7 make-ready parking spaces (including 1 accessible space) 
are required and that 7 are provided (including 1 accessible space). The EVSE parking demand has 
been met. However, locations of the EVSE equipment and signage should be provided 
demonstrating that the sidewalks will not be blocked.  Details for the EVSE equipment, pavement 
markings and signage should be provided. 

 
7. The Applicant’s Engineer proposes a traffic signal easement on the construction plans for the intersection 

of Davidson Avenue and Executive Drive, but there appears to be work proposed outside of that 
easement. The Applicant’s Engineer should pursue additional easements as necessary for that work. 
 

8. The Applicant’s Engineer indicates a W9-2(L) sign lane is a Left Lane Ends sign.  The description notes 
that the sign is ‘Lane Ends Merge Left’.  Coordination is required.  The signage should comply with the 
latest edition of the MUTCD. 

 
9. The Applicant’s Engineer does not propose pedestrian pushbuttons or pedestrian pushbutton signs for the 

crosswalk across Executive Drive. The Applicant’s Engineer should confirm that the walk symbol activates 
on every Davidson Avenue green phase. 

 
10. The Applicant’s Engineer should review the lateral distance between proposed traffic signal heads 1 and 2 

and the lateral distance between proposed traffic signal heads 4 and 5 as these distances appear to be 
shorter than 8 feet. The lateral distance between each of these traffic signal heads should be at least 8 feet 
as specified in the current MUTCD. The Applicant’s Engineer should review the lateral distances of the 
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proposed traffic signal heads and revise the plans, as necessary.  Provide additional dimensions for the 
renumbered traffic signal heads.   

 
11. The design and placement of all traffic signs and striping shall follow the requirements specified in the 

latest “Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways,” (MUTCD) published by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation and adopted by the N.J. Department of Transportation. 

 
12. Fire lanes and striping are subject to the approval of the Fire Subcode Official. 
 
13. Preemption should be included in the traffic signal design. Equipment will be specified by the Township.  

Should the Board act favorably on this application then Township Staff will review the preemption 
system specified for compliance with Township standards.   

 
14. Add a stop bar and stop sign at the driveways where the Church traffic intersects with the warehouse 

traffic. 
 
15. Relocate the ‘No Parking – Fire Lane’ signage on the other side of the staircase along the western side of 

the building.   
 
16. Should the Board act favorably, final approval from the Township Department of Public Works is required 

for the Davidson Avenue and Executive Drive traffic signal improvements. 
 

F. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT  
 

General 
 
1. The Applicant proposes constructing three (3) small-scale Bioretention Basins, two (2) large-scale Bioretention 

Basins, two (2) Pervious pavement areas with underdrain, and one (1) Pervious pavement area with infiltration 
to address stormwater quantity management, water quality, and recharge. 
 

2. The reference project has been reviewed in accordance with the Stormwater Management Rules NJAC 7:8 as 
amended July 17, 2023. 

 
3. The property in question is located within the Delaware and Raritan Canal Commission (DRCC) Review zone 

and is subject to DRCC regulations. The work is being proposed in the DRCC stream corridor easement. 
Approval from DRCC will be required. A copy of the DRCC approval must be provided to this office. 

 
4. The Applicant proposes to work in a regulated flood hazard area. A flood hazard area disturbance permit has 

been obtained from NJDEP for the regulated activity. A copy of the approved plans must be provided to this 
office. A note indicating the NJDEP file number and date of approval should be added to the overall site plan 
sheet (sheet CS100). 

 
5. The applicant has received a NJDEP Letter of Interpretation (LOI) for wetlands presence/absence.  A copy of 

the NJDEP stamped approved plan must be provided to this office.   
 
6. A NJDEP Freshwater Wetlands permit has been obtained for the proposed disturbance. A copy of the NJDEP 

Approved Stamped plans must be provided to this office. 
 
7. The Applicant must obtain a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Certification from the Somerset-Union Soil 

Conservation District. A copy of the certification must be provided to this office. 
 
8. The proposed development proposes more than 1 acre of land disturbance and must obtain a General Permit 

for Construction Activities from the NJDEP. A copy of the permit must be provided to this office. 
 
9. An executed Major Development Stormwater Summary (Attachment D of the Tier A MS4 NJPDES Permit) has 

been submitted to this office for review and approval. This will be reviewed upon completion of all geotechnical 
testing. 

 
10. Provide a Stormwater Maintenance Agreement for the stormwater system to ensure future maintenance. A 

sample agreement is available from the Engineering Department. 
 
11. A Conservation/Preservation Area shall be created in accordance with Ordinance §112-147 of the Franklin 

Township Land Development regulations. The Township preservation area boundary line shall be established 
using the most restrictive of the Stream Preservation Corridor and Wetlands Buffer. A map shall be supplied 
delineating the limits of the Conservation/Preservation Area with bearings and distances, and proposed 
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Preservation Area Marker locations. The Conservation/Preservation Area shown on sheet no. CS100 will be 
further reviewed once item no. E4 is addressed. 

 
12. Provide a Conservation/Preservation Area Easement Deed, with a metes and bounds description, of the 

Township preservation area boundary line created by satisfying Comment #11. The deed shall be submitted for 
review and approval prior to filing with the Somerset County Clerk’s Office. 

 
13. Preservation Area Markers shall either be set or bonded prior to the application sign-off. 
 
14. According to ordinance §330-7.T.(10), all storm sewer structures, including piping, basins, scour holes, rip-rap, 

and best management practices (BMPs), must be located at least 10 feet away from all property lines and right-
of-way lines. TD-101 and CB-102 must be relocated to comply with the ordinance. Improvements between 
proposed Lots 1.08 and 1.09 will be permitted contingent on a 20’ wide maintenance and access easement 
being provided benefitting both properties. 

 
Stormwater  
 
15. The location of all test pits excavated within the limits of the proposed BMPs should be shown on the Grading 

and Drainage Plan. The applicant’s engineer should provide the label for all test pits and the SHWT elevation on 
the Grading and Drainage Plan, as well. 

 
16. The construction detail for Pervious pavement on sheet CS503 must be revised to be site-specific and 

indicate the thickness of all layers and the size of the underdrains. 
 
17. Each Pervious pavement area must include at least two inspection ports, with a removable cap, in the storage 

bed, with its location shown on the plan. The inspection ports must be placed at least three feet from any edge 
and extend down 4 – 6 inches into the subsoil, and the depth of runoff for the water quality design storm must 
be marked upon each structure and its level included in the drainage report and the maintenance manual. The 
locations of inspection ports must be shown on the Drainage plan. 

 
18. Details of Pervious pavement inspection ports must be provided on construction plans and be traffic-rated. 
 
19. Per BMP Manual requirements, no standing water may remain in a Pervious pavement area 72 hours after a 

rain event.  The basin drain time has been provided but cannot be confirmed until after the 
permeability testing that has been performed at the most hydraulically restrictive layer is added to the 
drainage report. 

 
20. Pervious pavement basin B2C utilizes a design infiltration rate of 0.5 inches per hour. To justify the use of this 

rate, permeability testing must be conducted within the proposed footprint of the basin, and the test results 
must be provided for review. 

 
21. The stormwater report has been updated to include a summary table of design parameters for each 

Bioretention Basin, such as inflow area, water quality volume, basin area, filtration rate of soil media, 
separation from seasonal high groundwater table, drain time and demonstrate compliance with BMP design 
standards in NJ BMP Manual Chapter 9.7 or 10.1.  This table should be updated once additional 
geotechnical testing has occurred demonstrating compliance with Chapter 12 of the BMP. 

 
22. Site-specific construction detail for all Bioretention Basins has been provided in the plans. The detail should 

clearly depict all basin layers' specifications and corresponding elevations. Additionally, the detail should 
include the elevation of the seasonal high groundwater table, the soil bed permeability rate, and the proposed 
vegetation type (e.g., forested or grassed).  The detail should be revised to include the SHWT determined in 
accordance with Chapter 12 of the BMP.  As previously noted, a calculated SHWT will not be accepted.  In 
addition, the underdrain invert elevation and bottom of stone elevation appear to be incorrect for all 
Bioretention Basins. Revise accordingly. 

 
23. NJ BMP Manual indicates that plans should include inspection ports at the upstream and downstream end of 

the Bioretention Basin underdrain system. 
 
24. The Bioretention Basin must be equipped with an emergency spillway and should be designed to pass the 

100- year storm event, assuming the principal spillways are not working. A minimum of one ft. freeboard 
between the spillway design storm (100-year) water elevation and the top of the berm is required.  The 
spillway calculations could not be found in the stormwater report. 

 
25. In accordance with BMP Manual requirements, post-construction testing must be performed on the as-built 

Bioretention basins to ensure that the installed BMP functions as designed. Where as-built testing shows a 
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longer drain time than design drain time; corrective action must be taken, and the basin should be retested. 
Post- construction testing must include a determination of the permeability rates of the soil bed. A note should 
be included in the site plan stating this requirement. 

 
26. The basin routings for Bioretention basin B1A should account for tailwater from the Unknown tributary of the 

Raritan River located west of the property.  Remove all warnings from the routings for Bioretention basin 
B1A.  This comment will be reviewed further upon the comment above being resolved. 

 
27. Trash rack details should be provided for all outlet devices (orifices, weirs, overflow grates, etc.) shown on the 

proposed outlet structure. The trash rack should be in accordance with NJAC 7:8-5.7 and 7:8-6.2. 
 
28. The retaining wall around the Bioretention Basin must be waterproof.   Same is noted on the construction 

detail.   There is a note on the detail stating that there are additional details in the Geotechnical Report  
regarding the waterproofing.  Our office did not find additional information in the Geotechnical Report 
regarding same.  Please clarify. 

 
29. The stormwater conveyance system profiles should be revised to show the proposed retaining wall around 

the Bioretention Basins. 
 
30. The submitted groundwater mounding analysis indicates an 8-foot groundwater mound at the center of the 

porous pavement. Seven (7) test pits (LTP-1, FTP-11, FTP-12, FTP-13, FTP-14, LTP-3 and LTP-4), located 
within this area show interpreted seasonal high water elevations based on the excavation depth elevation 
between 40.8 feet and 45.8 feet, respectively, while the proposed porous pavement bottom elevation is 43.00 
feet. These elevations suggest that the modeled groundwater mound extends above the basin bottom. 
Additional geotechnical borings and supporting data have been performed.  This office will evaluate same 
once the additional information is added to the site plan and drainage report.   

 
31. The site’s groundwater recharge requirement is proposed to be met through the infiltration basin. An NJDEP 

Recharge Spreadsheet has been included in the report; however, it will be re-evaluated once the outstanding 
comments related to the infiltration basin design and groundwater mounding analysis have been addressed. 

 
32. In accordance with Township ordinance §330-7.T.10, all storm sewer structures, piping, basin and BMPs shall 

be offset a minimum of 10' from all property and right of way lines.  Trench drain TD-101 should be 
relocated outside of the Davidson Avenue right-of-way.  Council approval would be required for this 
structure; which will not be recommended by this office.  

 
33. Approval from Buckeye pipeline is required for the 36” HDPE that is crossing the 16” Buckeye Petroleum 

Transmission Pipe Line and the 20” Buckeye Petroleum Transmission Pipe Line, respectively. 
 
34. Revise the Pervious Paver System With Infiltration detail on sheet no. CS506 to eliminate the impermeable 

liner around all sides.  Filter fabric should be installed in accordance with the BMP requirements. 
 
35. The applicant submitted a Pervious Paver System With Infiltration detail.  The projected 10 year storm WSE 

appears to be incorrect.  A full site specification detail is required including thickness of pervious asphalt, 
thickness of choker stone, top/bottom elevations of choker stone, top elevation of pervious asphalt.  Per the 
BMP filter fabric is permitted along the sides of the storage bed; however, fabric is not permitted along the 
bottom of the storage bed. List the range of the storage bed thickness on the detail. 

 
36. The water quality storm elevations listed on the porous pavement details are inconsistent with the stormwater 

report.  Document coordination is required. 
 
37. The grate elevation for OCS-209, OCS-219, OCS-223 and OCS-231 are not consistent between the drainage 

plan, construction detail and stormwater report.  Plan coordination is required.  
 
Operation and Maintenance Manual (O&MM) 
 
38. As per NJDEP BMP Manual Ch. 8, the maintenance plan should include approved disposal and recycling sites 

and procedures for sediment, trash, debris, and other material removed from stormwater management 
measures during maintenance operations. This information should be added to the plan. 

 
39. As per NJDEP BMP Manual Ch. 8, maintenance plans should include procedures and equipment required to 

protect the safety of inspection and maintenance personnel. This information should be added to the O&MM 
plan. 
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Memo to Franklin Zoning Board of Adjustment 
Syracuse 1950 Easton Avenue Owner, LLC  
File: MFRZ0469.05 
March 2, 2026 
Page 9 of 9 

Environmental Impact Statement 
 
40. EIS should be updated to include the following documents in the appendix. 

a. A copy of the wetlands LOI and approved plan; 
b. A copy of the Flood Hazard Area Permit and approved plan. 

 
G. MISCELLANOUS 
 
1. Revise/Add the following details based on Franklin Township standard details: 

 
a. Township Water Meter Pit detail is not legible on sheet no. CS505; 
b. The ADA Accessible Ramp detail is noted as a ‘Franklin Township Detail’.  It is not a standard Township 

detail.  In addition, the detectable warning surface should be installed adjacent to the flush curb; 
c. Revise the Accessible Parking Stall Detail to indicate whether a bollard mounted sign is proposed.  If a 

bollard mounted sign is not proposed then a concrete bumper block protecting the signage is required; 
d. All sanitary sewer details shall be submitted directly to the Franklin Township Sewerage Authority for 

review and approval – Comment Only 
 

The Applicant is required to obtain either approvals or letter of no interest from the following agencies: 
 

  Outside Agencies: 
• Delaware Raritan Canal Commission 
• Somerset County Planning Board 
• Somerset-Union Soil Conservation District 
• New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection – Permits issued on 2025.09.11 & 2025.09.30 
• Buckeye Pipeline 

 
Township Departments: 
• Franklin Township Fire Department 
• Franklin Township Police Department 
• Franklin Township Sewerage Authority 
• Somerset County Health Department 

 
Resubmittal of Application Materials.  As required by the Zoning Board of Adjustment By-laws, resubmittal of 
application materials (e.g., plans, reports, etc.) made in response to Board and/or staff reviews and/or 
comments, shall be accompanied by a written description of the changes made compared to the prior 
submission.  In the case of staff reports, this shall be accomplished by providing a response to each of the 
review comments with a description of the plan changes and where the plan changes can be found (e.g., 
sheet or page number). If the application materials have not been revised in response to any such comment, 
the reason for the non-change shall be provided.  The number of copies of this written description should be 
commensurate with the number of revised plans and shall be provided in digital form (in .pdf format). The 
Engineering Department reserves the right to make additional comments based upon the submission of 
revised plans or testimony presented to the Board. 
 
Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact this office. 
 
DM/dm 
cc:    Zoning Board Secretary 
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FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP POLICE 
TRAFFIC SAFETY BUREAU 

 
 
 
 
TO:  F.T. Zoning Board 
 
FROM: Ofc. Ryan Ellington 
 
DATE:  September 22, 2025 
 
SUBJECT: ZBA-25-00009       Ukrainian Orthodox 
 

  1950 Easton Ave, Somerset NJ 

 
BLOCK:   469  LOT(S):  1.08  
 
 
I have reviewed the above captioned subject plans and have no comments at this time.  
 
 
This office reserves the right to make additional comments based on future submissions 
and/or testimony before the Board. 
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Memorandum 

To:      Planning/Zoning Department 

From:  Rashida Boima, REHS, MPH-Consumer Health Program Coordinator  

Date:   September 2, 2025 

Re:      ZBA-25-00009-Syracuse 1950 Easton Ave. Owner, LLC-Davidson Ave. (warehouse)   

 Block: 469, Lot: 1.08 

 
As per the applicant, the trash will be managed by using a compactor located within one of 
the dock positions to be confirmed once a tenant is identified. Tenant must ensure the 
compactor is of sufficient size and properly maintained.  
 
The  Health Department has no objection to this proposal or application.   
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August 25, 2025 
 

To: Board of Adjustment 
 
From: John Hauss, Director 
 Fire Prevention 
 
 
Re: Docket # ZBA 25-00009 
 Syracuse 1950 Easton Avenue Owner LLC 
 Ukrainian Orthodox Church of U.S.A. 
 Davidson Avenue 
 Block: 469 Lot: proposed 1.08 
 
 
The revised plans satisfactorily address our previous comments. 

 
We reserve the right to make additional comments based upon the submission of 
revised plans or testimony presented to the Board. 
 

Franklin Township 
In Somerset County 
 

OFFICE OF FIRE PREVENTION 

Municipal Building 
475 DeMott Lane, Somerset, NJ 08873-6704 

 

Phone: 732-873-2500 Ext. 6303      Fax: 732-873-0804 
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MMEEMMOORRAANNDDUUMM  
 

To:  Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 
From:  Mark Healey, PP, AICP 

Director of Planning/ Senior Zoning Officer 
 
Date:  August 15, 2025 
 
RE:  Syracuse 1950 Easton Avenue Owner, LLC (ZBA-25-00009) 

D(1) Use Variance; Preliminary and Final Site Plan, “c” Variances  

135 Davidson Avenue; Block 469, Lot 1.06 (proposed lot 1.08)1  

   

 

As requested, I have reviewed the application materials listed below and issue the following report 

for the Board’s consideration: 

o 30-sheet set of site plans prepared by Langan Engineering NJ. LLC last revised 7/18/25 

o 19-sheet set of Intersection and Traffic Signal Improvements prepared by Langan Engineering 

NJ. LLC revised 7/23/25 

o 2-sheet set of architectural drawings prepared by Nelco Architecture, Inc. dated 1/8/25 and 

1/15/25 

o 6-sheet survey prepared by Langan Engineering NJ. LLC last revised 7/17/25 

o Letter from Langan Engineering dated 7/31/25 addressing prior review comments 

 

Site Description  
 

The overall project site is located along the westerly side of Davidson Avenue and is bounded by 

Executive Drive to the south and Easton Avenue to the north.   The site is currently occupied by the 

national headquarters of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the USA which includes the Ukrainian 

History and Education Center, Saint Sophia Seminary and Library and administrative offices.  The 

westerly portion of the site contains a stream, wetlands and associated regulated buffers.  A 

buckeye pipeline also traverses this portion of the site.  The site is located within the B-I (Business & 

Industry) zone.  

 
1 Applicants represented by attorneys, engineers and/or architects (or other such professionals) are 
expected to use the video display system available in Council Chambers to project hearing exhibits. Use 
of the video display systems greatly improves visibility of these exhibits for the Board, the public and the 
Township’s video broadcast of the hearing. In order to use the video display system, please bring a 
computing device capable of utilizing a HDMI connection. A cable is provided, however adapters are not 
so please make sure you have the required adaptors to connect to HDMI if necessary. 

Franklin Township 

 Somerset County, New Jersey 
 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
Planning – Zoning – Affordable Housing 

Planning Board – Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 

 

Municipal Building 
475 DeMott Lane 

Somerset, NJ 08873 
732.873.2500 

Fax: 732.873.0844 
www.franklintwpnj.org 
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Figures at the end of this memorandum show the location of the site as well as the nature of the 

surrounding area which consists of:   

• North (on the opposite side of Easton Avenue): Delaware and Raritan (D&R) Canal State 

Park and the Raritan River 

• East (on the opposite side of Davidson Avenue): Office building and multi-story hotel 

• South (on the opposite side of Executive Drive): Three vacant multi-story office buildings; 

side of IDI Logistics LLC (ZBA-24-00010) which proposes construction of a 212,500 square 

foot warehouse (access proposed via Executive Drive, beyond that is I-287 and warehouse, 

office and light industrial uses along Davidson Avenue. That application was recently 

approved by the ZBA.  

• West: St. Andrew Ukrainian Orthodox Cemetery, beyond that is a large single-family 

residential neighborhood 

 

Associated Applications  
 

The overall project site is the subject of three applications (refer to figures at the end of this 

memorandum for location/context): 

 

• ZBA-25-00008 (Subdivision): Subdivision of the current 32.6 site into two lots: proposed lot 

1.08 (17.7 acres) upon which is proposed construction of a new warehouse under ZBA-25-

00009 and proposed lot 1.09 (14.9 acres) which would contain certain existing church 

facilities to remain (ZBA-25-00007.  Review of that application is contained in another 

memorandum. 

 

• ZBA-25-00007 (Church Site Plan): Site modifications (including parking lot and access 

modifications) associated with retention of the certain exiting church facilities (existing church 

and seminary).  Review of that application is contained in another memorandum. 

 

• ZBA-25-00009 (Warehouse Site Plan):  see description below 

 

Project Description  
 

The proposal consists of: 

• demolition of the Ukrainian Cultural Center and associated parking lot and redevelopment of 

the site with a 258,150 square foot warehouse.   

• a 151-space car parking area would be located to the north of the proposed warehouse with 

access proposed via Davidson Avenue.   

• a 35-berth loading area is proposed on the southerly side of the building and would be 

accessed via Executive Drive.   

• two (2) drive-in doors into the warehouse to “provide convenient access for vehicles, such as 

forklifts and pickup trucks, to move between the truck court and the warehouse floor” 

• a 17-space trailer parking is proposed to the rear of the warehouse space. 

• additional associated site modifications would include stormwater facilities, grading, lighting, 

landscaping and utility modifications. 
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• intersection and traffic signal improvements at the Davidson Avenue/ Executive Drive 

intersection 

 

Requested/ Required Approvals 

 

• D(1) Use Variance: Warehouses are not a permitted use in the B-1 zone2 

• Preliminary and Final Site Plan Approval 

• “C” Variances: 

o Front Yard (No Loading Permitted) – Loading area proposed in required 50-foot front 

yard facing Executive Drive – Front yard along Executive Drive is proposed at 20-feet in 

width (where 50 feet is required) 

o Max. Driveway Width: 36 feet permitted – 66 feet proposed (truck driveway on Executive 

Drive) 

o Min. Loading Area Depth: 147 feet required – 130 feet proposed 

 

Review Comments3 
 

1. D(1) Use Variance.  As a D(1) use variance, the applicant would need to demonstrate to the 

Board's satisfaction that the use would advance a purpose of zoning (e.g., promotion of the 

general welfare) or that refusal of the project would impose an undue hardship on the 

applicant. If the applicant seeks to address the matter as a hardship issue, the applicant would 

need to prove that the site cannot reasonably be developed with a conforming use. In order to 

address the general welfare issue, the applicant must demonstrate that the proposed site is 

particularly suited for the proposed use. 

 

With respect to the negative criteria, the applicant must prove that the variance can be granted 

without substantial detriment to the public good including consistency with the character of the 

surrounding area. In addition, the applicant must prove that grant of the variance would not be 

inconsistent with the intent and purpose of the master plan and zoning ordinance (e.g., they 

must reconcile the proposed use variance with the zoning ordinance's omission of the use from 

those permitted in the zoning district). 

 

2. “C” Variances. 

 

a. Front Yard Setback (Parking and Loading).  As addressed above, the site plan proposes 

portions of the loading areas within the required 50-foot wide front yard along Executive 

Drive.  It is further noted §112-33.6.C, Design of business and industry uses, indicates that 

 
2 A complete application was submitted after the effective date of Ordinance No. 4391-22 which 
eliminated warehouse use as a conditionally permitted use in the B-I zone. Therefore, a D(1) use 
variance is required (for a use not permitted in the zone). 
3 It is requested that subsequent plan submittals be accompanied by a written description of the changes 
made compared to the prior submission.  Preferably, this would be accomplished by providing a response 
to each of the review comments with a description of the plan changes and where the plan changes can 
be found (e.g., sheet number).  If the plans have not been revised in response to a comment, the reason 
should be provided.  The number of copies of this written description should be commensurate with the 
number of revised plans. 
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loading docks, truck parking and other service functions should be located in a manner that 

minimizes their view from adjoining roadways. 

 

Thus, contrary to applicable design standards, the application proposes a loading area 

facing a public roadway (Executive Drive) and proposes less than the required front yard 

area (20 feet where 50 feet is required) which area could be used to screen the loading 

area from the public street.    

 

b. Loading Area Depth and Driveway Width Variances.  I defer to the reviewing engineer 

regarding these variances.   

 

3. Site Plan Comments. 

 

a. Executive Drive/ Pending Application to the South.  As indicated above, the ZBA recently 

approved an application for a warehouse on the property to the south of Executive Drive, 

IDI Logistics LLC, ZBA-24-00010, which proposes construction of a 212,500 square foot 

warehouse). Like this application the loading area for that development would be accessed 

solely via Executive Drive. If both developments are approved then these developments 

would be the only sites accessing this roadway with the Township remaining responsible 

for maintenance and snow removal of the road.  Similar to that required for ZBA-24-00010, 

if this application is approved, it is recommended that the Board condition the approval 

upon evaluation of vacating the road (and making the one or both of the property owners 

responsible for its maintenance, etc.).  Other issues that might need to addressed include 

proper coordination between the plans (e.g., alignment of the curb cuts, sidewalks, 

intersection/ signal improvements, etc.). Further, if the road is vacated, perhaps the portion 

of the roadway beyond the curb cuts (including the cul-de-sac) could be removed thereby 

reducing impervious coverage 

 

b. Design of Business and Industry Uses. 

 

1) Section 112-33.6.A. indicates that the front yard should be attractively landscaped.   

 

Executive Drive 

This design standard is not satisfied along Executive Drive where variance relief is 

required for placement of the loading area within the 50-foot front yard (20-feet 

proposed). 

 

Davidson Avenue 

While the site plan complies with the minimal 50-foot front yard along Davidson 

Avenue with landscaping proposed in the required front yard, it is noted that the 

application proposed on the opposite side of Executive Drive (IDI Logistics LLC, ZBA-

24-00010) proposes a very large landscaped front yard which significantly exceeds 

that proposed in this application.  That application proposes a front yard which ranges 

from 149-feet to 224-feet (compared to 50 feet with this application).   A comparison of 

the relative setbacks (and landscaped front yards) between the two applications is 
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provided in Figure 5.  If the Board is inclined to consider approval of the application 

(including the request D(1) use variance) I would suggest that the Board require similar 

along the site’s Davidson Avenue frontage. 

 

2) In my opinion, the site plan partially complies with Section 112-33.6.B which 

recommends providing landscaping within the interior of the site in the form of 

landscape islands since several such islands are proposed.  However, in order to fully 

comply, each island should contain a shade tree. The Langan letter indicates that “to 

the extent practical, the landscape islands provide shade trees. Landscape islands 

above underground basins do not include trees because these areas have minimal 

depth for root growth due to the underlying structure.” However it is noted that: (1) not 

one island contains a tree (whether about the underground basin or not); and (2) the 

applicant has chosen to place the underground basin in the parking lot which has 

created this limitation in the first place. 

 

3) Section 112-33.6.C indicates that loading docks, truck parking and other service 

functions should be located in a manner that minimizes their view from adjoining 

roadways. 

 

Executive Drive 

The site plan does not comply with this design standard with respect to Executive Drive 

since the loading area faces this roadway and is located within the required 50-foot 

front yard (20 foot front yard proposed along Executive Drive). 

 

Davidson Avenue 

While respect to Davidson Avenue, it is recommended that the application present 

exhibit(s) demonstrating the visibility (or lack thereof) of the loading area from 

Davidson Avenue.  It is noted that that the applicant proposes to wrap the building 

around the loading area equal to the 60-foot depth of the loading stalls which should 

reduce visibility and has proposed an 8-foot tall screen wall to the southeast of the 

loading area.  

 

4) At the hearing the applicant should address Section 112-33.6.D which indicates that 

the side of the building facing and visible from adjoining roadway(s) should be 

designed and finished in an attractive manner and should present architecturally as the 

front of the building. 

 

5) At the hearing the applicant should address Section 112-33.6.E which indicates that 

mechanical equipment should be screened from view from adjoining roadways. In such 

instances, screening should be architecturally integrated with the building through 

materials, color, texture, shape, size, and with design features, such as facade 

parapets. 

 

6) At the hearing the applicant should provide testimony addressing compliance with 

Section 112-33.6.F indicates that applications should take into consideration 
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nonautomotive modes of transportation (e.g., bicycle parking and sidewalks within the 

site and along the street). 

  

7) At the hearing the applicant should provide testimony addressing compliance with 

Section 112-33.6.I which requires that the building be solar-ready. 

 

c. Stream Corridor Preservation Ordinance.  The site plan proposes disturbance in the 

stream corridor preservation area in the form of stormwater piping and discharge.  This 

disturbance requires a waiver from Section 112-228.D., Hardship Waiver.  The applicant 

needs to justify the waiver per Section 112-228.D(1) (e.g., the explanation provided in the 

7/31/25 Langan letter). 

 

d. Tree Planting Requirement. The plan complies with Schedule 6 which requires 1 tree for 

every 2,000 square feet of paved surface (87 trees required – 231 trees of qualifying size 

proposed). 

 

e. Tree Replacement Requirements. Per Chapter 222 the site plan calculates a tree 

replacement requirement of 577 trees.  With 231 trees of qualifying replacement size 

proposed, the remaining replacement value would be 346.  If additional trees cannot be 

placed on site the amount would need to be addressed via payment-in-lieu per the 

ordinance. 

 

f. Other Site Plan Comments. 

 

1) The property is within 1000-feet of the D&R Canal thus review by the Township 

Historic Commission is required.  The applicant should testify to the proceedings 

before the Historic Commission and what, if any, recommendations the Historic 

Commission made with respect to this application.  

 

Similarly, the applicant should address whether a review has been conducted by the 

staff of the D&R Canal Commission and whether their staff has made any 

recommendations regarding the application. 

 

2) The plans propose to cross the Buckeye gas transmission line4 easement for the 

construction of stormwater piping.   The applicant needs to provide proof of necessary 

approval from Buckeye. 

 

3) I defer to the reviewing engineer regarding the sufficiency of the signage prohibiting 

trucks from traversing the car parking lot/ curb cut. 

 

4) The development will be subject to the collection of Non-Residential Development 

Fees equal to 2.5% of equalized assessed value. 

 

 
4 The site plan shows a proposed compliant setback of 123 feet to the pipeline where 100 feet minimum is 
required. 
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Figure 1: Site Location 

 
 

Figure 2: Site and Surrounding Area 

 
 

 

 

Figure 3: Project Site and Adjoining Applications  
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Figure 4: Project Site and Adjoining Applications 
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Figure 5: Davidson Avenue Frontage 
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Figure 6: Proposed Subdivision (ZBA-25-00008) 
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memo  
TO: Christine Woodbury – Secretary to Franklin Township Planning and Zoning Boards  

FROM: Tara Kenyon, AICP/PP – Sustainability Coordinator, Franklin Township  

DATE: April 8, 2025 

RE: Comments from Franklin Township Environmental Commission  

Syracuse 1950 Easton Avenue Owner, LLC         

1950 Easton Avenue, Somerset        

(Block 469 – Lot 1.08) 

File #: ZBA-25-00009 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

At its regularly scheduled meeting of March 17, 2025, the Franklin Township Environmental Commission (“EC’) 

reviewed plans and documents for the above-referenced project. The following comments are submitted for 

consideration by the Franklin Township Zoning Board of Adjustment:  

 

 According to the Solar Ready Warehouses Law (NJSA 52:27D-123.19), effective July 1, 2022, all warehouses 
composed of 100,000 square-feet or greater are to be constructed as solar-ready buildings. To comply, a 
warehouse must set aside a minimum of 40% of its proposed roof area for future installation of solar photovoltaic 
or solar thermal system. As such, the applicant must set aside a minimum 40% of its roof area (approximately 
103,260 square feet) and depict that clearly on the plans. 
 

 It is recommended that EV Charging Stations and Make-Ready parking spaces alternate by one parking space 

throughout the parking lot (example: parking space #1, #3, and #5 are prepared as Make-Ready parking spaces, 

or have an EV Charging Station installed. Parking spaces #2, #4, and #6 are not prepared for EV charging). This 

will allow multiple users to easily use the chargers without having to wait for a long period of time.  

 
 The EC recommends that the site be prepared for future electrified trucks and tractor trailers by installing 200- 

kilowatt EV charging capacity per bay. In the future, this will allow the warehouse to meet the needs of electrified 

trucks, thereby attracting occupants who choose to incorporate sustainable practices into their operations. 

 

 Because of the proximity to the Ukrainian Church, the EC recommends that the applicant consider allowing the EV 

Charging Stations installed be made available for use by the staff and congregation, especially when religious 

services are in session. This may require investigation of safe access from the Ukrainian Church to the subject 

site, as well as consideration about promotion and fees related to the EV Charging Stations. This potential 

partnership will allow for the extension of the EV charging network, ultimately promoting the use of electric vehicles 

and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  

 

 The application shows that all 362 trees existing on the site will be removed from the property. The applicant then 

proposes to replace 407 of the required 542 trees on the site, leaving a deficit of 135 replacement trees to be 

mitigated through a contribution to the Franklin Township Shade Tree Fund. The EC recommends that more trees 

be preserved and/or replanted onsite. Any trees replaced onsite should be replaced with tree species that are 

native to New Jersey. 
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 Anti-idling signs should be placed at various locations around the site, specifically at the entrance and exits of the 

site, at every 4th loading dock, and on the door and/or window of the office. Signage should also be placed in 

consistent increments across the parking spaces 

 
 The EC requests that the applicant provide a list of amendments made to plans and supporting documents with all 

future resubmissions. This will assist the EC’s Site Plan Committee in its required review. 
 

Please contact me with any questions at Tara.Kenyon@franklinnj.gov or 848-203.1857. Thank you!  

142

mailto:Tara.Kenyon@franklinnj.gov

	Board of Adjustment  Agenda
	BOA -  3-5-2026.doc
	BOA - 04-2-2026.doc
	D&R    09.18.25.pdf
	historic report  09.11.25  ok.pdf
	FTSA report   05.09.25  ok.pdf
	TRC report   07.08.25.pdf
	Police report #2    06.17.25  ok.pdf
	Planner report  05.27.25  ng.pdf
	Fire prevention report  05.15.25  ok.pdf
	Health Department report  05.09.25   ok.docx
	EC report   05.08.25   ng.docx
	SCPB   04.29.26.pdf
	Engineer report #3  03.02.26   ng.pdf
	D&R    09.18.25.pdf
	SCPB   07.14.25.pdf
	FTSA report     05.08.25  ng.pdf
	Police repot   #2  09.22.25   ok.pdf
	Health Department report #2  09.02.25  ok.docx
	Fire Prevention report #2  08.25.25  ok.docx
	Planner report  #2  08.14.25   ng.pdf
	EC report   05.08.25  ng.docx
	historic report  09.11.25  ok.pdf
	Engineer (DM) repoart #3   03.01.26  ng.pdf
	D_R__09.15.25.pdf
	SCPB__06.24.25.pdf
	Police report #3   09.22.25  ok.pdf
	Health Department report #2  09.02.25  ok w-comm.docx
	Fire Prevention report #2  ok.docx
	Planner report  #2  08.15.25  ng.pdf
	FTSA report   05.09.25  ng.pdf
	EC report   04.08.25   ng.docx

