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Amended Preliminary and Final Site Plan plus Relief of Condition in which the applicant is
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proposing construction of a 19,350sqft place of worship at 630 South Middlebush Road,
Somerset;  Block  37.02  Lot  46.03  in zone A    

                              

DL       10/22/2026

 

https://www.franklintwpnj.org/committees-commissions/zoning-board-of-
adjustment/application-material/tawheed-dahwah-center-zba-24-00017/-fsiteid-1#!/

CARRIED to OCTOBER 22, 2026 – no further notification required   

 

THIS MATTER WILL BE HEARD AT 6:30PM  AT 475 DeMOTT LANE, SOMERSET IN THE
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

 EC report 02.17.26 ng.docx
 TRC REVISED report 09.10.26.pdf
 SCPB 09.08.26.pdf
 D&R 03.17.25.pdf
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   TOWNSHIP OF FRANKLIN 
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

COUNTY OF SOMERSET, NEW JERSEY 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
September 17, 2026 

 
This Regular Meeting of the Township of Franklin Zoning Board of Adjustment was held at the 
Municipal Building, 495 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, Alan Rich, Gary 

Rosenthal, Robert Shepherd, Michael Dougherty, Kunal Lakhia, Peter 
March and Chairman Thomas 

 
ABSENT: None 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Mr. Eric Bernstein, Board Attorney, Mark Healey, Planning Director, and 

Christine Woodbury, Planning & Zoning Secretary 

 
MINUTES: 
 

 Regular Meeting – July 16, 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: Ms. Bethea, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Rich, Mr. Rosenthal, Vice Chair Shepherd, Mr. 

March, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 
RESOLUTIONS: 
 

 Judy Rosier / ZBA-26-00006 
 
Ms. Bethea made a motion to approve the Resolution, as submitted.  Mr. Rosenthal seconded 
the motion, and the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Rich, Mr. Rosenthal, Vice Chair Shepherd, Mr. 

March, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
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 Josh Taubenslag / ZBA-26-00012 
 
Mr. Rosenthal made a motion to approve the Resolution, as submitted.  Ms. Bethea seconded 
the motion, and the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Rich, Mr. Rosenthal, Vice Chair Shepherd, Mr. 

March, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 

 Iglesia Christiana Refugio, Inc / ZBA-26-00001 
 
Mr. Rosenthal made a motion to approve the Resolution, as submitted.  Ms. Bethea seconded 
the motion, and the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Rich, Mr. Rosenthal, and Chairman 

Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 
HEARINGS: 
 

 THE LIGHT OF CHRIST INTERNATIONAL FELLOWSHIP MINISTRIES, INC / ZBA-
26- 00018 

 
D Variance in which the Applicant is proposing to use vacant space as a place of worship at 
60 Millstone Road, Somerset; Block 135.01, Lots 21-22, 26-28, in the Hamilton Business 
District (HBD) Zone - MEETING DATE WILL BE ANNOUNCED WITH RENOTICING. 
 

DL - 11/01/26 
 
 

 RARITAN VALLEY HABITAT FOR HUMANITY / ZBA-26-00013 
 
Ms. Carly Clinton, Esq., Attorney, appearing before the Board on behalf of the Applicant, 
Raritan Valley Habitat for Humanity.  She stated that they were before the Board that evening 
seeking a” C” Variance in which the Applicant was proposing the construction of a 100% 
affordable, single-family home at 168 Churchill Avenue, Somerset; Block 95, Lot 12, in an R-
10 Zone and was currently vacant and owned by the Township. 
 
Ms. Clinton then indicated that the Applicant entered into a development agreement with the 
Township to govern the Applicant’s acquisition and development of the property for affordable 
housing purposes and was also included in the Township’s fourth round Housing Element and 
Fair Share Plan.  Ms. Clinton stated that the property had two (2) pre-existing, none-
conformities from the Township of Franklin code for which the Applicant sought variance 
approval as part of the Application that evening.  She detailed those by stating that the first 
was to permit thee minimum lot area in the amount of 9,750 sq. ft. where the minimum lot 
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area required was 10,000 square ft.  The second variance was to permit the lot frontage along 
Churchill Avenue of 50 ft. where the minimum lot frontage required was 100 ft.  Ms. Clinton 
stated that the Applicant was not requesting any new variance relief in connection with this 
Application or in connection with the construction of the single-family residence.  She then 
also made the Board aware that the Applicant understood that for a hardship variance 
involving an undersized lot that the Applicant should try to sell to a neighbor or purchasing a 
neighboring property before obtaining a variance.  She stated that in this case, the Township 
owned the property and not the Applicant, with the surrounding lots were also undersized and 
would create an even more non-conformity for that other lot.   
 
Ms. Clinton then discussed the reports and memorandums received in conjunction with the 
Application, to include the Technical Review Committee (TRC) report, dated July 15, 2026 as 
well as the Environmental Commission memorandum, dated July 21, 2026. 
 
Mr. Thomas Fick, Professional Engineer and employed with Carroll Engineering, 
Hillsborough, NJ, came forward and was sworn in.  The Board accepted his qualifications.  
Mr. Fick indicated that his office prepared the Variance Plan submitted to the Board.  Mr. Fick 
then proceeded to describe the location of the property, the surrounding uses, and existing 
conditions.  Mr. Fick then entered into the record as Exhibit A-1, with Ms. Clinton handing out 
a paper copy of the exhibit for the Board’s edification.  Mr. Fick indicated that what they were 
looking at was an aerial exhibit, dated September 14, 2026, prepared by himself and was 
generally a location aerial map showing the subject property in relation to the surrounding 
community.  As stated earlier, Mr. Fick indicated that the property was located on Churchill 
Avenue and opposite Wheeler Place in an R-10 Zone.  He noted that the lot size was 50 ft. 
wide by 190 ft. long for a total area of 9,750 sq. ft. where 10,000 sq. ft. was the minimum lot 
area in the zone, thus resulting in an existing non-conformity.  He then added that the 
required lot frontage in the zone was 100 ft. where the existing lot only had a frontage of 50 
ft., also an existing non-conformity.  He then told the Board that no other variances were 
being requested with the Application.   
 
Mr. Fick then introduced the next exhibit, Exhibit A-2, and Ms. Clinton also passed out copies 
of the exhibit to the Board members.  Mr. Fick described what was shown in the exhibit and 
that it was a colorized version of the Site Plan that had been presented to the Board, dated 
September 14, 2026, and prepared by himself for the purposes of the hearing that evening.  
Mr. Fick then explained that what was shown on the left-hand side of the exhibit represented 
the existing conditions on the site, which was a vacant lot and predominantly wooded.  He 
then discussed with the Board that the Applicant was proposing a one (1)-story, three (3) 
bedroom ranch home which was noted on the right-hand side of the exhibit and represents 
the proposed conditions.  He then went on to state that the dwelling was approximately 28 ft. 
x 48 ft. and contains a porch in the front and a patio and an 8 x 10 shed in the rear of the 
property.  He noted that there would also be a two (2)-car driveway was proposed in the front 
along with a walkway between the driveway and the porch.  Of note, Mr. Fick stated that the 
plans submitted to the Board indicated that there would be a stone driveway, but to be 
consistent with the other two (2) applications that the Applicant had in front of the Board 
recently, they have agreed to pave the driveway with asphalt in lieu of a stone driveway to 
address the comments that came up as part of those previous applications.  Mr. Fick 
indicated that the dwelling will be built on a slab, with no basement included and served by 
public water and public sewer.  He added that the dwelling would comply with the zoning for 
front, side and rear setbacks as well as lot coverage and impervious coverage. 
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Mr. March asked for an explanation of why they situated the proposed home in the location 
shown.  Mr. Fick stated that the home would sit, generally, behind the front setback line, 
including the entire porch and generally consistent with the other dwellings in the community.  
He added that pushing the home any further back on the property would only result in further 
tree removal and more disturbance.  Mr. Fick pointed out that that topic was brought up in Ms. 
Tara Kenyon’s Environmental Commission report, dated July 21, 2026, where she asked for a 
number of trees.  He added that it was the Applicant’s intent to locate the home, by survey on 
the property, evaluate the trees to be removed/impacted by the development and work with 
the Shade Tree Commission and/or other departments as needed to determine what could be 
kept on-site and what was viable.  Mr. Fick then told the Board that any replacement trees 
that were required as part of the removal of those trees would be added to the building permit 
plan and then submitted for permits.   
 
Vice Chair Shepherd then asked Mr. Fick if he was aware that the Boards/Township were 
trying to get all applicants to utilize the electronic boards in the chambers to display exhibits 
instead of presentation boards on easels for a better view for Board members and the public.  
Mr. Fick indicated that he was not aware of that and would keep that in mind for the future. 
 
Chairman Thomas then stated that he noticed on the Environmental Commission report they 
were recommending a higher capacity electrical system for charging electric cars and 
wondered if that was something new that the Commission was suggesting.  Mr. Healey stated 
that he was unaware of seeing that previously.  He then asked Mr. Fick if including that would 
be cost effective or possible.  Ms. Clinton stated that the Applicant agreed that they could run 
a 200-amp electric system which they believed would be sufficient to cover that charging 
vehicle system and to comply with the Environmental Commission’s comment. 
 
Mr. Healey then asked Mr. Fick if they would agree to comply with the comments in the TRC 
report, and Mr. Fick answered in the affirmative.  With respect to the limit of disturbance and 
the trees, Mr. Healey noted that the exhibit was showing, more or less, half of the rear of the 
site not being disturbed.  He then asked if the Board were inclined to approve the Application, 
would the Applicant agree to complying with the limited disturbance shown on the exhibit and 
that being a condition of the Board’s approval.  Mr. Fick indicated that they could agree on 
that condition and that there was no intent to go any further or any much further than what 
was shown on the exhibit and stated that they would like to preserve as many trees in the rear 
of the property as possible.   
 
Mr. Bernstein, Board Attorney, then asked if the Applicant was willing to agree that they would 
place in the deed that there shall be no cutting of the trees beyond the proposed line except 
for the necessity for safety.  Mr. Fick indicated that once they had established the final limit of 
disturbance, he stated that they would agree with that deed restriction.  Mr. Healey then 
interjected that one of the modifications to that could be one of the things that was included in 
the TRC report is that when the Application came in for permit review, there was most likely 
going to be the need for some type of drainage improvement, a dry well perhaps, that they 
may need some additional clearing to provide that.  Mr. Healey stated that they include the 
exception of whatever was minimally necessary to accommodate that. 
 
Mr. Healey then discussed what was included in some of the prior Habitat applications was a 
graveled driveway and the plan before the Board that evening was for a paved driveway.  He 
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asked what they were going to include related to that, and Mr. Fick stated that they were 
going to include a paved driveway based on comments that came up during the other Habitat 
applications. 
 
Mr. Mark Remsa, Professional Planner/Landscape Architect, came forward and was sworn in.  
The board accepted his qualifications.  Mr. Remsa reiterated the two (2) variances discussed 
earlier that were based on existing conditions, including lot area and minimum lot frontage.  
He then discussed the types of variances that he indicated were included here, including a C1 
Variance that dealt with hardship related to the exceptional narrowness or shape of the 
existing lot.  He then explained that, in this case, it was due to the undersize of the lot in terms 
of lot width and just barely undersized in lot area.  He then discussed that the Township 
owned the property and was earmarked for the specific purpose to provide affordable housing 
that would help achieve its fourth-round Fair Share Plan.  He noted that there were similarly 
sized lots already existing in the neighborhood, and he then pointed out other homes in the 
neighborhood that were similar utilizing Exhibit A-1 as requested by the Vice Chair.  He then 
went about pointing out the ten (10) other surrounding properties with a similar shortened 
frontage near the intersection of Churchill Avenue and Wheeler Place and the proposed lot, 
utilizing Exhibit A-1. 
 
Mr. Remsa then indicated that there was also a C2 Variance that he stated he could observe 
with the Application that had to do with demonstrating that the benefits of any deviation from 
the ordinance outweigh any detriments.  He then spoke of the lot size and its narrowness and 
just slightly undersized lot area.  Because there were so many other lots in the area, he did 
not see so much of a detriment caused by that which was compatible with the neighborhood.  
Mr. Remsa then did indicate that the proposal complied with all of the other bulk requirements 
for the zone, including the setbacks and coverages.  A prominent benefit of the proposal was 
providing that affordable housing unit that also helped the municipality achieve its Fair Share 
Plan.  Mr. Remsa then pointed out some of the purposes of the Municipal Land Use Law 
(MLUL) that the Application would promote related to the C2 Variance.  They include 
purposes A, C, G, I, J, and M.   
 
Mr. Remsa then indicated that he did not see any substantial detriment occurring to any of the 
neighboring properties in the residential neighborhood.  Additionally, he indicated that he did 
not see any detriment or impairment of the zone plan and, thus, believed that the Board could 
approve the two (2) variances required. 
 
Chairman Thomas then opened the meeting to the public for questions of the two (2) 
witnesses or make a statement regarding the Application. 
 
Ms. Lorenda Harper, 164 Churchill Avenue, Somerset, NJ, and stated that she has owned the 
home she lives in at her current address for over 50 years.  Ms. Harper expressed her 
concern about the proposed development, specifically regarding the undersized lot and the 
flooding that she might experience from that as she did when the lot to her other size was 
utilized as a church parking lot.  She then explained that the property is at the conjunction of 
Churchill and Wheeler and was a very busy intersection, especially during the summer 
months.  She also stated that there was a lot of speeding through the development in that 
area and it was currently utilized in a small area in front of the subject property for a school 
bus drop off/pick up.  Ms. Harper stated that the proposal did not offer enough parking or 
privacy for herself living right next door.  She stated that she already had a parking lot built 
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right to the other side of her property for the church and a buffer that was supposed to be built 
to shield her property was never constructed and the church still had a bond open with the 
Township.  She then indicated that the swale that was built did not protect her property from 
flooding in heavy rains and it still took a couple of days for the water to drain out through the 
pipe that the Township placed there.  Ms. Harper stated that there was so much going on on 
Churchill Avenue, including a Food Bank, two (2) churches, and a mosque that was being 
built.  She stated that when the mosque was completed, she anticipated that the cars again 
would be lined up all the way down from the mosque at the other end of Churchill down to her 
house. She then mentioned that the other Habitat for Humanity home a few homes down from 
hers always parks seven (7) vehicles in that driveway every day and there is never enough 
room.  The road is parked up on either side of Churchill, but there was not enough room when 
they have 18-wheelers cutting through from Veronica Avenue to Rte. 27.  She then asked for 
clarification if Franklin Township participates in affordable housing and if the proposed home 
fell under affordable housing because she was at a 4th Ward meeting where their 4th Ward 
Councilman, Mr. Wright, stated that the Township did not participate in affordable housing.  
Mr. Healey then explained to Ms. Harper that they do participate just like all other 
municipalities in New Jersey to meet their required affordable housing obligation.  He 
explained that the Township’s obligation in the Fair Share Plan was to provide 659 affordable 
units, a number provided by the State, and that the proposed Habitat for Humanity home was 
part of providing those units under the Fair Share plan.  He then explained that there were 
other Habitat for Humanity homes that were provided in Ward 2, Ward 4, and Ward 5 and was 
because that was where the vast majority of the lots in the Township exist.  Mr. Healey 
explained that Wards 1 and 3 were the rural areas of the Township that do not have public 
water, public sewer, with far fewer lots.  He then stated that there simply were no Township 
owned lots in those wards.  The Board then discussed the lack of any landscaping or buffer 
between the church property (parking lot) and Ms. Harper’s home, and Mr. Healey indicated 
that they would go back and look at the Resolution and the approval for that application from 
many years ago. 
 
Mr. Healey explained that they would have to look back on the resolution and the approved 
site plan for the church who had not provided the buffer Ms. Harper stated was a requirement.  
Mr. Lakhia then opened a discussion regarding the flooding on Ms. Harper’s property, and Mr. 
Healey explained that whenever someone builds anything over 1,000 sq. ft., they have to 
provide some type of storm water per the ordinance requirement.  The Chairman asked if it 
was at the builder’s discretion or was it a prepared plan.  Mr. Healey explained that a storm 
water plan had to be prepared by a professional engineer and had to be approved by the 
Township’s Engineering Dept. as part of any Application approval. 
 
Mr. Sean Hughes, 170 Churchill Avenue, Somerset, NJ, and told the Board that his home was 
on the other side of the proposed lot.  He also had the same concerns as Ms. Harper about 
the small size of the lot and that there were not very many trees with deer populating the lot.  
Vice Chair Shepherd stated that the testimony given by the Planner noted that there were 
many other properties in the neighborhood that were of the same size as the proposed lot.  
Mr. Healey discussed a similarly sized lot to the right of his home and a discussion ensued.   
 
Seeing no one further coming forward, the meeting was closed to the public by Chairman 
Thomas. 
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The Chairman suggested to the surrounding residents to the subject property that they take 
the issues they had been experiencing related to parking, etc., to Code Enforcement for 
compliance. 
 
Ms. Clinton then gave her closing summation and thanked the Board for their time and 
consideration. 
 
Vice Chair Shepherd made a motion to approve the Application with C Variances for lot area 
and lot frontage as well as all the conditions discussed and agreed to that evening and in the 
TRC report and that the plan to be submitted by the Applicant included a drainage plan for 
storm water management as well as 200-amp service.  Mr. Rich seconded the motion, and 
the roll was called as follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Rich, Mr. Rosenthal, Vice Chair 

Shepherd, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 

 64 CASA ESENCIA, LLC / ZBA-21-00027 
 
Mr. John DeLuca, Esq., Attorney, appearing before the Board on behalf of the Applicant, 64 
Casa Esencia, LLC.  Relief of Condition in which the Applicant was looking for clarification of 
approved floor area ratio and rental vs. home ownership at 64 Norma Avenue, Somerset; 
Block 234, Lots 3-7, in the Office Professional (O-P) Zone – CARRIED FROM AUGUST 6, 
2026, with no further notification required. 
 
Mr. DeLuca indicated that the property was currently vacant with approximately 1.7 acres on 
the southwest corner of Franklin Boulevard and Norma Avenue.  He then noted that the 
property previously received Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan approval and variance 
relief in 2023 from the Zoning Board for a proposal to develop the property with 12 
townhouses in five (5) separate buildings.  He then explained that the units consisted of ten 
(10) two (2)-bedroom units and two (2) one (1)-bedroom units.  Mr. DeLuca then stated that 
the Board conducted public hearings on April 20, 2023 and May 18, 2023 and ultimately 
granted Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan approval, along with a Use Variance, FAR (floor 
area ratio) variance, density and other bulk variances. 
 
Mr. DeLuca indicated that the reason that they were there that evening was that they initially 
filed the Application seeking a relief from a condition, but that they had now withdrawn that 
request from the prior approval.  He then indicated that if they looked at the Resolution that 
was adopted, on September 21, 2023, the discussion in the Resolution and presumably for 
the hearing showed a lot of confusion and lack of clarity around the FAR calculation which he 
thought was due, in part, in the Applicant’s prior architect.  He added that the prior architect 
might have been confused about what portions of the structures should have been 
incorporated in that FAR calculation and which should have been omitted.  He then told the 
Board that in review of Resolution compliance with the Township, they were now coming back 
before the Board to clarify that number.  To make things absolutely clear, Mr. DeLuca stated 
that required in the Zone was 0.25 and proposed/approved was 0.34.  He went on to say that 
they were requesting that evening clarification of that floor area ratio approval and were not 
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seeking to amend any of the Site Plan, traffic flow, or layout.  He then indicated that there 
have been some modest adjustments to the interior of the architecture, but the current 
professional Architect would explain how that did not impact or change that FAR calculation, 
believing that it was always 0.34 and continued to be so.   
 
Mr. DeLuca placed on the record that they did adequately notice this application and, 
therefore, the Board did have jurisdiction to hear the matter that evening.   
 
Mr. Healey then explained to the Board what floor area ration (FAR) was, stating that it was 
the amount of square footage relative to the size of the property.  He went on to state that it 
was basically a control on the overall building volume or building mass on the property.   
 
Mr. Steven Radosti, Architect and Principal at Perez and Radosti Associates, Cranbury, NJ 
came forward and was sworn in.  The Board accepted his qualifications.  Mr. Radosti went on 
to state what the floor area ratio was (.34) and what was and was not included in that 
calculation.  Mr. Radosti stated that he calculated the floor area of each of the levels, i.e., the 
basement level, the first level and the second-floor level.  He stated that at the basement 
level, he had to subtract what the Township called a “cellar”, which was a story of a building 
with less than half of its floor to ceiling height above the average finished grade of the 
adjoining ground and was the definition from the Township zoning ordinances.  He went on to 
explain that he took the total (7,899 sq. ft.) and subtracted anything that was a cellar, so they 
included the walkout basement towards the FAR, which ended up being 1,890 sq. ft.  Mr. 
Radosti then went on to explain that he added up the first-floor level of the units (13,129 sq. 
ft.) so there were no deductions on the first floor and then on the second floor, he calculated 
the area from the outside walls I (12,644 sq. ft.).  He did, however, subtract two (2)-story 
spaces in those units that did not have any actual floor area at the second floor of some of 
those spaces.  He then told the Board that the portion of the second=floor area that counted 
was 10,079 sq. ft., so if one would add up those areas of 1,890 sq. ft., 13 239 sq. ft. and 
10,079 sq. ft., you would come up with 25,098 sq. ft. which counted toward the floor area ratio 
(FAR).  Mr. Radosti then went on to state that you would take that area (25,098 sq. ft.) and 
divide it by the lot area of 72,893 sq. ft. to equal 0.34 FAR.  Mr. Radosti wanted the Board to 
know that they had kept the existing floor prints of all the buildings, and because he was the 
second architect, he indicated that he made all the changes inside the building, i.e., changes 
to the kitchen layout, changes to some of the bathroom layouts, some closets, etc.  He also 
noted that a couple of things did not meet code exactly so he tweaked some of the interior or 
the buildings.  What the Board previously approved in terms of the actual building designs 
was identical to what they were continuing to propose.   
 
Mr. Radosti then told the Board that there was a correction to a site area and was because of 
a deed dedication to the County and the calculation still ended up being equal to 0.34 FAR.   
 
Ms. Bethea then asked for clarification as to whether it was a misrepresentation of wasn’t it 
calculated with the right number.  Mr. Healey then discussed when they first brough this 
Application before the Board, they had noticed for an FAR of 0.42 and there just seemed to 
be something not right with the calculations that just didn’t look right and the former Architect 
for the project had to calculate on the fly and that was what they said the FAR was, and at the 
hearing, they said the FAR was 0.27 when the maximum was 0.25.  He noted that that was 
what the Board relied upon with the Applicant’s architect’s calculations and that was what was 
put in there.  He went on to state that when they came in for compliance, they were showing 
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0.34.  Mr. Healey then indicated that what he was hearing now from the new architect was 
that they hadn’t changed anything to the plans to actually increase the FAR and just made 
some changes to walls and other things within the interior of the buildings.  He added that the 
actual volume above grade that should be counted towards FAR had not changed.  Mr. 
Healey then posed a question to the new architect, asking him if the first architect had the 
time to do the calculations, would their answer have been 0.34 at that time.  Mr. Radosti 
stated that if they had the time to do those calculations, their answer would have been 0.34 
FAR, but that the plans that were in place now had not changed it, so it was still that 0.34 
FAR.   
 
Mr. March then asked what the standard was, and Mr. Healey indicated that the standard of 
the zone was 0.25 and as part of the variance that was granted for the subject property, part 
of that was an FAR of 0.34 that was granted.  The Vice Chair opened a discussion for 
clarification. 
 
Mr. DeLuca stated that what was originally approved and made part of the original Resolution 
was incorrect because they were including parts of the basement areas that should not have 
been included in the calculations.  Mr. DeLuca then stated that the buildings that the Board 
approved, the layout that the Board approved, the impact to the neighborhood that the Board 
approved was not changing based upon what was being represented to the Board that 
evening.  A discussion ensued among the Board. 
 
Mr. Radosti indicated that, aesthetically, the buildings would look exactly what the Board 
approved and it was just a math error in calculating the FAR for the project. 
Mr. Bernstein then spoke about whether it was a clarification that evening or a change in 
variance being discussed.  His answer was that it was a clarification related to FAR 
calculations and to correct the Resolution.   
 
Chairman Thomas then opened the meeting to the public.  Seeing no one coming forward, 
Chairman Thomas closed the meeting to the public. 
 
Vice Chair Shepherd made a motion to grant 64 Casa Ascencia, LLC a correction to the 
previously approved Resolution which held that the FAR was 0.27 and the Board was 
correcting the record to 0.34.  Ms. Bethea seconded the motion, and the roll was called as 
follows: 
 
FOR: Ms. Bethea, Mr. Procanik, Ms. Firdaus, Mr. Rich, Mr. Rosenthal, Vice Chair 

Shepherd, and Chairman Thomas 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
 
Vice Chair Shepherd made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:07 p.m.  Ms. Bethea 
seconded the motion, and all were in favor.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
_______________________________ 
Kathleen Murphy, Recording Secretary 
September 30, 2026 
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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: September 22, 2026 

RE: Comments from Franklin Township Environmental Commission  

Kyle Porter             

46 Vermont Avenue, Franklin Park            

(Block 55; Lot 10) 

File #: ZBA-26-00019 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

At its regularly scheduled meeting of September 21, 2026, the Franklin Township Environmental Commission (“EC”) 

reviewed the site plan application for the above-referenced project.  

 

At this time, the EC has no comments to submit for this application.  

 

 

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

 
From:  Technical Review Committee (TRC) 

 

Date:  September 22, 2026 

 

RE:  Kyle Porter – C Variance (ZBA-26-00019) 
 46 Vermont Avenue (Block 55, Lot 10)  
   

 

As requested, we have reviewed the application materials and issue the following report for the 

Board’s consideration: 

 

Site and Project Description 

 

The site is a residential property in the R-20 (residential) zone and is occupied by a single-family 

home.  The applicant seeks variance approval to construct a one-story addition to the right of the 

existing house.   The applicant seeks the following variances: 

 

• Front Yard Setback: 35- feet min. required; 22-feet existing (to porch); 30.4 feet (to main 

portion of house) – 30 feet (proposed to proposed addition)  

 

The applicant received variance approval for a different, slightly larger expansion in 2017 (713 

square feet on the first floor and 425 square feet on the second floor).  The addition was never 

constructed. 

 
Review Comments 
 

1. With respect to the requested ‘c’ variances, the applicant needs to demonstrate, to the 

Board’s satisfaction, whether each would satisfy the c-1 (hardship) and/or c-2 (advancement 

of the MLUL) criteria. With respect to the negative criteria, the applicant must demonstrate 

that the variances would not result in substantial detriment to the public good (“1st prong” of 

negative criteria) and will not substantially impair the intent and purpose of the zone plan 

and zoning ordinance (“2nd prong of negative criteria). Finally, the applicant must prove that 

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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benefits of granting the variances would substantially outweigh any detriments resulting 

from grant of the variances. 

 

2. The survey needs to identify the location of the well. 

 
3. Note: It appears that the proposed improvements would add less than 1,000 square feet of 

new impervious coverage. However, if more than 1,000 square feet of new impervious 

coverage were to be created, the applicant would need to address the requirements of Section 

330 of the Township stormwater ordinance for minor developments. These requirements 

include infiltration of all runoff from the new impervious surfaces via a device such as a drywell 

or a rain garden. Geotechnical information, a maintenance manual and a maintenance 

agreement would also be required. 

 

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

Permit has been obtained from the Township as required by Section 112-8N. 

 

5. Note: An as-built survey prepared by a licensed NJ Land Surveyor must be submitted to the 

Township prior to the Certificate of Occupancy inspection. 
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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: February 17, 2026 

RE: Comments from Franklin Township Environmental Commission  

Tawheed Dahwah Center      

630 South Middlebush Road, Somerset      

(Block 37.02 – Lot 46.03) 

File #: ZBA-24-00017  

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

At its regularly scheduled meeting of October 8, 2025, the Franklin Township Environmental Commission (“EC’) 

reviewed the resubmission of the above-referenced project. The following comments are submitted for consideration 

by the Franklin Township Zoning Board of Adjustment:  

 

 According to P.L. 2021, c.171 (“The Electric Vehicle Charging Station Act”), the EC finds that 7 EV Make-Ready 

parking spaces are required by the applicant for the proposed 158 parking spaces. Completed Electric Vehicle 

charging stations must be installed over a six-year period (1/3 at time completion of construction, 1/3 within 3 years 

of completion of construction, and the remaining 1/3 at within 6 years of completion of construction). 

 

It is further 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.  

 

 Cool Roof technology or implementation of a Green Roof should be investigated by the developer. Large roof 

spaces are ideal for this type of green infrastructure, which significantly reduces indoor temperatures and peak 

electricity demands, slows the formation of smog and air pollution, and lessens the effects of urban heat islands.  

 

 88 trees onsite are proposed for removal, producing the requirement of 430 trees for replacement. The applicant 

proposed to replace 238 of those replacement trees onsite. The EC recommends that more of the existing trees be 

preserved, or that more replacement trees be replanted, onsite. Any trees replaced onsite should be replaced with 

tree species that are native to New Jersey. 

 

 Pervious pavement is recommended for the parking areas and interior accessways. Pervious pavement allows 

rainwater to infiltrate through the surface to underlying soil, stone, and gravel. Additionally, pervious pavement 

melts now quickly, meaning that less intervention (salt, brine) is needed.   

 

 Anti-idling signs should be placed at various locations around the site, specifically in consistent increments across 
the parking lot, and on the door and/or window of the office.  
 

19



2 

 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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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 

 
 

 

 

To: Zoning Board of Adjustment 

 
From: Technical Review Committee (TRC)  

Date: September 10, 2026  

Re: Tawheed Dahwah Center – Amended Preliminary and Final Site Plan + Relief of 

Condition (ZBA-24-00017)1 

630 South Middlebush Road (B 37.02,0 Lot 46.03) 

 

 
Site and Project History/ Description 

 
The site is currently occupied by a single-family dwelling and is located within the A (Agricultural) 

zoning district. The southerly two- thirds of the site is forested while the northerly one-third of the 

site is open field. A wetlands area exists in the far southeasterly potion of the site. Surrounding 

land uses consist of preserved farmland to the north and east, single-family homes to the west 

fronting South Middlebush Road and Township open space to the south. 

 
The 15.96-acre subject site is the location of an approval for Dada Bhagwan Vignan Institute 

(Docket ZBA-19-00040) for construction of a 21,083 square feet house of worship. By resolution 

memorialized on 1/20/2022 the application received “d(3)” Conditional Use and “c” Variance Relief 

along with Preliminary Site Plan Approval subject to a total of 39 conditions of approval. The 

approved application consists of the following: 

 
 

 

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. 

MEMORANDUM 
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• Construction of a 21,083 square foot place of worship including a 6,864 square foot 

worship area (as well as ancillary areas such as a warming kitchen, rest room, storage, 

2,533 square foot basement, etc.). 

• 157 parking spaces provided in two parking areas 

• Access to South Middlebush Road is proposed via a proposed driveway (which was 

required to be re-located further north and away from a residential neighbor). 

• Associated site modifications include utility extensions, grading and drainage 

modifications, and site lighting and perimeter site landscaping/ fencing. 

• A 5-foot tall monument sign is proposed near the site’s entrance on South Middlebush 

Road. 

• The existing 2-1/2 story dwelling is proposed to remain. 

• The development would be served by on-site well and septic 

 
Places of worship are a permitted conditional use in the A zone. Applicable conditional use 

requirements are found in Section 112-37. 

 
South Middlebush Road is a Township-designated Scenic Corridor.2 The site is located within the 

Six Mile Run State and National Register historic district.3 

 
The Board’s 2022 resolution granted Preliminary Site Plan approval (i.e., which requires the 

applicant to return to the Board for Final Site Plan approval) along with the following variances: 

 
• Section 112-37.D(1) - Number of Parking Spaces / 457 parking spaces required and 157 

approved 

• Section 112-37.E - Parking location / The majority of the parking shall be located at the rear 

of the main structure, with no more than 10% of the total parking located at the from entrance 

for handicapped accessibility, weddings and funeral services and parking is proposed to be 

located in front of the building 

• Section 112-37.G - Building Setback-Rear / 200 feet is required - 130 feet approved 

• Section 112-37.K(1) and (2) - Buffer / 15 feet of heavily landscaped buffer with six foot high 

board-on-board fence or 25 feet of heavily landscaped buffer or approved equivalent and 

buffer requirements not fully satisfied in certain areas including along rear property line. 

• Section 112, Attachment 5:1 - Signage / Area of 25 square feet permitted and 67.5 feet 

proposed. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

2 Per Section 112-37.C, places of worship are limited to 5,000 square feet when located along a 
Township-designated scenic roadway unless such roadway is under state or county jurisdiction (i.e., 
a larger roadway). Since South Middlebush Road is under County jurisdiction, this application is not 
subject to the 5,000 square foot limitation. 
3 The site is not within a Township historic district thus the application is not subject to review by the 
Township Historic Preservation Advisory Commission. 
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The figures below show the location of the site as well as the surrounding area: 

 

  

  

 

Amended Application 

 
The revised submittal from Tahweed Dahwah Center, the current owner of the site, is described 

below: 

• The building is in the same general location as the previous application (revised as 

required by the Board’s resolution). 

• The overall square footage of the building would be reduced from 21,082 square feet to 

19,350 square feet, however the worship area would be increased in size from 6,864 

square feet to 7,981 square feet worship area (which increases the proposed occupancy in 

the worship area and the required parking) 

• The site plan has been updated in various respects to address conditions imposed by the 

Board including certain building setbacks required by the Board, alignment of the driveway 

and perimeter buffering. 

• The building architecture has been modified to accommodate a different religious practice. 

 

The applicant is applying for the following approvals from the Board: 

• Final Site Plan Approval - See section of this report entitled “Status - Conditions of Current 

Approval” which addresses site plan related conditions of approvals as well as the report of 

the Board engineer. 
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• Relief of Conditions - See section of this report entitled “Status - Conditions of Current 

Approval” which addresses conditions of approval related to site operations, number of 

congregants, etc. 

• “C” Variance(s) – see section of this report entitled “’C’ Variances” 

 

“C” Variances 

 
Part D of the Site Plan Application indicates that “C” variances are being sought in association with 

the application for Final Site Plan approval. An attachment to that form appears to indicate required 

variances for: parking; size of the sign and rear yard setback. However, variances are not required for 

size of the sign and rear yard setback as these variances were granted in associated with the 

Preliminary Site Plan approval. A new variance, however, is required for parking due to the 

increase in the size of the worship area (and the resulting increase in required parking): 

 

As part of Ordinance No. 4509-26 (effective August 6, 2026) the Township updated the parking 

requirements for places of worship as shown below 

 

One parking space per every three seats. One seat shall be considered 22 inches in 

calculating the capacity of pews or benches. In the event there is no fixed seating provided, 

parking shall be provided at one parking space for every three persons of permissible 

occupancy, per applicable code, of all proposed assembly areas (e.g., worship area, 

fellowship room, etc.). at the largest anticipated gathering or a minimum of one parking 

space for every 15 square feet of worship area. at the largest anticipated gathering or a 

minimum of one parking space for every 15 square feet of worship area. 

 

The ordinance explains the reason for this update as follows: 

 

The parking requirement for places of worship is proposed to provide a more consistent 

requirement of 1 parking space for every 3 persons in proposed assembly areas.  This is 

the standard parking requirement for places of worship in municipal zoning ordinances. 

The existing parking requirement of 1 parking space for every 15 square feet essentially 

equates to an occupancy level of 1 person for every 5 square feet where occupancy limits, 

per code, range from 1 person for every 15 square feet to 1 person for every 45 square feet 

(depending on the circumstances/ layout). In summary, the existing parking requirement of 

1 parking spaces per 15 square feet is not in-line with occupancy codes and assumes 

occupancy levels many times more than permitted by code. 

 

Based on the prior parking requirement, the Preliminary Site Plan received a parking variance of 

457 parking spaces required where 157 parking spaces were proposed based on a worship area 

of 6,864 square feet.  Based on an increased worship area size of 7,891 square feet the current 

application for Final Site Plan Approval originally required a parking variance of 532 parking 

spaces where 157 parking spaces are proposed.    

 

However, these figures change under the new ordinance as shown in the table below which shows 

24



5  

the required number of parking spaces under both the prior and current parking requirements for 

both the Preliminary Site Plan (with a 6,824 square foot worship area) and the Final Site Plan (with 

a 7,891 square foot worship area). 

 

As shown in the table, under the updated parking requirements, the Preliminary Site Plan 

application would have complied with the new parking requirement (153 spaces required where 

157 were proposed), while a variance is still required for the Final Site Plan application (177 spaces 

required where 157 are proposed).  The variance for the Final Site Plan application is triggered 

solely by the increase in the size of the worship area from 6,864 square feet to 7,891 square feet.    

 

 

Worship 

Area 

(square 

feet) 

Permitted 

Occupancy 

per Code  

(1 person/ 15 

square feet) 

Required Parking 
Proposed 

Parking 

Previous 

Ordinance  

(1 space/ 15 SF) 

Revised Ordinance  

(1 space per 3 people of 

permitted occupancy) 

 

Preliminary 

Approval 
6,864 458 457 153 157 

Current 

Proposal 
7,981 532 532 177 157 

 

While the updated parking requirement provides a more appropriate parking requirement (based on 

applicable occupancy codes for the assembly area), consistent with parking requirements for places 

of worship commonly found in municipal zoning ordinances, there remain a number of occupancy- 

and parking-related issues that the Board may wish to have resolved to their satisfaction: 

o As indicated above, the proposed increase in the size of the worship (from 6,864 to 7,891 square 

feet) actually triggers the need for a parking variance under the updated parking requirement 

(177 required – 157 proposed) 

o The applicant has presented widely varying figures on the intended occupancy of the worship 

area – an early exhibit showed boxed-out areas representing occupancy totaling 458 (same as 

in the Preliminary application despite the now proposed increase in the size of the worship area) 

while a later exhibit showed only “150 rugs” in that same space.      

o The larger place of worship, by Code, would permit a larger occupancy (532) at any one time than 

is permitted by the limits of the septic system (458 throughout the course of a day). 

o The permitted occupancy of the worship area remains much larger than their stated 

congregation size. 

o There remains the concern that if the applicant where to hold multiple services during the course 

of the day they could significantly exceed the limits of the septic (again - the limit is not 458 at 

any one time – it is no more than 458 through the course of the day). 

NOTE: Based upon staff review of prior places of worship, the parking requirement is calculated based 

upon on an understood occupancy limit of 1 person per 15 square feet in the worship area, per code.  

If the Applicant and/or the Objector wish to dispute this occupancy limit they would need to present 

information from a qualified professional.   If so, they would need to do so in advance of the hearing 
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on 10/24/26 to provide staff the time/opportunity for review. 

 

Status - Conditions of Current Approval 

 
The condition of the Board’s approval are identified in italics. Staff evaluation of the status of each 

condition is identified in bold. (Note: Conditions 1, 2, 3, 36, 37 and 39 are general conditions of 

approval required of all applications and thus need not be addressed in this report.)  

 
4. Compliance with the staff and consultant reports which includes conditions of the approval 

granted by the BOARD herein, except as specifically modified or waived herein. Refer to 

separate reports from the Board engineer and the County Health Dept.. Compliance 

with other staff reports previously satisfied or addressed herein. 

 
5. The plan shall incorporate the changes reflected in Exhibit A-7, Exhibit Overall Plan Option 

A, last revised 02/02/21 prepared by The Reynolds group, Inc, Exhibit A-9, “Colorized 

Dimension Plan Sheet 4 of Site Plan” prepared by The Reynolds Group Inc. dated October 

21, 2021 and Exhibit A-10, Colorized rendering of the Landscape Plan Sheet 6 of the Site 

Plan, prepared by The Reynolds Group Inc. dated October 21, 2021. Satisfied. Submitted 

plans incorporate the changes reflected in the cited exhibits. For the Board’s 

reference the exhibit provided at the end of this memo reflects the site layout and 

buffering conditions required by the Board. 

 
6. The House of worship shall be shifted to be 130 feet from the rear property line. In that 

setback area shall be provided a 10-feet high berm with twenty-eight (28) 8-foot evergreen 

trees (in 2 staggered rows). Partially satisfied. Plans revised to comply. The grading of 

the berm should be revised per the engineer report. 

 
7. The House of worship shall meet the 75-foot side yard setback requirement. The trees shall 

remain in the area specified at the house of worship/ Snyder property line with the tree 

removal plan updated accordingly. Additional evergreens shall be added where practicable 

to supplement the existing vegetation to remain. Satisfied. Plans revised to comply. 

 
8. The site plan shall provide 6-foot high (deer fence style) fence along rear property line on 

two sides adjoining the building. The fence shall start along the rear property line at the edge 

of the wetlands buffer and extend along the side property line in the area of the building and 

parking lot (i.e., it would extend up to the location where the side property line makes a 90-

degree bend to the north) Satisfied. 

 
9. The proposed parking lot closest to the Warwick’s properly shall be relocated to be at least 

100 feet from their property line. Further, the site plan shall provide planted evergreen hedge 

at parking lot towards front neighbor on South Middlebush Road to further block the view of 

the cars and any headlight impact. All existing trees along the Warwick’s property line shall 

be preserved and 6-8 foot tall evergreens shall be planted where there are gaps in between 

the existing trees which that the buffer would comply fully with the ordinance. Satisfied. 
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Plans modified to comply. 

 
10. The site plan shall propose to remove the current driveway to the property along with the 

pipe at the street. The driveway shall be over 300 feet from the Warwick’s property line. The 

relocated driveway shall be posted for no parking. Satisfied. Plans modified to comply. 

Plans modified to comply. 

 
11. Lighting along the re-located driveway shall be limited to the area of the curb cut at South 

Middlebush Road and at the internal intersections which provide access to the parking lots. 

Satisfied. However, one (1) light is also proposed in the bend in the access drive 

(which the staff would recommend). 

 
12. Site lighting shall be revised to comply with the 15-foot height limitation and shall be LED. 

Satisfied. 

 
13. The site plan shall identify the additional plantings (6-foot high evergreens) to be placed 

where the existing driveway will be removed. Satisfied. Plans modified to comply. 

 

 

14. Proposed street trees shall be setback to ensure adequate sight distance along South 

Middlebush Road at proposed driveway. Satisfied. 

 
15. The relocated driveway, only, shall be used as the construction entrance. The existing 

driveway shall never be used for construction access. Appropriate modifications to the plan 

shall demonstrate how this would be accomplished. Partially satisfied. Notes to this 

effect added to the plans. Condition should be repeated in any subsequent resolution 

of Board approval. The Soil Erosion & Sediment Control Plan should be revised to 

include notes demonstrating compliance with this condition. 

 
16. The proposed parking lot lights shall be on a timer and separate circuits so that they will be 

lit only when necessary. Further, the parking lot and driveway lights shall not be used when 

the facility is not in use. When not in use, site lighting shall be limited to minimal necessary 

security lights. Appropriate details and notes shall be added to the plans. Notes to this 

effect added to lighting plan. Condition should be repeated in any subsequent 

resolution of Board approval. 

 
17. Sign lighting shall be LED and shall only be lit when the facility is in use. Note to this effect 

added to lighting plan. Condition should be repeated in any subsequent resolution of 

Board approval. 

 
18. The sign shall comply with the applicable setback. Satisfied. 

 
19. Access to the existing house shall be from the proposed parking area closest to the house 

of worship. Satisfied. 
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20. Applicant shall abide by any standards imposed by the NJDEP regarding tree clearing 

limitations for time of year as they may apply to this site. Note to this effect added to plan. 

Condition should be repeated in any subsequent resolution of Board approval. 

 
21. The applicant agrees to maintain the trees and buffer screening to ensure their long-term 

health and survival for at least five years and notwithstanding the expiration of any required 

bond for such maintenance. Note added to this effect added to the plan. Condition 

should be repeated in any subsequent resolution of Board approval. 

 
22. The 30-space bank of spaces closest to the Warwicks shall be landbanked. We offer the 

following comments: 

• Based on the result of the traffic and parking testimony, the Board may wish to 

re-visit whether these spaces should continue to be landbanked. 

• If landbanking continues to be proposed, the site plan should be revised to 

delineate both the land banked condition (curb line should be revised, grading 

should be revised, and final material in the land banked condition should be 

provided) and full build out of the proposed improvements if the land banked 

parking is constructed including but not limited to striping and signage, grading, 

landscaping and lighting. In addition, the following note must be added to the 

plan, “The spaces identified as “prop. banked spaces” shall not be constructed 

unless authorization for such improvement is provided from the Township Zoning 

Officer, or unless the Township Zoning Officer requires that such spaces be 

constructed should conditions warrant, or by the Township’s approval through 

the change of tenant. In the event that the Zoning Officer determines that 

conditions require improvement of all or a portion of these spaces, such spaces 

shall be constructed within 6 months of the Zoning Officer’s determination 

weather permitting. In such an event, the Zoning Officer may consult with the 

appropriate Township staff with respect to related plan amendments.” 

 
23. All utilities will be underground (no poles). Note to this effect added to the site plan. 

Condition should be repeated in any subsequent resolution of Board approval. 

 
24. The plans shall be revised to comply with the reports of the Township staff and engineering 

consultant. Duplicative with condition #4 above. 

 
25. Applicant shall agree to Title 39 to allow Township enforcement of “no parking” along the 

site driveway and other areas outside of delineated parking spaces. Applicant should be 

required to make application, upon full build-out, for a Subtitle 1 Chapter 5 Title 39 

enforcement ordinance to allow the Police Department to enforce chapter 4 of the 

State Motor Vehicle Code (moving violations). Condition should be repeated in any 

subsequent resolution of Board approval. 

 
26. Use and occupancy of the facility shall be consistent with that testified to by the applicant 

and as indicated in Exhibit A-8, “Schedule and attendee report”: 
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• Saturdays – 3 times/ month – 11a-8p – 75 to 100 attendees 

• Sunday – once/ month – 10a-2p – 50 to 75 attendees 

• Saturday – once/ month – 9a-9p – 125 to 140 attendees 

 
High holy days – twice a year spring/ summer 

• Friday – 6p-10p – 150 to 175 attendees 

• Sunday – 9a-9p – 225 to 250 attendees 

• Saturday – 9a-9p – 225 to 250 attendees. 

 
The submittals indicate that there will be five (5) daily sessions with between 50-60 

people during typical services, up to 70-80 people during Ramadan) and up to 150 

people during special events. 

 
Staff questions these figures (particularly the number during the services): if no more 

than 80 people will attend services (even on Ramadan) – why does the proposed 

worship area have a proposed occupancy of 458 people? This needs to be explained  

ince impacts of the proposal (including septic and traffic) may change significantly 

based on the actual number of congregants. See comments on condition #27, as well. 

 
27. No more than 458 people may occupy the building throughout the course of a day 

(consistent with the limitation imposed by the site’s septic system approval). 

 

• Staff offers the same caution offered with respect to condition #26, above – if 

only 80 congregants are expected why does the worship area have an 

occupancy of 458 people?  As indicated, the 458-person capacity is not just the 

capacity at any one time – it is the total number of people who may be in the 

building throughout the course of the day. With up to five (5) services a day and 

a proposed occupancy in the worship area of 458 people, staff has significant 

concerns that the building is being designed in a manner that would allow the 

458-person daily occupancy to be significantly exceeded (which would exceed 

the design capacity of the septic system). 

 

• Further, the architectural plans have been revised to add two (2) classrooms 

(that were not on the prior approval). What are these classes for and when 

would they be used? For example, if these classes are intended to be used for 

religious education for children while the adults are praying how might that 

affect the occupancy limit? 

 
28. No renting of the facility to member or outside parties may occur. The applicant has not 

requested any modification to this condition and the “Statement of Proposed Use of 

Property” reiterates that the facility “will not be rented out or used by outside 

organizations.” Condition should be repeated in any subsequent resolution of Board 

approval. 

 
29. No conduct of wedding, funerals, etc. may occur. The site plan notes that this condition 
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“is to be reviewed with Board” and the “Statement of Proposed Use of Property” 

indicates that weddings and funerals would take place on site. 

 
30. There shall be no use of outside speakers or other amplified sound. The applicant has not 

requested any modification to this condition. The “Statement of Proposed Use of 

Property” indicates that “there will be no outdoor activities that will involve loud 

music, loud noise or a large congregation of people.” The applicant should clarify 

whether that statement includes no use of outsides speakers or other amplified 

sound. 

 
31. The applicant shall submit for a Special Event Permit for each of the high holy days events 

for review by Township events including a determination of whether traffic safety would need 

to be provided by the Township Police. The applicant has not requested any m 

odification to this condition. Condition should be repeated in any subsequent 

resolution of Board approval. 

 
32. There shall be no outside events, festivals, etc. with the exception of the procession during 

the two (2) high holy days events. The “Statement of Proposed Use of Property” 

indicates that the applicant will “apply for a Special Event Permit for high holy days… 

that will draw a larger than normal crowd” but provides no further clarification. 

 
33. The spiritual leader of [the house of worship] shall be allowed to stay at the house on the 

Site when he visits the country and house of worship, but no one else shall be permitted to 

stay there. The applicant has not requested any modification to this condition. The 

“Statement of Proposed Use of Property” indicates that the spiritual leader (Imam) 

will be the only person to reside in the house. Condition should be repeated in any 

subsequent resolution of Board approval. 

 
34. No parking shall be permitted anywhere on the Site except in the parking lot provided. Staff 

further recommends that fire lane striping be added to the plan supplementing the 

proposed ‘No Parking Lane Signage’. Condition should be repeated (as amended) in 

any subsequent resolution of Board approval. 

 
35. The color of the building for the house of worship should be painted in earth tones on all 

four sides of the façade. The following comments are offered with respect to the new 

architectural plans: 

 

• Architectural plans do not identify building colors so compliance with condition 

#35 (use of earth tone colors) cannot be confirmed. The applicant needs to 

address in testimony and revise the plans accordingly. 

 

• The applicant should present testimony and exhibits (at a minimum color 

rendered building elevations but preferably 3D renderings) demonstrating the 

appearance of the building and should address consistency with the intent of 

the Scenic Corridor Ordinance. 
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• The applicant needs to address the use of the large glass fiber reinforced 

concrete (GFRC) element on the top of the building (on the front and sides). 

Internet research suggests that this material is used to allow backlighting and/or 

ambient glow from internal lights to shine outward from the building. It is noted 

that the Board imposed the condition for earth tone colors in order to have the 

building blend with its environs (as per the Scenic Corridor Ordinance). Use of 

this element could work against that intent. 

 

 

 

 
38. Applicant shall obtain final site plan approval from the BOARD prior to any construction. 

Applicant has applied for Final Site Plan approval in this submittal. 

 

Additional Comments 

 
• Staff recommends that the applicant consult with the Board Attorney with respect to 

the notice – specifically the degree to which the proposed relief of conditions should 

be addressed in the notice. 

 

• South Middlebush Road is under Country jurisdiction. In our opinion, it is imperative 

to receive the County review letter prior to the hearing. 

 

• Per Chapter 222, Trees, the plans indicate a shortfall of 192 replacement trees. The 

payment-in-lieu will need to be provided prior to site plan sign off. 

 

• The plan needs to demonstrate how building height was measured. Per the 

ordinance, “building height” is measured as the “vertical distance measured from the 

average elevation of the finished grade at the front of the building to the highest point 

of the roof” and per Section 112-28.A building height does not include parapets 

extending above the roof that are 5 feet or less in height. Provide necessary 
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calculations on the plan 

 

• As a place of worship, the development is exempt from payment of the affordable 

housing development fee. 
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Exhibit referenced in Resolution: 
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September 8, 2026 
 
 
Mr. Robert Thomas, Chairman 
Franklin Township Zoning Board of Adjustment 
475 DeMott Lane 
Somerset, NJ 08873 
 
RE: TAHWEED DAHWAH CENTER 

BLOCK 37.02 – LOT 46.03 
 FL 1128:005-25S 
 FL 1128:006-25S 
 630 SOUTH MIDDLEBUSH ROAD, CR#615 
 
Dear Mr. Thomas: 
 
This office and the office of the County Engineer have reviewed the information submitted for 
the above referenced project.  The 15.6 acre tract is located on South Middlebush Road, County 
Route #615.  The reviewed information consists of the following documents: 
 
• “Amended Preliminary/Final Site Plan for Proposed House of Worship, Block 37.02, Lot 

46.03, 630 South Middlebush Road (CR 615), Township of Franklin, Somerset County, 
NJ” dated October 17, 2019 and last revised January 6, 2025, prepared by Reynolds 
Group. 
 

• Cover letter entitled “Re: Tahweed Dahwah Center (TDC) (Formerly DBVI), Site Plan 
application, South Middlebush Road, County #FL 1128:004-21S, TRG #14-001-5” dated 
August 28, 2025, and prepared by Reynolds Group. 

 
• “Traffic Impact Study for Tawheed Dahwah Center, Block 37.02, Lot 46.03, 630 South 

Middlebush Road (CR 615), Township of Franklin, Somerset County, NJ” dated August 
11, 2025 and prepared by Dolan & Dean.  

 
The project proposes a 19,350 square foot house of worship on a 15.96 acre tract on South 
Middlebush Road (CR 615) adjacent to the Snyder Farm.  The previously proposed project 
consisted of the construction of a 21,083 square foot house of worship, known as the Dada 
Bhagwan Vignan Institute (DBVI).  The hours of worship have changed, and the proposed 
driveway location has changed.   
 
The Somerset County Planning Board deems this application incomplete until the following 
requirements have been satisfactorily addressed: 
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Traffic Impacts 
 
The County Planning Board is currently awaiting a report from the County Engineer’s office 
to determine if the proposed project will have any impact on traffic and site access along South 
Middlebush Road (CR 615); such report including any requirements pertaining thereto to offset 
the project’s impact on the traffic and site access will be forthcoming as a supplemental County 
Planning Board report. 
 
Title Sheet and Plan Requirements 
 
The phone numbers of all applicable utility companies shall be added to the title sheet. 
 
Access and Frontage Requirements 
 
1. The plans shall include a detailed intersection-grading plan for the proposed driveway at 

the intersection of South Middlebush Road (CR 615).  The grading plan shall be drawn at 
1"=20'.  The intersection grading plan shall include the following information: 

 
a) Bottom of curb elevations at the PC, PT, and midpoint of the curb return.  A minimum 

cross slope of 2 percent is to be held between the existing edge of pavement and the 
PC of the curb return. 

 
b) Additional spot elevations shall be shown in the intersection area to ensure proper 

drainage of the intersection. 
 

c) Elevations are to be shown on the plan to illustrate the profile of the County road in the 
area of the proposed intersection.  The elevations are to be used in conjunction with the 
profile of the proposed access road to ensure a smooth profile for the proposed curb 
returns. 

 
d) Bottom of curb elevations shall be provided at the midpoints of the curb returns of the 

proposed site driveway and at the right of way line in order to confirm that the slope of 
the driveway is less than 6% for the entire driveway apron for the portion within the 
County right-of-way.  

 
2. A vehicle circulation plan must be submitted that shows a truck safely entering and exiting 

the site without hitting the curb or crossing into the opposing lane of traffic.  The truck size 
for this analysis should be determined based on the maximum truck size that is anticipated 
at the proposed development.  Please note that the minimum truck size that the access 
driveway must accommodate shall be a “Single Unit Truck” (SU-30) as defined in 
AASHTO A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. 

 
3. The following Somerset County construction details shall be added to the plans: Standard 

Construction Notes for Road Improvements, Square Tube Sign Support, Signage & 
Striping Notes. 
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4. Somerset County’s Road Widening with Curb detail shall be added to the plans and a note 

shall be added indicating that the pavement specifications shown are to be used for the 
driveway in the County right-of-way. 

 
Once the review of the Traffic Impacts is complete, additional Access & Frontage requirements 
may be set forth. 
 
Clear Sight Requirements 
 
1. The line of sight from the proposed access drive shown on Sheets 2 and 4 of the plans is 

inconsistent with the criteria presented in the County's Public Works Handbook.  The 
length of the line of sight shall be revised to be shown for a minimum distance of 10 times 
the design speed.  The speed limit on South Middlebush Road (CR 615) is indicated to be 
45 MPH as per installed signage on the road.  The design speed is typically 5 MPH greater 
than the posted speed limit.  Therefore, the plans shall be revised to show a sight distance 
of 500 feet looking in both directions from the site driveway and to note that all sight 
obstructions shall be cleared.   

 
2. The line of sight shall be determined by establishing a line between the following two 

points. The first point represents the location of the driver’s eye for a vehicle stopped 15 
feet from the edge of the traveled way within the egress lane of the proposed driveway.  
The traveled way is defined as the white edge line, curb line, or the edge of pavement.  The 
second point is the center of the front bumper of an approaching vehicle on South 
Middlebush Road (CR 615) from the northbound and southbound directions.   

 
3. If the lines of sight encroach onto an adjoining property, the applicant shall acquire the 

necessary easement(s).  All property lines shall be shown within the area of the sight areas.  
The procedures presented in the County’s Land Development Review Resolution are to be 
followed in the acquisition process. 

 
4. The plans shall be revised to show all existing and proposed vegetation along South 

Middlebush Road (CR 615). 
 
Right-of-Way Requirements 
 
The plans shall be revised to show the physical centerline of South Middlebush Road (CR 
615).  South Middlebush Road (CR 615) is classified as a Minor Arterial in the County Master 
Plan with a right-of-way width of 66 feet.  A right-of-way dedication of 33 feet from the 
physical centerline of the road is to be shown along the entire frontage of the subject site.  The 
area that is being dedicated must be clearly identified on the plan as "Area Dedicated to 
Somerset County for Roadway Purposes".  The right-of-way dedication shall be recorded 
separately by deed in the County Clerk's Office as well as being shown on the Filed Map.   
 
A metes and bounds description of the dedication that is signed and sealed by a Professional 
Land Surveyor shall be submitted for review and acceptance to the Office of the County 
Engineer.  The metes and bounds description must describe the dedicated area to the centerline 
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of the County Road.  Once accepted, the signed and sealed original metes and bounds 
description shall be incorporated into the executed deed that transfers the right-of-way to 
Somerset County.  The original copy of the executed deed shall be returned to this office for 
filing with the County Clerk. All executed deeds shall be submitted with the applicable 
executed resident/nonresident tax forms and tax payment as required.  Specifically, P.L. 2004 
c.55 requires nonresident individuals, estates and trusts that sell New Jersey real property to 
make an estimated New Jersey gross income tax payment on the gain from such sale.  
Additional information and forms are available from the Division of Taxation’s website at 
www.state.nj.us/treasury/taxation. 
 
The plans shall be revised to show monuments to be set along the new right-of-way line.   
 
Historic Impact Review 
 
The site is listed within the National and New Jersey Registers of Historic Places Six Mile Run 
Historic District.  Details and requirements for the Historic Impact Review can be found in the 
County’s Land Development Review Resolution.   
 
The site is also located within the boundary of the Millstone Valley Scenic Corridor Byway. 
 
Stormwater Management Requirements 
 
Since the outfall pipe from the proposed infiltration / detention basin discharges toward the 
rear of the subject property near a wetlands area, it is requested that the Township handle the 
review of the stormwater management plans and the bonding and inspection of the stormwater 
management facility for this proposal.   
 
Performance Guarantee and Inspection Fee 
 
Pending the finalization of the plans, the applicant's engineer shall submit a cost estimate for 
all work to be performed within the County right-of-way.  The estimate must reflect the 
County's unit price list.  The performance guarantee and inspection fee will be calculated from 
the estimate.  
 
Pre-construction Requirements 
 
Prior to the commencement of any construction or disturbance in the County right-of-way, the 
following issues must be addressed. 
 
1. The performance guarantee and inspection fee for the improvements under County 

jurisdiction must be submitted. 
 
2. Two complete sets of construction plans that have been embossed with the County's 

acceptance stamp must be on file in the County Engineer's Office. The County’s acceptance 
stamp must be on the title page. 
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3. The contractor must be in possession of a Road Opening Permit issued by the County 

Department of Public Works.  In the event that the County road in the area of the proposed 
improvements has been resurfaced and/or reconstructed, the applicable moratorium for 
road openings will be enforced by Somerset County.  It is solely the applicant’s 
responsibility to properly coordinate the installation of utilities, roadway improvements 
and road closures with any pending County projects. 

 
4. A separate road-opening permit is required for the utility connections in the County right-

of-way. 
 
5. A pre-construction meeting must be arranged with the County Department of Public 

Works. 
 
6. The acceptance of traffic control plans and detour plans is not included as part of the 

County Planning Board processing of this application.  All traffic control measures to be 
implemented in connection with improvements under County jurisdiction must be 
reviewed and accepted by the appropriate entities prior to construction. 

 
This report reflects comments from the County Planning Board and the office of the County 
Engineer (908) 231-7024.  Should you have any questions, please contact the appropriate 
individual listed below. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Nora Fekete Philip Kao 
Supervising Planner Principal Engineer, Land Development Section 
 
 
cc: Christine Woodbury, Franklin Township Board Secretary 
 Tahweed Dahwah Center via email  
 Brian D. Schwartz, Esq. via email 
 Dolan and Dean Consulting Engineers, LLC, via email 
 F. Mitchel Ardman, PE, The Reynolds Group via email 

State Historic Preservation Office, Mail Code 501-04B, State of New Jersey, Dept. of Env. Protection, PO Box 420, Trenton, NJ 
08625-0420 via US mail 

 Millstone Valley Preservation Coalition, PO Box 96, Rocky Hill, New Jersey 08553 via US mail 
 Raritan Millstone Heritage Alliance, Inc., PO Box 5583, Somerset, NJ 08875-5583 via US mail  
 DRCC via email  
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