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______________________________ X
BEACON UNITARIAN : SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
UNIVERSALIST CONGREGATION IN : LAW DIVISION
SUMMIT, : UNION COUNTY
: DOCKET NO. :
Plaintiff,
Civil Action
V.
: COMPLAINT IN LIEU OF
CITY OF SUMMIT ZONING BOARD : PREROGATIVE WRITS
OF ADJUSTMENT and THE CITY
OF SUMMIT
Defendants.
______________________________ X

Plaintiff Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation in
Summit (“Plaintiff” or “Applicant”) states by way of Complaint
in Lieu of Prerogative Writs against defendants the City of Summit
Zoning Board of Adjustment (“Board”) and the City of Summit
(“"City”) (collectively “Defendants”), says:

NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. Plaintiff seeks to reverse Defendant Board’s arbitrary,

capricious, and unreasonable denial of its application seeking

#96099708.1




IllJNN—L—002593—26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 2 of 68 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

preliminary and final major site plan approval, a d(l) use
variance, a d(3) use variance, and several bulk variances to
construct a house of worship, solar canopies and related site
improvements (the “Application”) on property located at 695
Springfield Avenue and identified as Block 1702, Lot 47 on the
official tax maps of the City of Summit (the “Property”).

2. The Board kowtowed to pressure from members of the public,

both in-person at the public hearings and online, when it

arbitrarily, capriciously, and unreasonably denied the
Application.
3. The Board denied Plaintiff’s Application based, in part, on

its religious nature, motivated both by a misunderstanding of and
animus towards the Unitarian Universalist faith, in violation of
the Religious ©Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act
("RLUIPA”), 42 U.S.C. §S 2000cc, et seq.

4. RLUIPA protects religious groups from discriminatory zoning
laws and practices.

5. Defendant also wviolated RLUIPA by substantially burdening
the religious practice of the members of the Unitarian
Universalist faith by denying its Application and discriminating

against the Unitarian Universalism religion.
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THE PARTIES

6. Plaintiff 1is a religious nonprofit corporation with an

address located at 4 Waldron Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901.

7. Defendant Board is the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the City

of Summit organized pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-69 and has the

jurisdiction and power to review certain development applications

and grant variances pursuant to the Municipal Land Use Law,

N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1, et seq., (“MLUL”), with an address of 512

Springfield Ave, Summit, NJ 07901.

8. Defendant City is a municipal corporation located in Union

County, New Jersey, with its principal place of business located

at 512 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901.

ANIMOSITY TOWARDS UNITARIAN UNIVERSALISM ON SOCIAL MEDIA

Upon information and belief, both prior to and after

Plaintiff began the public hearing process,

it was subject to

various discriminatory social media posts on Facebook,

including,

but not limited to, the following:

a.

“Residents

For

Summit

In a Facebook Group titled

Future,” with respect to Plaintiff’s sale of the Waldron

Site, Kelly Lerena Elko posted ™“This 1is a religious

organization in our town spewing hate and telling us we can
Meanwhile they continue to virtue signal

blame ourselves?!

and create division while fundraising $20 MILLION to expand
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their 3rd property at the old Red Cross on Springfield.” See
Exhibit A.

b. In a Facebook Group titled “Summit NJ Happenings,” in
response to a comment by Stacy Senior Allan on a post
asking residents to attend the April 7, 2025 hearing,
June Park Plesh asked “if they even call it a church,”
and Ben Goldin responded in part with “Are they a Church
or a social justice group?” See Exhibit B.

c. In a Facebook Group titled “Greater Summit Resident Forum
- Infrastructure,” Ben Goldin, in response to a post by John
Miano reminding of the July 21, 2025 hearing, stated “the
Church Planner went through every variance indicating they
were all ‘minor.’ Reminded everyone of the “thoughtfulness”
that went into the design. On several occasions she also
reminded the Board of the NJ law for Churches providing a
‘greater good.’. . . The thoughtfulness to me is like a giant
middle finger to the community it is designed to be a big
look at me. . . . [Tlhe applicant is as much a political
and social advocacy organization as it 1is religious. The 2
signs on the property are a testament to their activism.”
See Exhibit C.

d. In a Facebook Group titled ™“Residents for Summit -

Future,” Patrick Nash sent a post on June 4, 2025, personally
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attacking Reverend Dr. Robin Tanner (“Dr. Tanner”), the
Plaintiff’s Reverend, by stating, “The leader of this
initiative appears more interested in using the church as a
trophy property to bolster political activism than in serving
Summit’s actual needs. It’s no secret that this development
is tightly aligned with a broader personal agenda. Should
our town really be the backdrop for a wvanity project or a
stepping stone in someone’s political ambitions?” See Exhibit
D.

e. In response to Patrick Nash’s post, Ben Goldin stated “you
are so right - this 1s a globalist quasi political
organization. The flying of the BLM flag and Silence 1is
Violence flags on the former Red Cross property proves this.
BLM a debunked hate group accused of financial impropriety
and virulent Anti-Semitic and Anti American views. The
Silence 1s Violence message 1is used as an excuse for the
rising incidents of Anti-Semitism. Makes you wonder how The
Beacon 1is an accepted member of the interfaith Council of
Summit.” See Exhibit E.

f. In a Facebook Group titled “Everything Summit,” in

A\Y

response to a post by Stacy Senior Allen to [p]lease be

7

aware and look at these photos,” of the proposed church,

Michael Herring asked "“Doesn’t Beacon run services for the
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10.

homeless? I Dbelieve the police have had to respond to
incidents at Beacon, including an attempted stabbing wherein
an emotionally disturbed person brought a knife to the
outreach program. Will the larger footprint increase the
towns need to address more homeless issues at the train
station and post office?” See Exhibit F.

g. In response to a comment on Michael Herring’s comment,
Dorrie Politz Gagnon responded, 1in pertinent part, stating
“This situation we are talking about is threatening OUR
children” and “Now, putting a church like this next to an
elementary school is asking for trouble.” See Exhibit G.

Such statements demonstrate general animus towards

Plaintiff’s religious community and its presence in the City.

HISTORY OF PLAINTIFF’'S CHURCH AND THE NEED FOR NEW SITE

11.

1907.

12.

13.

Plaintiff has owned and operated a church in Summit since

Plaintiff’s current church is located at 4 Waldron Avenue,

Summit, NJ 07901 (“Waldron Site”).

The Waldron Site contains a severe lack of parking spaces

and is no longer able to accommodate Plaintiff’s religious and

organizational needs.
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14. Plaintiff had previously improved the Waldron Site with an
attached structure housing offices and classrooms, as approved
by the Board in 1999.

15. Plaintiff purchased property adjacent to the Waldron Site
intending to seek approval to construct a new sanctuary next
door, and filed an application with the Board (“Waldron
Application”) .

16. The Waldron Application, however, did not adequately address
Plaintiff’s needs, including having no outdoor space and no on-
site parking.

17. When the Property became available in 2021, Plaintiff
subsequently withdrew the Waldron Application.

THE PROPERTY, ZONING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES

18. Plaintiff is the owner of the Property.

19. The Property contains approximately 1.74 acres and 1is
located in the R-15 Single-Family Zone (“R-15 Zone”).

20. The Property is bordered by a public park (“Wilson Park”)
located directly west of the Property, City of Summit Board of
Education property located directly northwest of the Property,
and a third City-owned property located directly north and east

of the Property.
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21. The Property is currently improved with a two-story building
and a garage/barn structure with related site improvements,
formerly owned and operated by the American Red Cross.

22. Plaintiff currently uses the existing building as meeting
space and for office functions.

23. The R-15 Zone principally permits (a) detached single-family
dwellings; and (b) public parks and playgrounds.

24. Houses of worship are a permitted conditional use in the R-
15 Zone under Ordinance § 35-13.3(B) (3) (a).

25. Solar array canopies are not permitted as an accessory use
in the R-15 Zone under Ordinance § 35-9.9(0) (4) (a).

26. However, the Ordinance’s general provisions permit accessory
structures, defined under Ordinance § 35-7.2 as “the use of which
is customarily incidental and subordinate to that of the
principal building located on the same lot.”

27. Ordinance § 35-9.11(B), in pertinent part, excludes church
spires, belfries, domes or cupolas from maximum building height
calculations.

28. Ordinance § 35-11.2(C) (6), containing the maximum building
height conditional use standard for houses of worship, excludes
spires, steeples, cupolas and other ornamentation from

calculations for maximum building height.
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THE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

29. On or around March 8, 2024, Plaintiff filed an Application
with the Board (the “Application”). See Exhibit H.

30. Plaintiff’s Application was driven by its need to operate
in a facility that can accommodate one Sunday service attended
by its entire congregation, provide sufficient space for its
office and other ancillary functions, and provide substantially
more onsite parking than the Waldron Site.

31. In the Application, Plaintiff sought preliminary and final
major site plan approval with a use variance, conditional use
variance, bulk variances and related site improvements to
construct a house of worship facility, solar canopies and related
site improvements.

32. Plaintiff sought a use variance pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-
70(d) (1) to permit installation of accessory solar canopies over
the parking lot, if needed.

33. Plaintiff sought a conditional wuse variance pursuant to
N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d) (3) to permit construction of the proposed
House of Worship as its Application contained deviations from the
conditional use standards set forth under Ordinance § 35-11.2(C),
including (a) minimum lot size, where 2 acres is required but the
Property is 1.74 acres; (b) minimum side yard setbacks, where 50

feet 1is required and the side vyard setback from the western
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property line is 34.5 feet (c) maximum building height, where 35
feet is permitted but 37.9 feet is proposed; (d) maximum lot
coverage, where 40% is permitted but 48.7% is proposed; (e) maximum
building coverage, where 15% is permitted but 16.2% is proposed;
(f) minimum parking setback, where 50 feet is required but 15 feet
is proposed; (g) minimum side vyard buffers, where 47 feet 1is
required but 9.8 feet and 10.4 feet are proposed; and (h) minimum
rear yard buffer, where 50 feet 1is required but 15 feet 1is
proposed.

34. Applicant sought bulk variances, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-
70 (c), for the same deviations related to maximum building height,
minimum side yard buffers and minimum rear yard buffer.

35. Applicant also sought bulk variances, pursuant to N.J.S.A.
40:55D-70(c), with respect to (a) minimum number of parking
spaces, where 79 spaces are required and 46 spaces are proposed;
(b) parking area location in a residential zone, where all parking
areas must be located in the rear yard or buildable area of the
lot, and parking is proposed outside of the rear yard or buildable
area; and (c) minimum number of shade trees in a parking area,
where one shade tree is required for every 10 parking spaces, and
zero shade trees are proposed in the parking area.

36. As a seven-member Board, the Board has the authority to

exercise all the powers as provided by N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70.

-10-
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37. Plaintiff appeared before the Board at eight (8) public
hearings held on March 17, 2025; April 7, 2025; June 5, 2025; July
21, 2025; October 6, 2025; January 21, 2026; March 2, 2026; and
April 6, 2026.

ZONING BOARD HEARINGS

38. Applicant provided public notice of the Application pursuant
to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-12, and the Board properly assumed
jurisdiction.
39. At the public hearings, Plaintiff presented the testimony of
its representative and five (5) expert witnesses, including an
engineer, landscape architect, architect, traffic engineer, and
planner.
40. Notably, Plaintiff’s engineer’s, landscape architect’s,
architect’s, and traffic engineer’s testimonies went unrefuted by
any expert testimony.

A. Beacon Unitarian Universalist Church’s Religion
41. Applicant presented the testimony of its fact witness, Dr.
Tanner, as representative of Beacon Unitarian Universalist Church,
at the March 17, 2025 hearing.
42. Dr. Tanner testified she received a bachelors in psychology
and religion from the University of Rochester, a masters of
divinity from Harvard Divinity School, and a doctorate in ministry

from the Pacific School of Religion.

-11-
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43. Dr. Tanner testified she completed a year-long residency in
hospital chaplaincy in Albuquerque, New Mexico, then served at
Piedmont Church in Charlotte, North Carolina for six-and-a-half
years, and has thereafter been with the Plaintiff for eight-and-
a-half-years as its Reverend.

44, Dr. Tanner testified that in addition to worship services,
she performs roles with Plaintiff’s outreach ministries, its
pastoral care, supporting its communications, and serves as a
partner with its board of trustees to make decisions for the well-
being of the congregation.

45. Dr. Tanner testified she was then-currently the President of
the Summit Interfaith Council.

46. Dr. Tanner explained Plaintiff’s denominational body of

Unitarian Universalism is not focused on a creed, but is gathered

around six principles centered in love: (a) justice; (b) equity;
(c) pluralism; (d) interdependence; (e) generosity; and (f)
transformation.

47. Dr. Tanner testified Plaintiff’s mission is focused on being

inclusive and feeding the human spirit.

48. Dr. Tanner testified that because Unitarian Universalists
are centered around these six values, their practice is very much
centered around living out these values and, as such, there exists

large theological and spiritual diversity within its community.

-12-
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49, Dr. Tanner testified Plaintiff’s congregation consists of
454 members, consisting of 100 “friends” described as those who
tend to participate in one program and who may not live in New
Jersey but access Plaintiff’s online ministry, and 354 “members.”
50. Despite this contingency, Dr. Tanner testified that across
Plaintiff’s two current Sunday services, Plaintiff only has about
161 participants including the children’s program occurring during
worship services.

51. Dr. Tanner testified membership has been steady between about
400 to 520 members over the course of four decades.

52. Dr. Tanner emphasized that a move to a larger space 1is not
intended for congregational growth, but rather to be able to hold
one Sunday service and to have Plaintiff’s members congregate for
decisions and major 1life events all in one place, which 1is
impossible to occur at the Waldron Site.

53. Further, Dr. Tanner described the current space only has 118
seats with limited accessibility, and the space was built around
the faith’s identity in 1913, which has since evolved and changed
dramatically in the way that it engages in worship practices that
are impossible to accommodate in that space.

54. Due to the diversity of theological beliefs of members, Dr.

Tanner testified the Protestant-inspired Waldron Site sanctuary

-13-
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reads aesthetically as Christian, therefore posing issues to many
of Plaintiff’s interfaith families.

55. Dr. Tanner described other programs Plaintiff holds outside
of Sunday services, including small community groups gathered
around monthly themes, a robust pastoral care ministry, support
groups, children’s programming, youth groups, outreach ministries
such as LGBTQI+ and immigrant and refugee ministries, and special
events such as concerts about three times a year on Sundays through
its “Afternoon Music” supporting organization.

56. Importantly, Dr. Tanner explained the Waldron Site was home
to the Summit Warm Hearts program in which it helps housing and
food insecure individuals, but that this program has since moved
to a separate location and that this function will not occur at
the new site.

57. Dr. Tanner testified Plaintiff holds baby blessings and child
dedications which are mostly included in Sunday services, and also
holds weddings and funerals, with a significant decline in
weddings held at the Waldron Site, which Dr. Tanner expects will
not change with the new site as the proposed facility does not
contain a hall like their current facility.

58. Ultimately, Dr. Tanner indicated Plaintiff’s regular
programs outside of Sunday services result in attendance of no

more than approximately twenty-four (24) members.

-14-
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59. Dr. Tanner expressed the congregation put together a team of
congregants to help with the Application, including to find an
Architect for the project.

60. Dr. Tanner emphasized that sustainability was a priority for
the Application due to Plaintiff’s faith and values.

61. Dr. Tanner testified the congregation selected Louis Cherry,
RA (“Mr. Cherry”), as the architect due to his experience in
designing sanctuaries across the country, including for Unitarian
Universalists, and his ability to design a structure effective
for Plaintiff’s specific needs and incorporating Plaintiff’s
values.

62. Dr. Tanner also testified that Plaintiff brought in landscape
architect Tavis Dockwiller, RA (“™Ms. Dockwiller”), together with
Mr. Cherry, due to Plaintiff’s fundamental values of
interdependence and relationship with the earth, evident from
their equinox and solstice services and their children’s curricula
designed for children to experience the natural environment
outdoors.

63. Dr. Tanner emphasized the resultant nautilus design of the
proposed building embodies the sense of spiritual evolution,
including curves interplaying with the natural environment.

64. Crucially, Dr. Tanner testified the building is net zero or

close to it, which advances the key value of environmentalism for

-15-
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the congregation, and the overall design constitutes a space that
evokes Unitarian Universalism’s spirituality and wvalue of being
in harmony with nature without having overt symbology that would
exclude certain members of its diverse community.

65. Dr. Tanner testified Plaintiff intentionally wanted these
features to appropriately express its faith and allow the
congregation to better practice Unitarian Universalism.

66. Dr. Tanner testified Plaintiff considered whether the current
building could be saved or reused, but concluded the space is now
inconsistent with the practice of modern Unitarian Universalism.
67. Dr. Tanner testified some congregants participate in services
via online streaming, and that the proposed building is more
appropriate for this function than Plaintiff’s current space,
enabling Plaintiff to mount cameras for streaming services and
permitting congregants to attend services from home.

68. Dr. Tanner indicated that Plaintiff attempted to and did hold
meetings with neighbors regarding this proposal, as members
knocked on door, introduced themselves and shared flyers,
developed an email list of neighbors who attended meetings and
continued updating them on its proposal.

69. Dr. Tanner indicated that Plaintiff met with the principal
at Wilson Primary Center, the primary school adjacent to the

Property.

-16-

#96099708.1




UNN—L—002593—26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 17 of 68 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

70. Dr. Tanner testified the one service associated with the
Application 1is crucial as members regularly only attend one of
the two available services and may not meet other members for
years, which is burdensome for Plaintiff’s congregants’ practice
of the Unitarian Universalist faith.

71. Dr. Tanner emphasized the need for one service is grounded
in the congregation’s practice of congregational polity, meaning

the Beacon congregation is autonomous and decisions are made

democratically, requiring relationship building between
congregants.
72. Dr. Tanner confirmed Plaintiff would not conduct a daycare

center or a homeless shelter at the proposed facility.

73. Dr. Tanner clarified that no individuals would be housed
overnight, and, 1like other religious facilities, have provided
sanctuary space for only one individual in need of a short term
stay/shelter.

74. Dr. Tanner testified this sanctuary is limited to only one
individual and happens very rarely, estimating once per year, the
individual would be screened by Plaintiff prior to their stay for
safety purposes, and that a member of the congregation would stay
with them such that the individual would not be alone on the

premises.

-17-
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75. Despite testimony that Applicant was not planning on
operating a homeless shelter out of the proposed facility, it
accepted as a condition of approval that it would not operate such
a facility or host homeless people on the site, separate from its
sanctuary program.

B. Building and Site Design
76. Plaintiff presented testimony from Mr. Cherry, who testified
in his capacity as a licensed professional architect, at the June
5, 2025, July 21, 2025, and October 6, 2025 public hearings.
77. The Board accepted Mr. Cherry’s qualifications and accepted
him as an expert architect.
78. Mr. Cherry provided testimony on the building design and its
significant relationship with the Unitarian Universalist
religion.
79. Mr. Cherry testified that the creation of the plans were
inextricably tied to Plaintiff’s religious values and needs.
80. Mr. Cherry testified the design of the building is drawn very
specifically from Plaintiff’s belief system and agreed the
building 1s directly related to the way 1in which Plaintiff
exercises its faith.
8l. Mr. Cherry described the symbolic nautilus, spiral-shaped
nature of the building, which comes from nature and expresses

growth.

-18-
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82. Mr. Cherry testified that the open portions of the building
allows nature to be incorporated more into design.

83. Mr. Cherry testified the building shape creates a circular
pattern encouraging the coming together of people while surrounded
by a naturalized landscape.

84. Mr. Cherry also noted the spiral shape also aided in his
organizing the parts of the building so that it reduces the
building scale 1in 1line with the homes and the surrounding
neighborhood.

85. With respect to Plaintiff’s faith, Mr. Cherry testified they
have a clear codification of their value system including emphasis
on connection to nature and growth as important symbols, embodied
by the building’s spiral design.

86. Due to the nonhierarchical nature of Plaintiff’s faith, the
building’s communal design 1is meant to emphasize relating and
connecting with one another.

87. Importantly, Mr. Cherry recognized Universalism 1is an
interfaith group, where iconography is not clear, such that,
unlike the Christian faith where a steeple is clearly understood
to be an important aspect of a church’s design, Unitarian building
design 1is meant to express some things that aren’t easily
translated 1into the kit-of-parts that are more typical for

designing a religious facility.

-19-
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88. Accordingly, Mr. Cherry noted he also designed a Unitarian
Universalist church in Raleigh, North Carolina, which he admitted
does not 1look similar to the proposed church but similarly
incorporates a curved design and uses lots of wood.

89. Mr. Cherry testified the creation of large hallways satisfies
Plaintiff’s need for creating opportunity for relationship
building amongst congregants.

90. Mr. Cherry noted the proposed green roof, providing plantings
and vegetation on a portion of the roof, accenting the
incorporation of nature into the building while also aiding with
water retention/runoff on the site.

91. Mr. Cherry noted the extensive landscaping surrounding the
site and acknowledged that this aids in overall screening of the
site.

92. Mr. Cherry provided physical samples of the building’s
exterior materials, including glass, stucco walls, and wood
intended to give a natural look, identified as Exhibit A-8 below.
93. Mr. Cherry noted these materials and the exterior building
colors and finish 1is designed to fit within the natural
environment.

94, Mr. Cherry testified the proposed basement would be used
exclusively for electrical and mechanical equipment and building

storage.

-20-
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95. Mr. Cherry testified that the main level would be comprised
of a large flexible sanctuary, a common area, a lobby, a foyer,
an office, four meeting rooms organized around two bathrooms, and
a kitchen.

96. Regarding the sanctuary, Mr. Cherry noted the sanctuary is
comprised of 236 total seats, including a balcony with 42 seats.
97. Mr. Cherry testified that the outdoor space includes a
children’s play area and a gathering area for meditation or other
outdoor activity for congregants.

98. Mr. Cherry testified the project team looked into preserving
the old Red Cross building, but concluded there was no way to
accomplish satisfying the church’s goals and needs through
preserving the building.

99. Mr. Cherry testified a goal of designing the building was to
create a flexible space to serve all of the congregation’s
constituencies while laboriously editing down the space and
mitigating the number of wvariances necessary while still
satisfying the congregation’s minimum needs.

100. When asked whether the building design 1is consistent with
architecture in the City, Mr. Cherry highlighted a recently built
worship center with a similarly modern design.

101. Mr. Cherry noted the building height exceeds the conditional

use standard’s requirements; however, he explained this is only

21-
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the case for a small parapet portion at the front of the building
meant to complete the spiral design.
102. Mr. Cherry opined the very small excess of height from the
parapet is similar to the steeple element of a church, and agreed
that chopping off this portion of the building would adversely
affect the building’s aesthetic design.

C. Landscaping
103. Applicant presented testimony from Ms. Dockwiller, who
testified in her capacity as a licensed professional landscape
architect at the April 7, 2025 and July 21, 2025 public hearings.
104. The Board accepted Ms. Dockwiller’s qualifications and
accepted her as an expert landscape architect.
105. Ms. Dockwiller confirmed her firm prepared the landscape
plans for the Application.
106. Ms. Dockwiller described the landscaped areas surrounding
the building, including the drop-off area and a small walking
labyrinth in front of the building.
107. Ms. Dockwiller described the lawn area in the rear of the
building, and the small nature-based play area for children.
108. Ms. Dockwiller testified as to the tree removal plan, which
she noted her office worked with the City’s arborist to review

the existing trees.

20
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109. Ms Dockwiller testified the plan involved removing 29 trees
considered “not in great condition” and committed to planting 91
trees on the site.

110. Ms. Dockwiller highlighted that the landscaping plan is in
concert with the stormwater management plan.

111. Ms. Dockwiller testified that in developing the landscaping
plan, she looked at shading to ensure the solar canopies would
achieve necessary sunlight.

112. Ms. Dockwiller testified as to the reduced signage for the
site, obviating the need for two signage-related variances.

113. On July 21, 2025 Ms. Dockwiller returned to testify with
respect to plan alterations.

114. Ms. Dockwiller confirmed the Applicant, according to concerns
from the public, removed the walk connections between the current
Wilson Park pathway and the proposed church, and added 1in
additional, dense landscaping making 1t significantly more
challenging for a patron of Wilson Park to enter the Property
through the western property line.

115. In response to a request for the height of trees and shrubs
at maturity, Ms. Dockwiller prepared and provided a report
indicating the height of trees at planting and the height at

maturity.
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116. Ms. Dockwiller confirmed the Applicant purposefully omitted
fencing around the site to preserve existing trees.

D. Site Engineering
117. Applicant presented testimony from John Cote, PE, who
testified in his capacity as a licensed professional engineer at
the April 7, 2025 and the June 5, 2025 public hearings.
118. The Board accepted Mr. Cote’s qualifications and accepted
him as an expert engineer.
119. Mr. Cote confirmed his office prepared the site plans for
the Application.
120. Mr. Cote recognized the site plan’s deviations from the
City’s Land Development Ordinance, and identified the relief
sought, supra.
121. Mr. Cote also described wvarious site revisions over the
course of his testimony, including (a) the elimination of two (2)
variances related to signage, (b) reduction of building size
causing the elimination of the need for variances from the front
yvard setback requirement; (c) eliminated the need for a variance
from the floor area ratio requirements (d) relocation of
landscaped amenities from within the required buffer setback to
outside of same, (e) addition of four (4) parking spaces in tandem
with proposed spaces; and (f) addition of a retaining wall to

facilitate new parking spaces.
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122. Mr. Cote testified the site is compliant as to the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection and the City’s drainage
requirements.

E. Traffic, Parking and Site Circulation
123. During the April 7, 2025 hearing, Mr. Cote noted that the
Application originally required 100 parking spaces based on the
estimated 300 seat capacity of the proposed sanctuary.
124. However, Mr. Cote revised the site plan to reduce the
sanctuary size, thereby reducing the number of seats to 236 and
reducing the parking requirement to 79 spaces.
125. Mr. Cote noted this reduction does not eliminate the need
for a variance from the parking requirement, as the plan proposes
42 parking spaces.
126. Although the Ordinance parking standards for houses of
worship requires one parking space per “3 seats or 10 square feet
of gross floor area, whichever is greater,” the Board and
Plaintiff agreed the square footage measurement would require an
unrealistic number of parking spaces.
127. Therefore, it was agreed that Plaintiff would be required to
provide one parking space for every three sanctuary seats.
128. Mr. Cote testified the plans would be revised to reflect an

additional four (4) parking spaces will be added in tandem with
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four existing parking spaces, accumulating the total number of
proposed parking spaces to 46.

129. Mr. Cote presented Exhibit A-2 depicting site modifications,
which included the addition of the four additional parking spaces.
See Exhibit I.

130. Applicant presented testimony from Elizabeth Dolan, PE (“Ms.
Dolan”), who testified in her capacity as a licensed professional
traffic engineer at the July 21, 2025 and October 6, 2025 public
hearings.

131. The Board accepted Ms. Dolan’s qualifications and accepted
her as an expert traffic engineer.

132. Ms. Dolan confirmed her office prepared the Traffic Study,
dated November 18, 2024, which was submitted with the Application.
133. Ms. Dolan testified that her office combined traffic counts
on Sunday with driveway projections and analyzed the site driveway
intersection with Springfield Avenue to find acceptable levels of
service.

134. Ms. Dolan testified the study wutilized a conservative
estimate of vehicles entering and exiting the site 1in making
calculations in the report.

135. Ms. Dolan testified the traffic counts were performed on a
Sunday in April 2024, between 9 am and 10 am, constituting the

arrival time for Plaintiff’s proposed Sunday services, and between
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11 am and 12 pm, constituting the departure hour for Sunday
services.

136. Ms. Dolan testified the site driveways, including a
circulation drive aisle at the northwest corner of the site,
provide plenty of driveway for queuing of vehicles waiting to exit
onto Springfield Avenue.

137. Ms. Dolan concluded that the amount of traffic, even at the
highest level, would not create a negative impact and the site
driveway would operate safely and efficiently.

138. With respect to parking, Ms. Dolan noted a deficit of 33
spaces, where, with the plan revisions, 79 spaces are required
but only 46 are proposed.

139. Ms. Dolan testified that parking is permitted on both sides
of Springfield Avenue.

140. Ms. Dolan testified she observed Springfield Avenue on four
different Sundays between the hours of 9 am and 12 pm, and observed
at most four vehicles parked on the street between Harrison Court,
to the west of the Property, and Fairview Avenue, to the east of
the Property.

141. Ms. Dolan opined that, based on 161 typical attendees for
Plaintiff’s Sunday services, estimating approximately three
people per vehicle, the parking demand would only be 54 spaces, 8

spaces more than proposed on-site.
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142. Therefore, Ms. Dolan testified there would be more than
sufficient parking within the site frontage and the nearby
proximity to accommodate the on-site parking deficit.

143. Further, Ms. Dolan testified this street parking would
function safely and efficiently if used by the people attending
the church, as street parking is currently permitted.

144. Due to concerns that congregants would park at Wilson Park,
Applicant agreed to condition approval on prohibiting its
congregants from utilizing the Wilson Park parking lot.

145. Ms. Dolan noted the church would offer a virtual attendance
option for services, thus indicating actual parking demand could
be further reduced from the Ordinance’s requirements.

146. Due to safety concerns for on-street parking expressed by
both the Board members and the public, the Applicant accepted as
a condition of approval that it would provide a shuttle service
for individuals to attend Sunday services.

147. To further alleviate safety concerns, the Applicant also
accepted as a condition of approval that it would provide a traffic
control officer during all services and special events.

148. Springfield Avenue is a County Road.

149. Because Springfield Avenue is a County Road, the Board does
not have Jurisdiction to require improvements, such as a

crosswalk, on Springfield Avenue.

28-

#96099708.1




UNN—L—OO2593—26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 29 of 68 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

150. Nonetheless, the Applicant agreed to condition approval on
requesting the County to install a crosswalk close to the Property
and pay for installation of same, if required.

F. Solar Panels
151. Mr. Cote testified regarding the proposed solar canopies,
which he opined that, despite being prohibited in residential
zones, are in line with Plaintiff’s belief in sustainability.
152. Mr. Cote recognized the proposed solar canopies are
considered accessory to the proposed principal house of worship
building.
153. Mr. Cote testified the solar canopies will be situated on
top of the parking spaces along the eastern and northern
boundaries of the Property.
154. Mr. Cote testified the solar canopies will be guttered to
allow for sufficient drainage.
155. Mr. Cote testified he anticipates the solar canopies will
not produce any glare onto Springfield Avenue.
156. Mr. Cherry testified the proposed solar canopy height is 12
feet.
157. Mr. Cherry noted the 199 total solar panels, including some
roof-mounted, were designed to provide 100% of the average energy

use for the building, causing the building to be “net-zero,”
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meaning the panels are designed to produce all of the building’s
necessary energy demands.

158. Mr. Cherry testified the proposed solar canopies will not be
visible from Wilson Park or the Wilson school drop off area.

159. Ms. Dockwiller confirmed a shade/shadow study was performed
in conjunction with the architect, in order to ensure sufficient
sunlight would reach the solar canopies.

G. Summary of Plan Modifications Throughout Public Hearing
Process

160. Throughout all eight hearings, as expressed in part above,
Applicant remained willing and amenable to any and all suggestions
to alter its Application to respond reasonably to the concerns of
the Board and the public without compromising the proposed
building’s embodiment of its faith.
161. To mitigate the relief it sought, and as a result of its
openness to reasonable suggestions from the Board, Plaintiff made
numerous revisions from its initial plan submitted on March 8,
2024, including but not limited to the following:
a. Applicant reduced the proposed size of its freestanding
sign, thereby eliminating the need for two (2) variances for
maximum monument sign size and maximum monument sign

lettering size, respectively.
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b. Applicant decreased the building footprint by
approximately 400 square feet and reconfigured the building
location further away from the front and west side property
lines, thereby eliminating a deviation from a conditional
use standard condition with respect to minimum front yard
setback.

c. Applicant eliminated the need for a d(4) FAR variance due
to a decrease in the building footprint and recalculation of
the proposed floor area.

d. Applicant relocated landscaping amenities away from the
western property line, thereby eliminating the need for a
variance for minimum side vyard setback for accessory
structures.

e. Upon feedback from the public and the Board, the Applicant
eliminated the path connection proposed between the western
side of the site with an existing pathway on the adjacent
Wilson Park property.

f. Applicant decreased the building footprint from 11,795
square feet to 11,430 square feet and reduced the number of
seats in the sanctuary from 300 to 236.

g. By reducing the number of seats in the sanctuary,
Applicant decreased the minimum number of required parking

spaces from 100 spaces to 79 spaces.
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h. Applicant added 4 additional parking spaces, tandem with
4 originally proposed parking spaces, for 46 total parking
spaces proposed.

i. Applicant added film covering to glass at the front of
the building to prevent sun glare posing a danger to drivers
on Springfield Avenue.

j. Applicant added additional buffering/screening to the
eastern property line to further screen the proposed solar
canopies from neighboring properties.

H. Relief Sought and Planner Testimony

1. D(3) Use Variance

162. Mr. Cote confirmed the Application deviated from certain
conditional use standards for a house of worship, supra.

163. Mr. Cote testified the ©plan originally contained an
additional deviation from the minimum front vyard setback
requirement, where 50 feet is required and 42.7 feet was proposed,
but that his office revised the site plan so as to eliminate this
deviation.

164. Applicant presented testimony from Kate Keller, AICP, PP
(“Ms. Keller”), who testified in her capacity as a licensed
professional planner in the State of New Jersey in support of the

proofs, known as the “positive criteria” and “negative criteria,”
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necessary to grant the use variances under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)
and bulk variances under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) .

165. Ms. Keller testified at the July 21, 2025 and January 21,
2026 public hearings.

166. The Board accepted Ms. Keller’s qualifications and accepted
her as an expert planner.

167. Ms. Keller testified that she reviewed all testimony in this
matter and is familiar with the Application, including the plans
and exhibits.

168. Ms. Keller testified she visited the site on multiple
occasions.

169. Ms. Keller noted that houses of worship are a conditional
permitted use in the City’s R-15 zone.

170. Accordingly, Ms. Keller identified that the test annunciated

in Coventry Square, Inc. v. Westwood Zoning Bd. of Adjustment,

138 N.J. 285 (1994) applies for d(3) conditional use variances.

171. Under the Coventry Square test, an applicant still must

satisfy the positive and negative criteria; however, it 1is not
required to produce the same enhanced quality of proof required
for a d(1) use variance, and is instead required to satisfy a less
stringent standard.

172. The Coventry Square test says that the positive criteria is

met if an applicant can demonstrate that the site continues to be
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appropriate for the conditional use notwithstanding the deviations
from one or more conditional use standards.

173. With respect to this test and the deviations with which
Plaintiff’s Application does not comply, Ms. Keller identified
each deviation and the reasons why the site remains appropriate
for the proposed house of worship use.

174. Ms. Keller noted the deviations from the minimum lot size,
minimum side yard setback, and minimum side and rear yard buffer
requirements, and testified that the effects of all three
deviations are substantially mitigated due to the nature of the
park and school uses directly adjacent to the site, as opposed to
the residential uses typical of the zone.

175. Ms Keller emphasized the heavy landscaping proposed on site
and landscaping surrounding the site on the adjacent public
property substantially reduces the effects of these deviations on
the neighboring properties.

176. With respect to the deviation from maximum lot coverage, Ms.
Keller opined wvarious factors mitigate the negative effects of
the proposed development, including the fact that the lot 1is
undersized, the lack of any drainage or stormwater issues, and
the green roof area, which aids with stormwater management.

177. Ms. Keller testified the deviation from the maximum building

coverage requirement is de minimus and imperceptible, as no issues
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from massing, building appearance, or scale result given the size
of the overall property.

178. Ms. Keller testified the deviation from the maximum building
height standard is minimal, as the overwhelming majority of the
building complies with the height requirement, but for the small
parapet exceeding 35 feet.

179. Ms. Keller highlighted the Ordinance’s exclusion of steeples
and other similar ornamentation from the <conditional wuse
standard’s maximum building height requirement, and emphasized
that the parapet causing the height overture 1is intended to
reflect the values of the church and therefore operates similarly
to a steeple.

180. With respect to the negative criteria, Ms. Keller testified
the Application poses no substantial detriment to the public good
nor a substantial impairment to the Zone Plan or Ordinance.

181. Ms. Keller emphasized that a house of worship is a permitted
conditional wuse in the R-15 Zone, that the organization has
existed in the City for over a century, the lot is slightly
undersized and has not historically been used for residential
purposes, and that the site is substantially buffered and is
surrounded on all sides by public property which is also not used

for residential purposes.

-35-

#96099708.1




UNN—L—002593—26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 36 of 68 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

182. Regarding the City’s master plan, Ms. Keller highlighted its
goal to create quality of life through various uses, and that this
proposed use epitomizes one uplifting the City’s quality of life,
in addition to the fact that the house of worship is already part
of the City’s community but is looking to move into a new building
with a design informed by its faith to continue its positive
impact in the City.

183. Therefore, Plaintiff satisfied the Coventry Square

conditional use test.

184. Ms. Keller also noted that a house of worship is considered
an inherently beneficial use.

185. Notwithstanding the foregoing evaluation under Coventry
Square, because the proposed house of worship 1is also an
inherently beneficial use, the test to satisfy the positive and
negative criteria is even less stringent than the one established

in Coventry Square, instead requiring analysis under the balancing

test adopted in Sica v. Bd. of Adjustment, 127 N.J. 152 (1992)

for inherently beneficial uses.

186. Specifically, the Court 1in Sica determined inherently
beneficial uses presumptively satisfy the positive criteria and
established a four-pronged test for land use boards to follow.

187. The Sica balancing test requires a land use board to: (1)

identify the public interest; (2) identify any detrimental effects
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from the grant of the variance; (3) impose reasonable conditions
to mitigate any negative impacts; and (4) weigh the positive and
negative criteria and determine, on balance, whether granting the
variance will cause a substantial detriment to the public good.
188. Regarding the first prong, Ms. Keller testified that the
public interest is a house of worship, recognized in the MLUL as
an inherently Dbeneficial wuse, and noted the vast protections
afforded to freedom of religion in our country.

189. Regarding the second prong, Ms. Keller testified that the
use itself is permitted, and emphasized that the deviations from
the conditional use standards occur due to the physical condition
of the Property and not from the use itself.

190. Ms. Keller testified the negative impacts are mitigated
substantially by the site’s design and its wunique location
adjacent solely to public property and not bordering any
residential properties.

191. Regarding the third prong, Ms. Keller testified the Applicant
has made substantial changes to the building, including but not
limited to a reduction in the number of seats, and reduced building
area, and emphasized that the Applicant was proactive about the
board’ s imposition of any reasonable conditions on its

Application.
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192. Regarding the fourth prong, Ms. Keller testified that because
houses of worship are one of the highest and most protected public
interests including RLUIPA, the benefits substantially outweigh
the detriments.

193. Therefore, Plaintiff satisfied the Sica inherently

beneficial balancing test for the house of worship portion of its
Application.

2. D(1) Use Variance

194. Mr. Cote also identified that the Application requires a d(1)
use variance under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70 (d) to permit the
construction of solar canopies over parking spaces in the parking
lot.

195. Ms. Keller testified that the proposed solar panels satisfied
the positive and negative criteria.

196. Ms. Keller testified that, like with the house of worship
portion of the Application, the proposed solar panels constitute
an inherently beneficial wuse, presumptively satisfying the
positive criteria.

197. Ms. Keller applied the Sica balancing test to the proposed
solar panel portion of the Application.

198. Regarding the first prong, Ms. Keller testified solar panels
are recognized under the MLUL as inherently beneficial and that

the sustainable design promotes community and statewide goals.
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199. Regarding the second prong, Ms. Keller testified the solar
canopies constitute an accessory use that will occupy a small
portion of the site, thus minimizing any effects.

200. Ms. Keller highlights that, while the wvariance is required
because solar canopies are prohibited in all residential zones,
the Property and directly adjacent properties are not used
residentially.

201. Regarding the third prong, Ms. Keller acknowledged that the
Board failed to propose any conditions with respect to the solar
canopies.

202. Nonetheless, Ms. Keller pointed out the Applicant provided
studies depicting no substantial viewsheds resulting from the
proposed solar canopies.

203. Regarding the fourth prong, Ms. Keller testified this relief
can be granted without a substantial detriment to the public good
or substantially impairing the City’s zone plan.

204. Ms. Keller also noted the benefits of the use of renewable
energy on-site.

3. Bulk Variances

a. Parking Lot Variances
205. Regarding the variance for minimum number of parking spaces;

Ms. Keller testified based on its operations, Plaintiff’s proposed
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on-site parking in combination with on-street parking can
accommodate all Plaintiff’s parking needs.

206. Ms. Keller noted that most churches in the City, including
Plaintiff’s current site, have some or no parking, such that it
is not uncommon for sites in the City to have insufficient parking
under the Ordinance standards.

207. Ms. Keller noted three (3) additional churches in the City
situated on lots smaller than the Property and with minimal or no
on-site parking.

208. Ms. Keller testified the site is designed holistically and
to each room is designed to be multi-functional and not dedicated
exclusively to a particular use, such that a limited amount of
activity can occur which necessarily lessens the number of people
on site.

209. Regarding the need for a variance from minimum parking
setback, Ms. Keller testified the Property 1is adjacent to
property that is used residentially, and that the parking is being
screened appropriately from the City-owned properties.

210. Ms. Keller testified no substantial detriment to the public
good or substantial impairment to the zone plan or Ordinance would

result.

-40-

#96099708.1




UNN—L—002593—26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 41 of 68 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

b. Building Height Variance
211. Ms. Keller testified that only a small portion of the
building deviates from the maximum building height requirement.
212. Ms. Keller testified the majority of the building is within
the building height requirement, and emphasized the religious
rationale behind the small excess in building height.

c. Buffer and Shade Tree Variances
213. Regarding the variance for shade trees required in parking
areas, Ms. Keller testified this requirement is intended to
provide aesthetic relief in large commercial multi-row parking
fields, which is not what is proposed here.
214. Ms. Keller testified that while not in the parking area, the
Applicant is also proposing planting numerous shade trees around
the Property.
215. Regarding the variances for rear and side yard buffers, Ms.
Keller testified the Property is not situated next to residential
property, and the surrounding City-owned property has sufficient,
heavy landscaping that buffers those lots from the Property and
that this mitigates any 1issues related to a smaller buffer
proposed on the Property.
216. Accordingly, the Planner testified there would be no negative

impact on the surrounding areas.
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I. Objector’s Planner’s Testimony
217. A group of City residents (the “Objectors”) retained counsel
to object to the Application.
218. The Objectors retained Peter Steck, PP (“Mr. Steck”), to
refute Plaintiff’s Professional Planner’s testimony.
219. The Board accepted Mr. Steck’s qualifications and accepted
him as an expert planner.
220. Mr. Steck ignored Plaintiff’s architect’s testimony about
church design being informed by the faith, opining instead that
Plaintiff has no religious tenets or rules dictating Unitarian
Universalist Church design and no religious tenets say that the
proposed church had to be this way.
221. Without any personal knowledge of the Unitarian Universalist
faith and its practices, Mr. Steck testified Applicant is
expressing things 1in the building that he opines 1is a design
choice rather than tied to the Unitarian Universalist faith.
222 . Mr. Steck claimed the design choice was made by the architect
and not mandated by the religion, in contrast with Dr. Tanner’s
understanding of the religion she practices and the architect’s
experience in designing buildings specific to Unitarian
Universalists.
223. Mr. Steck opined solar canopies are not permitted in the R-

15 Zone for aesthetic reasons, and claimed the solar panels would
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be shaded during the day, thus hindering their function and
mitigating their inherent Dbenefit, contradicting Plaintiff’s
unrefuted expert testimony that the solar panels were designed
specifically with this in mind so as to avoid significant shading.
224 . Nonetheless, Mr. Steck determined the solar canopies’ poor
location causing them to be shaded renders them unproductive for
producing electricity.

225. With respect to parking and circulation, Mr. Steck testified
the lack of a sidewalk on the opposite side of Springfield Avenue
and the lack of a crosswalk near the site pose significant issues.
226. Mr. Steck pointed out the Ordinance’s method of calculating
parking spaces (1 space per 10 square feet of gross floor area)
indicates approximately 1800 spaces would be required, despite
the Board accepting that only 79 spaces were required per the 1
space per 3 seat standard.

227. Mr. Steck testified Applicant does not meet the negative

criteria under Coventry Square to justify the deviations from the

conditional use standards for the house of worship.

228. Regarding the solar panels, Mr. Steck testified he could not
suggest reasonable conditions to mitigate the aesthetic impact of
the solar panels.

229. Mr. Steck did not provide any testimony specifically

analyzing the Sica inherently beneficial test with respect to the
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d(3) variance for the house of worship facility required since it
is an inherently beneficial use.
230. Mr. Steck opined that no reasonable conditions could be
imposed to mitigate the impact of the relief sought, basing his
opinion in the arbitrariness of the proposed church’s shape and
design causing deviations from the conditional use standards.

J. Animosity Toward Plaintiff During Hearings
231. Throughout the multiple public hearings, comments from the
Board, its consultants, the public, and the objectors and their
expert reflected either (a) a misunderstanding of the Unitarian
Universalist religion despite the Applicant’s repeated attempts
to clarify its faith; or (b) clear and unambiguous animus towards
Plaintiff and Unitarian Universalism.
232. At the March 17, 2025 hearing, a member of the public asked
“why this location? Why not go to one or two towns over where you
would not be met with this level of resistance” and additionally
asked, “How does it make you feel when you look around the room
and your neighbors are not welcoming of you and your congregants?”
(1T792:8-19) .
233. While discussing use of the facility to provide sanctuary
for individuals in need, Board Member Nelson asked “Has there been
any criminal activity at vyour current location, to your

knowledge?” (1T76:8-10).
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234. Vice Chairwoman Zahn questioned the purpose of the church
and whether the church was a “political space,” based on Dr.
Tanner’s testimony that democracy is one of Unitarian
Universalism’s core values. (3T117:19-118:1).

235. Board Member Chieffo asked whether other churches within town
want to but cannot have multiple services due to space
restrictions, and stated “I know that you say yours 1is based on
love but you can say that with every church.” (1T43:19-44:7).
236. A member of the public erroneously opined that it 1is
“definitely a very strongly held belief of a 1lot of the
congregations [he] found online” that the church permits its
members to sleep in their car on its property. (1T85:2-9).

237. Emphasizing the high real estate values in the City, a member
of public asked if Plaintiff “had any studies or input from real
estate experts within the town to see how the proposed development
at 695 is going to affect the value of all the surrounding homes,”
stating this is relevant to her home. (1T61:9-12).

238. A member of the public expressed that Plaintiff is “really
asking for rezoning of this property, essentially” and “a lot of
the things that you’re talking about that you need or that you
want, if you really need them, do you maybe see that this perhaps

isn’t the right property for you” and, when Dr. Tanner answered
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she believed this was the right property, stated “[s]o do you not
believe in zoning and regulations?” (1T125:22-126:12).

239. A member of the public suggested the Applicant “can go five
or [ten] minutes west of Summit and be considerably more rural
than Summit itself.” (1T199:3-5).

240. A member of the public stated she is “[t]rying to reconcile
in my mind how vyou, either vyourself, your members or your
congregation identify with Summit. Would you say that you or your
members or your congregation feel some tie to the Summit community
in some way, the history of the town, and maybe Jjust curious if
you can answer, you know, 1in what ways?” She continued, asking,
“Is it important to reflect—well, at a minimum acknowledge and
ideally reflect the sort of history of Summit, the character of
Summit that is quite unique to the area and the town?” (1T137:3-
9)

241. A member of the public asked, “So why have you guys chosen
to so flagrantly disregard the design guidelines of the town and
the character of the building to style just does not fit in with
Summit . . . . I'm trying to reconcile your identity as being a
member of the Summit community and having it tied to the history
of Summit but building a structure that is so flagrantly at odds

with that.” (1T137:22-138:0).
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242. A member of the public asked “Are you familiar with what
happened at Mabie Playground last week, where a homeless
individual . . . was accused of accosting two young children and
trying to take them?” (1T154:16-19).

243. A member of the public suggested Plaintiff may be “creating
incentives to have outside people who are not from Summit come to
Summit . . . and then house that facility next to a primary
center.” (1T155:8-12).

244. Expressing concern that Plaintiff will exceed capacity on
site, a member of the public asked, “So what if you say, oh, now
let’s plan for a bigger community to have more and more and more
and more? Does the community of Summit have a say in that? Will
we have a say in that?” (1T165:12-16).

245. A member of the public asked, “How do we prevent what our
fears are, because you’re saying we’re not planning on it” in
reference to holding larger events such as weddings in the
sanctuary space, which Dr. Tanner already expressed there is a
low likelihood of weddings occurring here. (1T175:24-176:1), later
suggest “all these things could affect these children” at the
primary center. (1T176:9-11).

246. During public comment, the following remark was made:

“There’s no religious need for these solar panels.” (7T126:2-3).
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K. Board Deliberations and Conditions of Approval
247. The Board during its deliberations was advised by the Board
attorney that it was responsible for devising reasonable
conditions to mitigate the negative effects of the Application
constituting an inherently beneficial use.
248. Despite this legal requirement and the Applicant’s
willingness to accept reasonable conditions on its Application,
the Board was only able to recommend six reasonable conditions,
which the Applicant accepted, summarized below:
a. Compliance with conditions noted in the Board Engineer’s
memorandum dated July 11, 2025.
b. The applicant shall not operate a homeless shelter
facility or host homeless people on the site, except for its
Sanctuary program.
c. The applicant shall not utilize the parking lot from
Wilson Park to accommodate parking during church services.
d. The applicant shall request that the County install
another crosswalk near the property, and if the applicant is
required to pay for the installation of the crosswalk, it
shall do so.
e. The applicant shall provide traffic control officers

during all services and special events.
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f. The applicant shall provide a shuttle service during all
services and major events.
249. At the April 6, 2026 meeting, the Board deliberated
extensively prior to denying the Application.
250. Of note, Board Member Ucko recognized the objector’s
planner’s opinion that there would be limited sunlight on the
solar panels due to shading and obviating positive benefits of
the canopies, despite the lack of any expert testimony as to a
concrete lack of sunlight for the panels to function properly.
251. The Board’s members expressed at multiple points during its
deliberations that it was unable to propose any other reasonable
conditions for the Application.
252 . Therefore, the Board only imposed the above six (6)
conditions on Plaintiff during the course of the hearing.
253. The Board was unable to come up with a single condition
related to Plaintiff’s proposed solar canopies, despite
Plaintiff’s amenability to same.

THE BOARD’S DENIAL OF PLAINTIFF’'S APPLICATION

254. Despite the overwhelming testimony submitted to the Board
and entered into the record by the Applicant and its professionals
in support of the granting of relief, the Board voted to deny the

Application.
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255. The Board first voted separately as to the d(l) use variance
for the solar canopies.

256. All seven board members voted to deny this portion of the
Application.

257. The Board then voted again as to the solar canopies,
alternatively, in the event the solar canopies are not interpreted
to require a d(l) wuse variance, but instead requiring a bulk
variance under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) (2).

258. The Board unanimously denied the Application for the solar
canopies pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) (2) .

259. Finally, the Board voted separately as to the d(3) wuse
variance for the house of worship and related site improvements.
260. The Board denied the Application for the d(3) use wvariance
by a vote of four against to three in favor.

261. On May 4, 2026, the Board adopted a Resolution memorializing
the denial. See Exhibit J.

262. Although it recognized Mr. Steck’s planning testimony
opposing the Application, it did not explicitly find his testimony
more credible than Ms. Keller’s planning testimony.

263. With respect to its denial of the d(l) use variance for the
solar canopies, the Board in its Resolution recognized solar

canopies are an inherently beneficial use.
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264. However, 1t reasoned the solar canopies are “commercial or
industrial in character” and therefore not consistent with the R-
15 Zone, despite substantial screening proposed on site and
existing off site.

265. The Board, noted that the solar panels would be seen from
Springfield Avenue and “would 1likely” be able to be seen from
adjacent properties “even through additional landscaping
especially during winter months,” despite contravening exhibits
and evidence submitted by the landscape architect depicting a
mitigated view from adjacent properties.

266. The Board indicated without factual basis that any attempts
to reduce potential negative aesthetic impact by adding additional
large landscaping could cast a shadow over the solar panels
rendering them ineffective.

267. The Board therefore mistakenly concluded the “inconsistent
use would present a substantial detriment to the surrounding
neighborhood and to the R-15 Zone.”

268. Regarding its denial of the d(3) conditional use variance
for the house of worship, the Board in its Resolution recognized
its “significant concern” with the lack of on-site parking and
Applicant’s “attempt to utilize off-site parking,” despite
Applicant having agreed to numerous conditions offsetting any

negative impact from same.
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269. The Board acknowledged public concern for the lack of
sidewalks and crosswalks on Springfield Avenue near the site, and
echoed concern that congregants may attempt to cross the street
outside of a crosswalk.

270. The Board noted its lack of jurisdiction to enforce improving
Springfield Avenue with a crosswalk near the site since it is a
County Road.

271. The Board determined it would be unable to enforce a
condition restricting parking to certain times or locations since
Springfield Avenue is open to the public.

272. Despite imposing the condition on the Applicant to provide
traffic safety officers during services and special events, it
still determined this would not alleviate safety concerns.

273. Contravening the City’s fire department expressing no concern
for the proposed emergency vehicle circulation plan, the Board
still expressed concern as to emergency vehicle access when the
parking lot is full.

274. Further, it incorporated into the Resolution 1its concern
about the deviations from the side and rear vyard buffer
requirements and the overall building massing, expressing this
was inconsistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood.
275. Although it acknowledged that the Property 1is completely

surrounded by public property, it determined the lack of a
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sufficient buffer imposes a detriment on those surrounding
properties and their wuse, without articulating any specific
detriment.
276. The Board erroneously concluded “[t]he reason that houses of
worship are conditionally permitted uses and require a two-acre
lot is because the intensity of use is much greater than compared
to ordinary residential properties in the R-15 Zone,” ignoring
its previous recognition that Wilson Park and a primary school
exist adjacent to the site and are located in the same zone.
277. The Board published its notice of decision on the City of
Summit webpage on May 8, 2026. See Exhibit K.
278. Therefore, this appeal is timely.

Count I

Arbitrary, Capricious, and Unreasonable Denial of D (3)
Conditional Use Variance for House of Worship

279. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation in the
preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.

280. Plaintiff submitted proofs which satisfied the positive and
negative criteria balancing test established in Sica, necessary
to grant a use variance for an inherently beneficial use pursuant

to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d) .
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281. The evidence submitted and presented to the Board was
overwhelmingly in favor of the grant of a d(3) conditional use
variance for the house of worship portion of the Application.
282 . Plaintiff’s engineer’s, architect’s, landscape architect’s
and traffic engineer’s testimony went unrefuted by other expert
testimony.
283. The Board ignored Plaintiff’s expert planning testimony.
284. The Board’s denial of the Application was not based upon the
proofs in the record.
285. The Board’s denial was arbitrary, capricious, and
unreasonable, and otherwise wrongful, improper, and in violation
of applicable law, and is entitled to no deference, requiring
reversal.

Count II

Arbitrary, Capricious, and Unreasonable Denial of Use Variance
for Solar Canopies

286. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation in the
preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.
287. Plaintiff submitted proofs which satisfied the positive and

negative criteria balancing test established in Sica, necessary

to grant a use variance for an inherently beneficial use pursuant

to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d) .
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288. The evidence submitted and presented to the Board was
overwhelmingly in favor of the grant of a d(l) use wvariance for
the solar canopy portion of the Application.
289. Plaintiff’s engineer’s, architect’s, landscape architect’s
and traffic engineer’s testimony went unrefuted by other expert
testimony.
290. The Board ignored Plaintiff’s expert planning testimony.
291. The Board’s denial of the Application was not based upon the
proofs in the record.
292. The Board’s denial was arbitrary, capricious, and
unreasonable, and otherwise wrongful, improper, and in violation
of applicable law, and is entitled to no deference, requiring
reversal.

Count III

Arbitrary, Capricious, and Unreasonable Denial of Bulk Variance
for Solar Canopies

293. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation in the
preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.

294. Alternatively, should the Court conclude the proposed solar
panels are an accessory structure requiring a bulk variance under
N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c), Plaintiff submitted proofs satisfying the
positive and negative criteria necessary to grant a bulk variance

for the proposed solar canopies.
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295. The evidence submitted and presented to the Board was
overwhelmingly in favor of the grant of a bulk wvariance for the
solar canopy portion of the Application.
296. Plaintiff’s engineer’s, architect’s, landscape architect’s
and traffic engineer’s testimony went unrefuted by other expert
testimony.
297. The Board ignored Plaintiff’s expert planning testimony.
298. The Board’s denial of the Application was not based upon the
proofs in the record.
299. The Board’s denial was arbitrary, capricious, and
unreasonable, and otherwise wrongful, improper, and in violation
of applicable law, and is entitled to no deference, requiring
reversal.

Count IV
Arbitrary, Capricious, and Unreasonable Denial of Bulk Variances
300. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation 1in the
preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.
301. While the grant of a use variance under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)
subsumes the bulk wvariances into the approval under Price v.
Himeji, 214 N.J. 263, 301 (2013), Plaintiff submitted proofs,
independently, satisfying the positive and negative criteria

required to grant the requested bulk variances.
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302. The Board’s denial of the Application was not based upon the
proofs in the record.
303. The Board ignored Plaintiff’s expert planning testimony.
304. The Board’s denial of the bulk variances was arbitrary,
capricious, and unreasonable, and otherwise wrongful, improper
and 1in violation of applicable 1law, and 1is entitled to no
deference, requiring reversal.
Count V
Violation of RLUIPA - Substantial Burden

305. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation 1in the
preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.
306. 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(a) (1) states:

No government shall impose or implement a land use

regulation in a manner that imposes a substantial burden

on the religious exercise of a person, including a

religious assembly or institution, unless the government

demonstrates that 1imposition of the burden on that

person, assembly, or institution (A) 1is in furtherance

of a compelling governmental interest; and (B) 1is the

least restrictive means of furthering that compelling
interest

307. Under RLUIPA, “religious exercise” 1s defined as “any
exercise of religion, whether or not compelled by, or central to,

a system of religious belief.” 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-5(7) (7).
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308. Plaintiff submitted substantial evidence that the building
design 1is inextricably linked to expression of the Unitarian
Universalist’s system of beliefs.

309. Plaintiff’s religious values emphasizing a connection with
nature informed the architecture’s design incorporating a larger
building layout spread out on the site and providing wvarious
nature-related features.

310. The solar canopies, in conjunction with the proposed roof
mounted solar panels, are intended to make the building net-zero,
or provide it with all of its energy needs.

311. The parapet proposed at the front of the building functions
as the equivalent as a steeple does in Christian churches.

312. The denial of Plaintiff’s Application, based on the variance
relief sought related to the environmental features of the
building and the ©proposed parapet, substantially Dburdens
Plaintiff’s use of the Property as a house of worship, which is
conditionally permitted in the zone.

313. Once an applicant demonstrates that the regulation imposes a
substantial burden, the burden of proof shifts to the Board and
the Board must demonstrate that there is a compelling governmental
interest and the regulation is the least restrictive means of

furthering that interest. See House of Fire Christian Church v.
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Zoning Bd. of Adjustment, 379 N.J. Super. 526, 545 (App. Div.

2005) .
314. The Board did not and cannot identify any compelling
governmental interests Jjustifying its denial of the d(l) wuse
variance or d(3) conditional wuse variance, which impedes
Plaintiff’s exercise of its religion.
Count VI

Violation of RLUIPA - Nondiscrimination
315. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation in the
preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.
316. 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(b) (2) provides the government shall not
“impose or implement a land use regulation that discriminates
against any assembly or institution on the basis of religion or
religious denomination.”
317. In particular, application of the maximum building height
standard as applied to Plaintiff’s proposed parapet constituted
discrimination against Plaintiff’s religion.
318. Testimony in the record supported the conclusion that the
parapet was akin to a steeple, for which the maximum building
height standard would specifically not have applied under the
conditional use standard’s exclusion of “spires, steeples, cupolas
and other ornamentation” for the calculation of maximum building

height.
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319. Further, Ordinance § 35-9.11(B) generally excludes “[c]hurch
spires, belfries, domes, cupolas, flagpoles or antennas attached
to [principal] buildings” from the calculation for determining
maximum building height.

320. However, the Board still determined the parapet, tied to
Plaintiff’s religious use and comprising the only portion of the
building exceeding the maximum 35-foot building height
requirement, was not exempt from the maximum building height
requirement, thus requiring relief.

321. This constituted an application of the City’s Ordinance which
discriminated against Plaintiff’s religion in particular, as it
decided not to apply Ordinance § 35-9.11(B) and Ordinance § 35-
11.2(C) to exclude Plaintiff’s proposed parapet from its building
height calculations, even though both of those Ordinance Sections
exclude religious structures 1in calculations for determining
maximum building height.

322. Further, wvarious comments were made by both the Board and
the public during the public hearings which directly and
indirectly show discriminatory intent against Plaintiff’s faith.
323. These incidents of discrimination occurring before and during
the Board hearings underlie the Board’s denial of Plaintiff’s

Application.
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COUNT VII

Violation of the First Amendment of the United States
Constitution - Free Exercise Clause

324. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation in the
preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.

325. The First Amendment to the United States Constitution
prohibits the government from taking actions that prohibit the
free exercise of religion.

326. The Board’s denial of the Application effectively inhibits
Plaintiff and its congregation’s ability to freely exercise their
religion.

COUNT VIII

Violation of the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States
Constitution - Equal Protection Clause

327. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation 1in the
preceding paragraphs as i1if set forth fully herein.

328. Section 1 of the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States
Constitution states, in pertinent part: “No State shall make or
enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities
of citizens of the United States . . . nor deny to any person
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”

329. Defendants have deprived Plaintiff of its right the equal

protection of the laws, as secured by the Fourteenth Amendment of
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the United States Constitution, by the Board’s denial of its
religiously-based application.
330. Defendants have deprived Plaintiff of its right to equal
protection of the laws due to interpreting the Ordinance such that
Plaintiff’s proposed building parapet, distinctly tied to the
Unitarian Universalist faith by unrefuted testimony on the record,
is not treated equal to a similar religious structure, such as a
steeple.

COUNT IX
Violation of the New Jersey Constitution — Equal Protection Clause
331. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation in the
preceding paragraphs as if set forth fully herein.
332. Article I, Section I of the New Jersey Constitution provides:
“All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain
natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of enjoying
and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and
protection property, and of pursuing and obtaining safety and
happiness.”
333. Defendants have deprived Plaintiff of its right to equal
protection of the laws, as secured by Article I, Section I of the
New Jersey Constitution, by discriminating against it and the
Beacon Unitarian Universalist community in denying the Application

and, under the Ordinance, treating the proposed building parapet
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differently than it does a similar religious structure, such as a
steeple.
COUNT X
Violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983
334. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation in the
preceding paragraphs as i1if set forth fully herein.
335. 42 U.S.C. § 1983 states, in pertinent part:

Every person who, under color of any statute,
ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any State or
Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or
causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United States
or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the
deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities
secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to
the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity,
or other proper proceeding for redress

336. Defendants are persons within the meaning of 42 U.S.C. §
1983.

337. Plaintiff is a citizen within the meaning of 42 U.S.C. §
1983.

338. Plaintiff, as the applicant, has a constitutionally protected
interest in the Property.

339. Defendant Board, in denying the Application and interpreting
the Ordinance so as to exclude the proposed building parapet from

recognition as a religious element of the proposed building,
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deprived Plaintiff of its rights, privileges, and immunities
granted to them by the Constitution.

RELIEF SOUGHT AS TO ALL COUNTS

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands the entry of Jjudgment against
the Defendant Board as follows:
(a) Reversing and setting aside the Board’s determination
as memorialized in the May 4, 2026 Resolution;
(b) Finding that Plaintiff satisfied the positive and

negative criteria under the Sica balancing test for the

proposed house of worship;
(c) Finding that Plaintiff satisfied the positive and

negative criteria under the Sica balancing test for the

proposed solar canopies;

(d) Alternatively, finding that Plaintiff satisfied the
positive and negative criteria for the grant of a bulk
variance under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) for the proposed
solar canopies, if deemed necessary;

(e) Finding that Plaintiff satisfied the positive and
negative criteria for the grant of the requested bulk
variances;

(f) Finding the Board’s denial of the Application was

arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable;
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(g) Declaring that the Board’s denial of the Application

violates RLUIPA, the First and Fourteenth Amendments to
the United States Constitution, and Article I, Section I

of the New Jersey Constitution;

(h) Preliminary and permanent orders enjoining Defendants,

their officers, employees, agents, successors, and all
others acting in concert with them from applying their
laws in a manner that violates RLUIPA; the First and
Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution;
and Article I, Section I of the New Jersey Constitution,
or undertaking any and all action in furtherance of these

acts;

(1) Awarding compensatory damages in favor of Plaintiff as

the Court deems just for the loss of its rights under
RLUIPA; the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution; Article I, Section I of the New Jersey
Constitution; and a violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, incurred
by Plaintiff and caused by Defendants’ actions;

Awarding punitive damages in favor of Plaintiff as the
Court deems Jjust for the loss of its right under RLUIPA;
the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States

Constitution; Article I, Section I of the New Jersey
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Constitution; and a violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, incurred
by Plaintiff and caused by Defendants’ actions;

(k) Awarding attorneys’ fees in favor of Plaintiff as the
Court deems just for the loss of its right under RLUIPA;
the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution; Article I, Section I of the New Jersey
Constitution; and a violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 incurred
by Plaintiff and caused by Defendants’ actions; and

(1) Granting such other and further relief as the Court
deems just and equitable;

Wilentz, Goldman & Spitzer, P.A.

Attorneys for Plaintiff
Beacon Unitarian Universalist

Congregation in Summit
\ qﬁ\\\\\ ;E;EX
By: - IAAA_

| M Jj i 7
ONNA M. JENNINGS
kh_%w//g /

Dated: June 22, 2026
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Certification Pursuant to Rule 4:69-4

I hereby certify that all necessary transcripts of
proceedings before the Zoning Board of Adjustment have been
ordered and will be submitted to the Court and served on the Board

in accordance with the Court’s direction.

Wilentz, Goldman & Spitzer, P.A.
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit

N\ 0

LB - kAt g S
_DONNA M. JENNINGS —

Dated: June 22, 2026 /

i

/
¥

Designation of Trial Counsel

Pursuant to Rule 4:25-4, Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit hereby designates Donna M. Jennings, Esqg.

as trial counsel in this matter.

Wilentz, Goldman & Spitzer, P.A.
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit

N

¢ L /uv/\\
p50NNA M. /JENNINGS Y
< —
Dated: June 22, 2026
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Certification Pursuant to Rule 4:5-1

Pursuant to Rule 4:5-1, I certify that to the best of my
knowledge, the above-captioned action is not subject to any other
action pending in any other Court or any pending arbitration
proceeding and that no such action or arbitration proceeding is
contemplated at this time. I further certify that, to the best of
my knowledge, no claims against additional parties are
contemplated at this time.

Wilentz, Goldman & Spitzer, P.A.
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit

By . /(A NA g 1 - |
~_DONNA M. JENNINGS _

Dated: June 22, 2026
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT C
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EXHIBIT D
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EXHIBIT E
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EXHIBIT F
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EXHIBIT G
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EXHIBIT H
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LINDABURY

McCorMICK, EsTaBROOK & COOPER,BC.
Attorneys at Law

ROGER MEHNER, ESQ.
(908) 273-1212, Ext. 3505
(Fax) 908 273-8922
rmehner@lindabury.com

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY SERVICES
March 8, 2024 SUMMIT. NJ 07901
’ RECEIVED
(Via Hand Delivery) S MAR 08 2024
Zoning Board of Adjustment Ay —
City of Summit pprd By
512 Springfield Avenue
Summit, NJ 07901
Re:  Application of Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation in Summit

695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ
Block 1702, Lot 47

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I enclose for filing in this matter the following:

G g PR =

Sl

10.
11
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

3789406v1

Zoning Board Application (original and 12);

Site Plan Application (original and 14);

Worksheet (original and 14);

Zoning Board Checklist (2);

Preliminary and Final Site Plan Checklist (2 each);

Statement of Facts and Law in Support of Application (original and 14 attached
to Zoning Board Application);

Tax collector letter (2);

Architectural plans prepared by Louis Cherry Architecture (original and 14);
Site Plans and Survey prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental
Services, Inc. (original and 14);

Landscaping Plans prepared by Viridian Landscape Studio (original and 14);
Proposed form of Notice for Publication (2);

Proposed form of Notice for Mailing (2);

Affidavit of Ownership (2);

List of Property Owners (original and 14);

List of Required Approvals (15);

Stormwater Management Report (2);

Stormwater Manual (2); and

Digital copy of all pans.

= (000

www .lindabury.com

53 CARDINAL DRIVE | P.O. BOX 2369 | WESTFIELD, NJ 07091-2369 | (908) 233-6800 | FAX (908) 233-5078

NEW JERSEY | NEW YORK | PENNSYLVANIA
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Zoning Board of Adjustment
March 8, 2024
Page 2

I have also enclosed checks for the application and escrow fees calculated as follows:

a. Preliminary Site Plan: application fee $650.00 (base fee $250.00; $200.00 for
1.74 acre lot; $200.00 for 11,849 square feet of new building area); escrow fee
$1,300.00 (200% of application fee).

b. Final Site Plan: application fee $487.50 (75% of preliminary fee); escrow fee
$1,300.00 (100% of preliminary fee).

C. “¢” variance: application fee $500.00; escrow fee $1,000.00.
d. “d"” variance: application fee $1,000.00; escrow fee $2,000.00.

e. Conditional Use: application fee $250.00; escrow fee $750.00.

Total application fees - $2,887.50
Total escrow fees - $6,350.00

Please contact me should you require any further information in connection you’re your
completeness review.

RM /lnm
Enclosures

3789406v1
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€

APPENDIX E-2 O =
ZONING BOARD APPLICATION CHECKLIST ’ @
City of Summit, Union County, NJ oMM TehviCEs

Name of applicant _Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation in Summit  pyte March 2024

695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901

Address of property Block 1702 | ot 47

Approval requested: [0 Appeal zoning officer decision O Interpret Ordinance or Map

E{ Bulk variance E( Use variance - Conditional
NOTE: This checklist is not a substitute for thevspecific requ_ireme.';ts of the_DeQe!oprnent Regulations
(zoning) Ordinance. See the Ordinance for detailed requirements.
NOTE: You must callate many of the items on this checklist into separate packages ~ please refer to

the Procedure for Filing Applications to the Zoning Board of Adjustment for instructions.

1. Original and 12 copies of application form
2. Qriginal and 12 copies of narrative description of project

Original and 12 copies of plat/property survey, showing the
existing and proposed building setbacks

v
Original and 12 copies of proposed structure, including interiors Q
Grading plan ;
Thirteen copies of the zoning officer's decision (If applicable) N/A

Thirteen copies of the area map of properties within 200 feet,
showing each of the following items:
a. sfreet numbers c. north arrow
b. date and graphic scale d. Zone district
e. uses of each property within 200 ft.

8. Original and 12 copies of the certified list of owners of property
within 200 feet.

~

v
9. Original copy of evidence of paid property taxes VA
A

N

o

No ok

10.  Original copy of the proposed notice to owners within 200’
11.  Original copy of the proposed advertisement

12.  Subdivision submittal (If applicable) N/A
13.  Site plan submittal (If applicable) v
14.  Original copy of this completed checklist Vv
15.  Application fee and escrow deposit Vv
16.  Electronic copies of all submissions shall be submitted by CD,

USB drive or other means acceptable to the Summit Department of /

Community Services staff.

Applicant - Please do not write below this line

|
r

On , this submittal was deemed complete incomplete

Administrative Office
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APPENDIX E-2 O =
ZONING BOARD APPLICATION CHECKLIST ; @
City of Summit, Union County, NJ e e

COMMUNITY SCRAVICES

Name of applicant Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation in Summlt _ Date March 2024

Address of property =~

J 07901
695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, N ~ Block 1702 Lot 47

Approval requested. [ Appeal zoning officer decision 0O Interpret Ordinance or Map

Bulk variance IY( Use variance - Conditional
NOTE: This checklist is not a substitute for the specific requirements of the Developrﬁehtﬁé@u]étiéhé
(zoning) Ordinance. See the Ordinance for detailed requirements.
NOTE: You must collate many of the items on this checklist into separate packages - please refer to
the Procedure for Filing Applications to the Zoning Board of Adjustment for instructions.

Applicant Ci

1. Original and 12 copies of application form L/ g
2. Original and 12 copies of narrative description of project \Z \/
3. Original and 12 copies of plat/property survey, showing the

existing and proposed building setbacks \/ \/
“‘7““ \f'

Origina! and 12 copies of proposed structure, including interiors

Grading plan __; W
Thirteen copies of the zoning officer's decision (If applicable) N/A

Thirteen copies of the area map of properties within 200 feet,
showing each of the following items:
a. street numbers c¢. north arrow
b. date and graphic scale d. Zone district
e. uses of each property within 200 ft. V4
8. Original and 12 copies of the certified list of owners of property
within 200 feet, v

9. Original copy of evidence of paid property taxes VA
10.  Original copy of the proposed notice to owners within 200’ \4
VAN

;o 2 O g

rd
/o
f
11.  Original copy of the proposed advertisement )
12.  Subdivision submittal (If applicable) N/A
13.  Site plan submittal (If applicable) v \
14.  Original copy of this completed checklist A
7o
VAR

15.  Application fee and escrow deposit
16.  Electronic copies of all submissions shall be submitted by CD,

USB drive or other means acceptable to the Summit Department of
Community Services staff.

~Applicant - Please do not write below this line

On - ____, this submittal was deemed complete lncomplete

Administrative Office

{
|
|

|
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(%
L% AL

P ot

cnMaUNITY s Bvices

CITY OF SUMMIT - Department of Community Services (DCS)
Application for Development - Worksheet

& ORIGINAL FILING 0 MODIFICATION DF PRIOR APPROVAL
0 RESUBMITTAL QF “INCOMPLETE" 0 AMENDED PLAN(S)

Address: 695 Springfield Avenue, SL_Jmmit, NJ 07901 o o o
Block(s) 1702 . Lot(s) 47 - . Zone(s) R15_
Haw the property is used (one-family, offices, etc.), Church and related facilities. B
Property Owner Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation in Summit phane — o
Email — o
Owner Address: 4 Waldron Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901

Applicant. OQwner L __.__Phone: _ .
Email: - L
FILL IN ITEMS 1 THROUGH 5 - MARK £ACH 80X ] or ciRcLE O AS APRROPRIATE FOR YOUR APPLICATION
O TYPEPROPERTY. O RESIDENTIAL d QTHER
@ Type application:
0 Appeal Q  Inlerpretation Ef C - Bulk variance
& D-Use variance & Conditional use O D - Flaor area ratlo (FAR)
O Minor subdivision O Major subdivision o site plan
O oter o
O CONCEPT PLAN 1 PRELIMINARY ®/ FINAL
& Number of lots : 1 Existing ©® Number of dwelling units _ 0 Existing
1 Proposed 0 Proposed

© Building area 3,038 sq. ft. Existing (to be removed)
11,849 sq. ft. Proposed new *

11,849 sq. ft. Tatal site building area
¥ -NEW INCLUDES ADDITIONS AND EXPANDED AREAS AS WELL AS NEW 8TRUCTURES, BUT DOES
NOT INCLUDE AREAS ALTERED WITHIN THE EXISTING DUILDING FOOTPRINT
@ Comments; . e o o

Beacon Unitarian Univgrsalyist
- . .Congregation.in Summit — s

Signature By:.‘/kﬁg»x::___ _________ _Date March 5 2024
“Mafcy Beifle

President, Board of Trustees

o
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Application to Zoning Board of Adjustment
of Summit, New Jersey

Summit, N, J, March éﬁﬁwm .2024
Beacon Unitarian Universalist
In the matter of the petitian of Congregation in Summit ("Beacon”) __ for relief fram the

strict application of the pravisions of the Davem'pn'{e?n_ ﬁé@hﬁﬁﬁns Ordinance of the City of Summit.

Petitioner Beacon

residing a( 4 Waldron Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901 B : says:

| Petitioner is the Owner ___of property

located at 695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901

Block 1702 | Lat(s) 47 on the Tax Map localed in the R-15 Zang,

2a.)  With respect to said property petitioner desires a variance, special exception, or other refief

from the bulk requirements of the Zaning Ordinance of the City of Summit to permit the use of

2b.)  The proposed use described above requires the following variance(s): See Statement of Facts
and Law attached hereto.
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3. The premises affected are more particularly described as follows:

Areaof Plot 75958 square feet

Arca of existing structures which will remain 0 .. square feet

Total area of plot to be occupied by structures 11,849 square fect

Percentage of (ot to be occupied by structures 11,849 ) percent
Proposed set-back, front line 42.7 feet;
Proposed sidelines (apecify if corner 28; 57.3 o feet:
Prapased rear yard 89.8 o __feet,

Year house puilt N/A

Other pertinent characteristics Existing buildings to be removed.

4, There has been no previous petition for relief invalving these premises except; None. .

3. The reasons which support petitioner’s claim of the right to relief are as follows: See Statement
of Facts and Law aftached hereto.

6. Atiached hereto and made a part hereof are the foflawing:

(s) Complete set of plans af any proposed building alteration or extension including schematic
{loor plans and elevalions with sufficlent notatloas to clearly establish the extent and
character of the proposed structure:

(b) Plot plan showing size of plot bounding streets: compass point, size, type and location of all

existing buildings and improvements on the plot: size and location of proposed building and

" improvements: distance of all property lines from buildings and improvements including the
proposed building or buildings.
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By signing this section, the petitioner hereby gives consent for City Officers and Board Members

ta enter upon this property for the purpose of reasonable inspections to investiyate representations
made heioin,

Beacon Unitarian Univgrsalist
Congregation in Summit
Petitioner

DPetitioner's Prone Numbcr_ By: W f —
Marcy Beitle
President, Board of Trustees
Petitianer's Email —

Attorney's name, address, phone, email and (ax nuinbais.

Roger Mehner, Esq.
Lindabury, McCormick, Estabrook & Cooper, P.C.
53 Cardinal Drive, Westfield, NJ 07090

(908) 233-6800 Ext. 3505

‘rmehner@lindabury.com

State of New Jersey
County of Union

Marcy Beitle , being duly sworn, says that she is the President, Board

of Trustees, of the Pelitionerin the above action; that permission of the awner has been obtained if

the petition is filed by a party other than the owner: and that all of the matiers and things set forth
hergin are Liwe.

Marcy Beitle /I/ ng‘%\l f’_"""'--

Petitioner's prmtcd name Petitioner’s sﬁi;gnatura

- oge'r.
Attorney\at Laly of New Jersey

M Check here if additional pages are altached
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APPLICATION
OF
BEACON UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST
CONGREGATION IN SUMMIT

STATEMENT OF FACTS AND LAW

I. Factual Background

The applicant, Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation in Summit (the
“Church” or “Beacon”), is the owner of property located at 695 Springfield Avenue, Block
1702, Lot 47, in Summit’s R-15 Zone. The property is located on the northern side of
Springfield Avenue. It is bordered on all sides by lands owned by the City or the Summit
Board of Education.

The property was acquired by Beacon in June, 2021. The Church currently uses
the main structure for Church offices, Church meetings and other Church-related functions.
For many years the main building on the property was used as the Summit Red Cross. The
property also contains a large garage/barn structure.

In this Application, the Church proposes to demolish both of the existing
structures the property, replacing those improvements with a new structure which will
include a 300 seat sanctuary, Church offices, classrooms for religious study and other
spaces dedicated to Church use. The Church’s proposal also includes a 42 space parking
area, solar panels in the parking area and extensive landscaping.

The Church has operated in Summit since 1907. Its sanctuary on Springfield
Avenue was improved with an attached structure housing offices and classrooms as
approved by the Board in 1999, after which all Church operations were consolidated at its
present location. In 2012 the Church purchased the adjoining property previously housing
the Dangler Funeral Home, with a view toward constructing a new sanctuary on that site.
An application for that construction was filed with the Board, but subsequently withdrawn
by Beacon when it purchased the Red Cross property.

The proposal before the Board is driven by the desire of the Church to have a
facility which permits it to have only one service on Sunday which can be attended by all
Church members, and to continue to have all of its functions consolidated on one site. The
present Church sanctuary is too small to accommodate Church membership in a single
service, particularly since many of its seats have obstructed views. The proposed site will
also enable Beacon to provide substantial onsite parking, which it currently lacks.

3788223v1
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In connection with this Application, the Church has requested preliminary and
final site plan approval, conditional use approval, and variances pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-
70(c) and (d). The Church also requests that the approvals, if granted, give the Church a
period of two (2) years from the date of approval in which to obtain a building permit.

1. The “(d)” Variances

The Church is a conditional use in the R-10 Zone. The Church has requested
variances pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)(3), deviations from standards pertaining to a
conditional use, as follow:

a. Lot size less than two (2) acres.
b. Front yard less than fifty (50) feet.
c. Side yard setback/buffer less than fifty (50) feet/twenty percent (20%) of

lot depth.

Lot coverage exceeds forty percent (40%).

Building coverage exceeds fifteen percent (15%)

Parking setback less than twenty (20) feet.

Rear yard buffer less than twenty percent (20%) of lot depth.

o A

The statute requires that the applicant demonstrate special reasons justifying
grant of a variance, the so-called “positive criteria.” The statute further requires the
applicant satisfy the “negative criteria” by demonstrating that the variances can be granted
without substantial detriment to the public good and without substantially impairing the
intent and purpose of the zone plan and zoning ordinance. The burden of proving special
reasons under the statute is normally quite high. However, that burden changes dramatically
for uses considered “inherently beneficial” used under the law. It is well settled that
churches are inherently beneficial uses. See Kali Bari Temple v. Board of Adjustment of
Township of Readington, 271 N.J. Super. 241, 248 (App. Div. 1994). Once the Board finds
that the applicant proposes a use which is inherently beneficial, the positive criteria, 1.e.,
special reasons, are deemed satisfied. This is also true for variances with respect to
deviations from conditional use standards as well as for traditional use variances. See House
of Fire Christian Church v. Zoning Board of Clifton, 379 N.J. Super. 526 (App. Div. 2005).

The applicant still must demonstrate compliance with the negative criteria.
However, our courts have also reduced the required burden of proof as to the negative
criteria for inherently beneficial uses. The New lJersey Supreme Court requires that the
Board engage in a balancing test. The Board must:

i Identify the public interest at stake with respect to the inherently
beneficial use;
2. Identify any negative impact or detrimental effect if the variance
1s granted,
2

3788223v1
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3. Impose reasonable conditions if required to lessen that detrimental
effect; and
4. Weigh the positive and negative effects and determine whether on

balance grant or the variance would case substantial detriment to
the public good.

See Sica v. Board of Adjustment of Township of Wall, 127 N.J. 152, 165-166
(1992). The inherently beneficial use may be excluded only when the negative impact is
significant and cannot be addressed by reasonable conditions. See Kingwood Township
Volunteer Fire Company v. Board of Adjustment of Township of Kingwood, 272 N.J.
Super. 498 (Law Div. 1993).

In this Application the positive criteria have been satisfied because the Church
is a clearly established inherently beneficial use. The negative criteria will be fully
addressed at the hearing. The Church will demonstrate that there is no substantial detriment
to the public interest, zone plan or zoning ordinance arising out of the grant of relief
requested. The new sanctuary will serve to enable the Church to hold a single Sunday
service, replacing the two (2) services currently held. In addition, relocation to the
proposed new site will enable the Church to provide substantial onsite parking, which is
lacking at its current location.

Beacon has also requested a variance pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)(1) to
permit installation of freestanding solar panels in the parking area, which is prohibited in
the R-15 Zone. Beacon believes that this sustainable element of its plan is inherently
beneficial, in which case the analysis discussed above with respect to the (d)(3) variances
would apply. However, even if the Board does not consider the solar panels to be
inherently beneficial, approval would still be warranted under the (d)(1) variance standards
set forth in the leading case of Medici v. BPR Co., 107 N.J. (1987). The solar panels would
serve the general welfare by providing a renewable, sustainable and environmentally
advantageous source of electricity for the Church. The panels will also shade a portion of
the paved parking area from solar heating. The solar panels also satisfy the site suitability
test under the statute. The proposed site is entirely surrounded by public lands, and is
located on a major arterial road. It is essentially a unique site in the R-15 Zone. The panels
will not impact any surrounding residential properties, and are appropriate for the proposed
religious use. As stated above with respect to the (d)(3) variances, the negative criteria will
be fully addressed at the hearing through expert testimony.

I11. The “(c)” Variances

The Church has also requested variances under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c), all of
which arise from the size and location of the lot proposed to be occupied by the Church.
Those variances relate to the number of onsite parking spaces, front and side yard setbacks
and buffers, rear year buffers and size of a monument sign identifying the Church including

3
3788223v1
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size of proposed lettering, curb cut width and parking lot landscaping. Under the statute,
the Applicant must again demonstrate satisfaction of the specified positive criteria (either
hardship or a showing that the benefits of allowing the variance would outweigh its
detriments) as well as the same negative criteria applicable to the “(d)” variances. Again,
the positive criteria needed to establish those variances are satisfied by the fact that the
Church is an inherently beneficial use. See New Brunswick Cellular Telephone Co. v. Old
Bridge Township Planning Board, 270 N.J. Super. 122 (Law Div. 1993). The testimony
which will be presented at the hearing will demonstrate compliance with the negative
criteria under the Sica balancing test described above. The site will also be aesthetically
enhanced both architecturally and by new landscaping. The size and location of the
proposed monument sign and the size of its lettering are necessary to properly identify the
new sanctuary along Springfield Avenue, a major arterial street, and it will be an aesthetic
enhancement to the site. The requested curb cut width is necessary to provide site access
and egress to and from the site.

Similarly, the Church will demonstrate through its parking study and testimony
of its parking expert that no adverse impact will result from the variance requested with
respect to the number onsite parking spaces. Street parking is adequate to satisfy parking
needs at the peak period of Church demand on Sunday morning. In addition, the ability of
the Church to hold a single Sunday service, rather than two (2), will significantly shorten
the time period in which Church parking will take place on Sundays.

3788223vl
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THE CITY OF SUMMIT

NEW JERSE.]Y

ADDRESS: 695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901 DATE: March Q{’ , 2024
OWNER(S): Beacon Unitarian Universalist

Congregation in Summit

BLOCK:1702 LOT(S): 47

PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE MUNICIPAL LAND USE LAW, N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1
ET. SEQ. PERTAINING TO THE ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT AND/OR PLANNING
BOARD APPLICATIONS. I, HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE TAXES OR ASSESSMENTS FOR
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS, OR BOTH, ARE NOT DUE OR DELINQUENT ON THE ABOVE
PARCEL(S), AND HAVE BEEN PAID TO DATE ACCORDING TO LAW.

Patricia R. Dougherty
Collector of Taxes

For Office Use Only:

Department of Community Services
Date filed:

File ZB/PB#
Received by:

plforms\zbpblax
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THE CITY OF SUMMIT
‘NEW JERSE.]Y

ADDRESS: 695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901 DATE: March C/ , 2024
OWNER(S): Beacon Unitarian Universalist

Congregation in Summit

BLOCK:1702 LOT(S): 47

PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE MUNICIPAL LAND USE LAW, N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1
ET. SEQ. PERTAINING TO THE ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT AND/OR PLANNING
BOARD APPLICATIONS. I, HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE TAXES OR ASSESSMENTS FOR
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS, OR BOTH, ARE NOT DUE OR DELINQUENT ON THE ABOVE
PARCEL(S), AND HAVE BEEN PAID TO DATE ACCORDING TO LAW.

. ‘ E ”) r\l‘ 1_‘

)1 Hid i N _r\& JRY! Lu}
Patricia R. Dougherty |
Collector of Taxes

For Office Use Only:

Department of Community Services
Date filed:

File ZB/PB#
Received by:

pl\forms\zbpbtax
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NOTICE OF HEARING FOR PUBLICATION
THE UNION COUNTY LOCAL SOURCE
Worrall Community Newspapers, Inc.

P.O. Box 1596
Union, NJ 07083

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED, as provided in the Municipal Land Use Law,
that the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the City of Summit, New Jersey, will hold a hearing

on , 2024 at 7:30 p.m. in the City Hall, Council Chambers, 512

Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey, to consider an application affecting the property
whose street address is known as 695 Springfield Avenue, Block 1702, Lot 47, Summit,
New Jersey 07901, located in the R-15 Zone.

The conditions affecting this property and the reason for the application being

heard are as follows:

The Applicant has applied to the Zoning Board of Adjustment for conditional
use approval, and for preliminary and final major site plan approval for construction of a
new Church sanctuary and related facilities, including Church offices, classrooms and
meeting space. In connection with the application, the Applicant has also requested
variances with respect to the following:

Lot size less than two acres.

Side yard less than required.

Lot coverage exceeds permitted maximum.

Front yard less than required.

Building coverage exceeds permitted maximum.

Side yard buffer less than required.

Rear yard buffer less than required.

Fewer onsite parking spaces provided than required.
Size of proposed monument sign larger than permitted.
Letter size of proposed monument sign greater than permitted.
Parking buffer less than required.

Curb cut wider than permitted maximum.

Landscaping in parking lot not provided as required.
Solar panels not permitted in R-15 Zone.

gasiE B RIS
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Applicant also requests such further variances, waivers, approvals or other relief
as may be required by the Board, by City staff or professionals, or otherwise.

The application forms and supporting documents are on file in the Department
of Community Services, 512 Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey and may be
inspected any workday between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Any interested party
may appear at the hearing and participate therein, subject to the rules of the Board.

This notice is being given pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-12 and Article 35-4.3 of

the Development Regulations Ordinance of the City of Summit.

Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit

3788213vl
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NOTICE OF HEARING FOR PUBLICATION
THE UNION COUNTY LOCAL SOURCE
Worrall Community Newspapers, Inc.
P.O. Box 1596
Union, NJ 07083
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED, as provided in the Municipal Land Use Law,
that the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the City of Summit, New Jersey, will hold a hearing

on , 2024 at 7:30 p.m. in the City Hall, Council Chambers, 512

Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey, to consider an application affecting the property
whose street address is known as 695 Springfield Avenue, Block 1702, Lot 47, Summit,
New Jersey 07901, located in the R-15 Zone.

The conditions affecting this property and the reason for the application being

heard are as follows:

The Applicant has applied to the Zoning Board of Adjustment for conditional
use approval, and for preliminary and final major site plan approval for construction of a
new Church sanctuary and related facilities, including Church offices, classrooms and
meeting space. In connection with the application, the Applicant has also requested
variances with respect to the following:

Lot size less than two acres.

Side yard less than required.

Lot coverage exceeds permitted maximum.

Front yard less than required.

Building coverage exceeds permitted maximum.

Side yard buffer less than required.

Rear yard buffer less than required.

Fewer onsite parking spaces provided than required.
Size of proposed monument sign larger than permitted.
Letter size of proposed monument sign greater than permitted.
Parking buffer less than required.

Curb cut wider than permitted maximum.

Landscaping in parking lot not provided as required.
Solar panels not permitted in R-15 Zone.
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Applicant also requests such further variances, waivers, approvals or other relief
as may be required by the Board, by City staff or professionals, or otherwise.

The application forms and supporting documents are on file in the Department
of Community Services, 512 Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey and may be
inspected any workday between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Any interested party
may appear at the hearing and participate therein, subject to the rules of the Board.

This notice is being given pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-12 and Article 35-4.3 of

the Development Regulations Ordinance of the City of Summit.

Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit

3788213v1
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AFFIDAVIT OF OWNERSHIP
STATE OF NEW JERSEY )
) SS.:
COUNTY OF UNION )

The undersigned, Marcy Beitle, deposes and says:

1. I am the President of the Board of Trustees of Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit (the “Church”) and am authorized to make this Affidavit
on behalf of the Church.

2 The Church is a New Jersey nonprofit corporation. Accordingly, the Church has no
shareholders and no person or entity owns a ten percent (10%) or more interest in
the Church.

3. This Affidavit is made in connection with the Church’s application to the Zoning

Board of the City of Summit for Preliminary and Final Site Plan Approval and
variances with respect to 695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey 07901.

MITS

Marcy Beitle

Subscribed and sworn to before
me on March 2024,

)L

‘fiogel' hner ~
Attorney at Law of New Jersey

3788448v1
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AFFIDAVIT OF OWNERSHIP
STATE OF NEW JERSEY )
) SS.:
COUNTY OF UNION )

The undersigned, Marcy Beitle, deposes and says:

1. I am the President of the Board of Trustees of Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit (the “Church”) and am authorized to make this Affidavit
on behalf of the Church.

2. The Church is a New Jersey nonprofit corporation. Accordingly, the Church has no
shareholders and no person or entity owns a ten percent (10%) or more interest in
the Church.

3. This Affidavit is made in connection with the Church’s application to the Zoning
Board of the City of Summit for Preliminary and Final Site Plan Approval and
variances with respect to 695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey 07901.

Marcy Beitle

Subscribed and sworn to before
me on March [Q , 2024,

(////////ilqhﬁ\) e
.Roger Mehfer 7

Attorney at%.aw of New Jersey
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NOTICE OF HEARING

Date: ;2024

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED, as provided in the Municipal Land Use Law,

that the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the City of Summit, New Jersey, will hold a hearing

on , 2024 at 7:30 p.m. in the City Hall, Council Chambers, 512
Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey, to consider an application affecting the property
whose street address is known as 695 Springfield Avenue, Block 1702, Lot 47, Summit,

New Jersey 07901, located in the R-15 Zone.

The conditions affecting this property and the reason for the application being

heard are as follows:

The Applicant has applied to the Zoning Board of Adjustment for conditional
use approval, and for preliminary and final major site plan approval for construction of a
new Church sanctuary and related facilities, including Church offices, classrooms and
meeting space. In connection with the application, the Applicant has also requested
variances with respect to the following;:

Lot size less than two acres.

Side yard less than required.

Lot coverage exceeds permitted maximum.

Front yard less than required.

Building coverage exceeds permitted maximum.

Side yard buffer less than required.

Rear yard buffer less than required.

Fewer onsite parking spaces provided than required.
Size of proposed monument sign larger than permitted.
Letter size of proposed monument sign greater than permitted.
Parking buffer less than required.

Curb cut wider than permitted maximum.

Landscaping in parking lot not provided as required.
Solar panels not permitted in R-15 Zone.

2 s =[S A S S =

e el
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Applicant also requests such further variances, waivers, approvals or other relief
as may be required by the Board, by City staff or professionals, or otherwise.

The application forms and supporting documents are on file in the Department
of Community Services, 512 Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey and may be
inspected any workday between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Any interested party
may appear at the hearing and participate therein, subject to the rules of the Board.

This notice is being given pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-12 and Article 35-4.3 of

the Development Regulations Ordinance of the City of Summit.

Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit

3788205v1
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NOTICE OF HEARING

Date: , 2024

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED, as provided in the Municipal Land Use Law,
that the Zoning Board of Adjustment of the City of Summit, New Jersey, will hold a hearing

on , 2024 at 7:30 p.m. in the City Hall, Council Chambers, 512

Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey, to consider an application affecting the property
whose street address is known as 695 Springfield Avenue, Block 1702, Lot 47, Summit,

New Jersey 07901, located in the R-15 Zone.

The conditions affecting this property and the reason for the application being

heard are as follows:

The Applicant has applied to the Zoning Board of Adjustment for conditional
use approval, and for preliminary and final major site plan approval for construction of a
new Church sanctuary and related facilities, including Church offices, classrooms and
meeting space. In connection with the application, the Applicant has also requested
variances with respect to the following:

Lot size less than two acres.

Side yard less than required.

Lot coverage exceeds permitted maximum.

Front yard less than required.

Building coverage exceeds permitted maximum.

Side yard buffer less than required.

Rear yard buffer less than required.

Fewer onsite parking spaces provided than required.
Size of proposed monument sign larger than permitted.
Letter size of proposed monument sign greater than permitted.
Parking buffer less than required.

Curb cut wider than permitted maximum.

Landscaping in parking lot not provided as required.
Solar panels not permitted in R-15 Zone.
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Applicant also requests such further variances, waivers, approvals or other relief
as may be required by the Board, by City staff or professionals, or otherwise.

The application forms and supporting documents are on file in the Department
of Community Services, 512 Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey and may be
inspected any workday between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Any interested party
may appear at the hearing and participate therein, subject to the rules of the Board.

This notice is being given pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-12 and Article 35-4.3 of

the Development Regulations Ordinance of the City of Summit.

Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congregation in Summit

3788205v1
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SUMMIT ZONING BOARD
APPLICATION OF BEACON UNITARIAN
UNIVERSALIST CONGREGATION IN SUMMIT
BLOCK 1702, LOT 47

LIST OF REQUIRED APPROVALS

Summit Zoning Board Approvals

° Preliminary and Final Site Plan
. Conditional Use
o (c) and (d) variances

Union County Planning Board Approvals
° Site Plan

Somerset-Union Soil Conservation District
° Approval of Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

3788505v1



UNN-L-002593-26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 42 of 106 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

CIlY OF SUMMIT SITE PLAN APPLICATION

MAJOR / MINOR SITE PLAN APPLICATION
CIRCLE OHE

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY: Application No.
Date filed : - Zone ; Fee paid : $
Application accepted by ; Register #
Date application complete : By:

NAME
SECTION 1. INFORMATION REGARDING THE PROPERTY
1.1 Street address : ©95 Springfield Avenue
1.2 Nearest intersection ; Oakley Avenue
1.3 Tax map sheet # 17 ; Block(s) 1702 . Lot(s) 47

SECTION 2. APPLICANT INFORMATION

2.1 Full name : Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation in Summit
2.5 Address - 4 Waldron Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901
rerepnon : [ NN
2.3 The apolicant is : individual(s); X corporation;
(nonprofit)
partnership; other (specify)

ALL CORPORATE APPLICANTS MUST BE REPRESENTED BY AN ATTORNEY

2.4 Relationship of the applicant ta the property in question is:

X Owner ; Tenant/Lessee; Purchaser under contract;

Other (specify)

THE OWNER MUST SIGN THIS APPLICATION FORM, OR THE APPLICANT MUST
SUBMIT AN AFFIDAVIT FROM THE OWNER AUTHORIZING THIS APPLICATION.

dro\siteplini Page 1 of 7 11/13/89
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CITY OF SUMMIT SITE PLAN APPLICATION

SECTION 3. GENERAL INFORMATION

3.1 Describe (in detailed narrative form) the proposed development and
use of this property. 1Include all physical improvments, such as
but not limited to number and dimensions of all structures or
additions; parking spaces; access roads; landscaping; other site
considerations. Attach additional pages if necessary.,

See Statement of Facts and Law attached to the Zoning Board Application.

)
ro
0O

~oincident applications (enter X and describe briefly, or enter
/A if not applicable):

z

Subdivision

X Use Variance . See Statement of Facts and Law attached to the

X conditiomal Use: Zoning Board Application.

dro\sitepln} Page 2 of 7 11/13/8%
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cITY OF SUMMIT SITE PLAN APPLICATION
3.3 Previous applications (enter X and describe briefly, incliuding
dates; enter "None™” 1if appropriate)
—— __ Site plan - None
—_____ Subdivision - None
Use Variance . None

Conditional uUse: None

[{Attach additional pages if necassary]

3.4 Deed restrictions or covenants : Yes; X No.
If Yes, attach copy (copies).
3.5 Is property located on a County road? _X Yes; No.
If YES, has an application been submitted to the County for their
approvat?
Yas (date submitted : TBS )3 No.
If YES, has approval been granted 7 Yes; No .
If YES, attach a copy of their comments/approval.
3.6 Will 5000 sq ft or more of land be disturbed? _X vyes; No

If YES, has an application been filed with the Somerset-Union Soil
Conservation District for their approval?

Yes (date submitted : TBS ) : No .

If YES, has approval been granted ? Yes; No.

If YES, attach a copy of their comments/approval.

dro\sitepInt Page 3 of 7 11/13/89%
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CITY OF SUMMIT SITE PLAN APPLICATION

SECTION 4. PROPERTY DETAILS

* See the city’s Development Requlations Ordinance for definition
of terms.

*  You must include detailed calculation worksheets with this
application for each of the following items.

4.1 Building coverage

Area of plot ........ccciiuininnn S E G e s ¥ SRR 75,958 sq. ft
Area covered by existing buildings .......ooveev... 3,038 sq. ft
Area covered by existing buildings to remain ..... 0

Area of proposed new buildings .......ccoovvuuenn.. 11,849 sq. ft.
Total area of plot to be covered by buildings .... 11,849 sq. ft.
Percent of lot covered buildings ....... WETE W ehalae w e 156%’

4.2 Lol coverage
BUT1diNg COVErage AI8a .. vvisrneneesneensenenenns 11,849 sq. ft.

Other coverage areas
Driveways, walkways and

Typa miscellaneous improvements. Area s asnm s aeais & e 23,547 sq. ft.
Type Ar8aA . vwa s saii s was
Type Area .aamw saian s sa
Total lot coverage area ...... s e K ST ¥ RE 35,396 sq. ft
Lot coverage percent ......... " e mEes & EE W e 46.6%

4.3 Floor area ratio (F.A.R.)

A. OroSS TIOOI A a . ieueessivocaesnnmnsssossvssios 18,024 sq. ft
B. TOLA1 TOL BIEA v vttt et st o et e e 75,958 sq. ft.
23.7%

c. F.A.R. (a. divided by b. x 100%) ............

dro\sitepint Page 4 of 7 11/13/89
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CITY OF SUMMIT SITE PLAN APPLICATION

4.4 Lot dimensions (See Table of Space Regulations in D.R.O.)

Table Existing Proposed

Lot area «««sees. 2.0 acre .... 174acre ... 174acre
Density ......... N/A 5

Lot width ....... 50 ft. .. 24BAft . 24611t
Lot frontage .... (see note 1) .. 246.1ft ... 24611t
Front yard?...... 50 ft. L. 918t L. 42T
Rear yard ....... 50 ft. ... 181.8ft ... 8asft
Side yard?® ..... 50 ft. ... 268ft e 28.0 ft.
Other side yard 50ft ... 13851t . 57.3ft
Total side yard % N/A Frns . 66.4% SEe R 34.6% /

of lot width*
NOTE 1 : same as minimum lot width, except that on curved

alignments with an outside radius of less than 500 feet,
the minimum Jot frontage shall be not less than 75% of
minimum width.

NOTE 2 : corner lots have two front yards, two side yards and no
rear yard. Corner Jlots must be 20% larger than the
minimum lot area for the zone.

NOTE 3 : Measured at the building line.

NOTE 4 : Sum of side yard widths at the building line, divided by

the Jot width, and expressed as a percent.

4.5 Parking area information

a. Type of building use(s) propcsed, and formula for reguired
spaces, as listed in Section 5.15-6 of the D.R.O.

House of worship, one space per three seats in sanctuary.

Four full-time
b. Total number of employees proposed at site : Tenparttime
133 adults
c. Total number of public/visitors expected - 65 youth and children

(average Sunday aftendance)

dro\siteplni Page 3 of 7 11/13/89
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CITY QOF SUMMIT SITE PLAN APPLICATION

4.6 Parking area details (See Section 5.15 of the D.R.0O.)

Required Existing Proposed
NUMBER NUMB. SIZE NUMB. SIZE
Garage spaces 0 0 0
Exterior spaces 100 27 9x8 42 9x18
Handicapped spaces 3 1 10x18 3 8x18 plus buffers
Loading spaces 0 0
Access drive width 23ft 1 23.3 ft. 1 24 ft.
Curbcut 156 ft. max 28.75 ft. 40 ft.
Setback 2 ft. 15 ft. 15 ft.
Buffer areas 20 ft. 15 ft. 15 ft.
Curbing type Belgian Block None Belgian Block
Lighting YES YES YES

SECTION 5. SANITARY AND STORM DRAINAGE

5.1 Sanitary sewers available to this site ? X Yes; No.

If YES, attach detailed engineering drawings showing the proposed
location of the sanitary lines and connection to the sewer system.

If NO, how will sanitary waste be disposed of ?

5.2 Storm water drainage system provided ? X Yes; No.
a. Type of system : _X detention; __X absorption:
other (type : )

b. Attach a detailed description of the proposed system.
c. Attach detailed engineering calculations for the proposed

drainage, verifying compliance with the 100 year storm
provisions of the D.R.O.

dro\sitepini Page 6 of 7 11/13/89
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CITY OF SUMMIT SITE PLAN APPLICATION

SECTION 6. SIGNS (See Section 5.20)
6.1 Existing signs Number ... 1 Area .. 9approx. s.f.
6.2 Proposed signs Number ...1 Area .. 18 s.f.

6.3 Identify all sign locations, existing and proposed, on the ptat.
Include both plan and elevation views of each sign.

6.4 Attach a list of existing and proposed signs, indicating the type
and area, with a location reference to the plat.

SECTION 7. OTHER INFORMATION

Include as appended pages any information which would assist the
Board in reviewing the site plan and/or this application.

SECTION 8. CERTIFICATION AND AUTHORIZATION

8.1 Applicant's certification: I certify that the statements made and
the information contained in the above application and in the
documents su?ritteﬁ Yith the application are all true.

Beacon Unitarian Universalis Q/\’_\/
Congregation in Summit By: W —
PRINTED MAME SIGHNATURE

Marcy Beitle
President, Board of Trustees

8.2 Owner's authorization: (to be completed when the applicant is not
the owner of record.)

I, , hereby certify that I reside
at in the
County of , State of , and

that I am the (owner) (one of the owners) of the lot, piece or

parcel of land known as Block{(s) , Lot(s) on

the Tax Map of the City of Summit, which property is the subject

of the above application, and that I authorize this application to

be filed.

PRINTED HNAME SIGHNATURE

dro\siteplnt Page 7 of 7 11/13/89
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MAJOR SITE PLAN - FINAL APPROVAL
Submission Checklist
City of Summit, Unian County, NJ

Beacon Unitarian
Name of applicant_Universalist Congregation in Summit - Date March 2024

Address of property695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ 0790 1Block1702 Lot 47

13.  Performance guaraniee (previously approved by the city engineer) 788

14, Engineering inspection fees (previously approved by city enginger) T8S

15.  Letters from utility companies approving proposed utility service and
staling who will construct the utility facility 88

16.  Statement from design.engineer with maps showing ulilities and olber
improvements (on and off lract) in exact location and elevation; that the
engineer has examined the drainage, erosion, storm water control and
excavation plans and found the city and nearby property interests are
protected, identifying portions of improvements already installed; and
that the developer has installed all improvements or has posted a
performance guarantee in an amount approved by the cily engineer TBS

17.  Signalure blocks for the approving authority, Gily Engineer, and
other endorsements required by law i
18.  Scale 1" = 50’ ar larger v
19.  Certified by New Jersey licensed architect or engineer v
20.  Tract acreage and lot areas to 1.0 square fool
21.  Lotlines and exterior boundaries of the tract, la neares! 0.01 foo,
certified by NJ licensed land surveyor v
22.  Sheet sizes 30" x 42" 24" x 36" 17" x 22" 11" x 17" or 85" x 11" v
23.  Existing lot lines to be eliminated N/A

Applicant Cit

1. 1 original and 13 copies of application form v v
2. 14 copies and one mylar of ptat * s
3. 1 original and 13 copies of property owners list and area map i

showing the uses of each property - . _\/ _
4 1 original and 1 copy of completed checklist v /
5 1 original and 1 copy of the proposed public notice v ___‘/__
6. 1 original and 1 copy of the proposed advertisement v /
7 2 copies of ihe completed Counly planning board application IB8S %6
8 2 copies of protective covenants, deed restriclions and easements N/A NI~
g. i original and 1 copy of drainage calculations *
10. 1 original and 1 copy of certification of paid property laxes * \/ .
1. Application fee and escrow deposit _* /
12.  Soil Conservation District certification 185 ’]1-_5_

B KK

W - waiver requesied as 10 uses; see 2019 GDP

Final Major Site Plan Checklist Page 1ol 4
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Final Site Plan Plat Deta
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24
25
26
27
28

29
30

31

DENDGO RGN

[ N R U
W N2 O

0

N s LN

Existing and proposed contours at 2 foot intervats throughout and
within 100 ft. of any building or paved area under review
Location of existing structures, buildings and uses, including all
dimensjons, coverages, parking spaces, setbacks, and yards
Lacation of proposed slructures, buildings and uses, including all
dimensions, coverages, parking spaces, setbacks, and yards
Easements, streels, driveways, sight triangles

Key map showing general location of the parcel within the city
Zoning District identification and boundary lines (if any)
Variances needed from zoning selbacks or standards

Title of the plan; tax sheet number; block and lol; adjoining lots;
date (including all revision dates); graphic scale; north arow

Name, address, phone .number and signature of owner and of the
firm and person preparing the plat with license number and seal

Bullding and Use Plan Sheet(s) NA

Size, height, location, arrangement and use of all buildings
Sign locations

Architect's scaled elevations of front, side and rear of buildings
Architect's scaled elevations of signs

Indication of existing buildings to remain or be removed
Written descriplion of proposed uses and operations

Number of employees or members

Number of shifts and maximum employees on each shifl
Expected truck and tracior-trailer traffic

Emission of noise, glare, vibration, heat, odor, waler

Safety hazards

Anticipated expansion plans incorporated in design

Floor plans for apartment/townhouses with type & number of units

Circulation Plan Sheet(s) N

Access streels and sireel names
Acceleralion/deceleration lanes

Curbs, aisles, and lanes

Access points to public streets

Sight triangles; traffic channels, easements; fire lanes
Driveways, number and locations of parking spaces
Number and locations of loading spaces

(Continued on nex! page)

Final Majar Site Plan Checklist

LCV20261658744

Applicant  City

R il
— &
T
v v

AN

Applicant City
v

v
v i

v

Ty

NA N
“N/A \ / y
N/A A / _-
N/A N A
A
NA_ N R

-A\p/nlicant ‘C)Iy
N/A

7= Y
V.o

v v
v/

N/A ,\][ﬁ
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8 Pedestrian walks, bikeways and related facilities

9 Lights, lighting standards, signs and driveways within the
tract and within 100 feel of the tract

10 Sidewalks along all expected paths of pedesitrian travel

11 Cross sections of new sireets, aisles, lanes, sidewalks,
driveways, and bikeways

0 Natural Resources Plan Sheet(s) na

Existing and proposed wooded areas, buffer areas and/or
sodded areas

Ground cover, relaining walls, fencing, signs

Recreation areas, shrubbery, trees and olher features
Location and type of constructed improvements

Location, number, species, calper of plants and trees

—

RN RN

Utilities Plan Sheet(s) NiA

Existing and proposed storm drainage and run-off

Open space; comman property

Fire, gas, electric, telephone, sewer and water line service
proposed or existing, locations and cannections

Solid waste collection and disposal methods

Proposed grades, sizes, capacities and materials
Easemenls acquired or required on tract or off-tract
Copies of legal documents supporting the easements
Lighting, including type of fixture; direction; angle; height; and
isalux drawings for each source

w N =10

0, 55 8 O e

O Required Changes from Preliminary Approval
All prefiminary site plan requirements and all changes required as a
condition of approval of the preliminary site plan are included

LCV20261658744

Applicant City

< QK\}Q.‘\
N} ‘\'\ <

s 85

| This checklist is nol a substilule for the specific submission requirernents ‘

“of ihe Ordinance. See the Ordinance for detailed requirements.

Oon , this submittal was deemed complete

incomplete

Adminislrative Officer

O Staff comments on following page.

Final Major Site Plan Checklist
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MAJOR SITE PLAN - FINAL
STAFF COMMENTS on CHECKLIST

Name of applicant__

- ... Date__,

Address of property Block Lot

COMMENTS:

_ ;

Submitled by:

Final Major Site Plan Checklisl Page 4 ol 4
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MAJOR SITE PLAN — FINAL APPROVAL
Submission Checklist
City of Summit, Union County, NJ

Beacon Unitarian
Name of applicant Universalist Congregation in Summit Date March |, 2024

Applicant  City

1. 1 onginal and 13 copies of application form v )
2. 14 copies and one mylar of plal * v
3 1 original and 13 copies of property owners list and area map

showing the uses of each property v o
4 1 original and 1 copy of completed checklist v
5. 1 original and 1 copy of (he proposed public notice
6. 1 original and 1 copy of the proposed advertisement v
7. 2 copies of the completed County planning board application TBS -
8. 2 copies of protective covenants, deed restrictions and easements  N/A -
g. 1 ariginal and 1 copy of drainage calculations * e
10. 1 original and 1 copy of certification of paid properly taxes * .
11.  Application fee and escrow deposit x
12, Soil Conservation District certification T8S

13.  Perfonmance guarantee (previously approved by the city engineer) 85
14, Engineering inspection fees (previously approved by city enginger) TBS
15 Letters from utility companies approving proposed utility service and
stating who wili construct the utility facility 78S
16.  Statement from design.engineer wilh maps showing ulilities and other
improvements (on and off tract) in exact location and elevation; that the
engineer has examined the drainage, erosion, storm walter control and
excavalion plans and found the city and nearby property interests are
protecled; idenlifying portions of improvements already installed, and
that the developer has inslalled all improvemenls or has posled a
performance guarantee in an amount approved by the cily engineer T8S
17.  Signalure blocks for the approving authority, City Engineer, and

| olher endorsements required by law V.
18.  Scale 1" = 50' or larger o o
19.  Certified by New Jersey licensed architect or engineer v
20.  Tract acreage and lot areas to 1.0 square foot v .
21. Lot lines and exterior boundaries of the tract, to nearest 0.01 foot,
cerlified by NJ licensed land surveyor v
22.  Sheetsizes 30" x 42", 24" x 36", 17" x 22", 11" x 17" or 858" x 11" _ v
23.  Existing lot lines to be eliminated N/A -
W - waiver requesied as to uses; see 2019 GDP
Final Major Site Plan Checkhist Page 1 of 4
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Final Site Plan Plat Deta
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24

25

26

27,
28.
29,

30

31.

©®NLA N =A

N s w20

Existing and proposed conlours at 2 foot intervals throughout and
within 100 ft. of any building or paved area under review
Location of existing slructures, buildings and uses, including all
dimensions, coverages, parking spaces, sethacks, and yards
Location of proposed slruclures, buildings and uses, including all
dimensions, coverages, parking spaces, setbacks, and yards
Easements, streels, driveways, sighl triangles

Key map showing general location of the parcel within the city
Zoning District identification and boundary lines (if any)
Variances needed from zoning setbacks or standards

Title of tha plan; tax sheet number; block and lol; adjoining lots;
date (including all revision dates), graphic scale; north arrow

Name, address, phone.number and signature of owner and of the
firm and person preparing the plat with license number and seal

Bullding and Use Plan Sheet(s) N/A

Size, height, location, arrangement and use of all buildings
Sign locations

Architect’'s scaled elevations of front, side and rear of buildings
Architect’s scaled elevations of signs

Indication of existing buildings to remain or be removed
Written description of proposed uses and operatians

Number of employees or members

Number of shifts and maximum employees on each shifl
Expected truck and tractor-trailer traffic

Emission of noise, glare, vibration, heal, odor, waler

Safety hazards

Anticipated expansion plans incorporated in design

Floor plans for apartment/tlownhouses with type & number of unils

Circulation Plan Sheet(s) na

Access streets and street names
Acceleration/deceleration lanes

Curbs, aisles, and lanes

Access points to public streets

Sight triangles; traffic channels, easements; fire lanes
Driveways, number and locations of packing spaces
Number and locations of loading spaces

(Continued on next page)

Finaf Major Site Plan Checklist

Applicant

v

SR "\

<
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City
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Applicant City
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Applicant  City

8 Pedestrian walks, bikeways and related facilities v o
9 Lighis, lighting standards, signs and driveways within the
tract and within 100 feel of the tract v
10.  Sidewatks along all expected paths of pedestrian travel \/ )
11 Cross sections of new sireets, aisles, lanes, sidewalks,
driveways, and bikeways __\.‘/_m R

0 Natural Resources Pian Sheet(s) A Applicant City
Exisling and proposed wooded areas, buffer areas and/or
sodded areas

Ground cover, relaining walls, fencing, signs

v
v
Recreation areas, shrubbery, trees and olher features v ]
v
v
v

—

Location and lype of constructed improvements
Location, number, species, cal'per of plants and trees

SN

Utilities Plan Sheet(s) NA

Existing and proposed slorm drainage and run-off

Open space; comman property N/A

Fire, gas, electric, telephone, sewer and water line service

proposed or existing, locations and connections v

Solid waste collection and disposal methods v

Proposed grades, sizes, capacities and materials v

Easements acquired or required on tract or off-tract N/A

Copies of legal documents supporting the easements N/A
v

GOy B - = g

2D S Sy 0k

Lighting, including type of fixture; direction; angle; height; and
isolux d-awings for each source

O Required Changes from Preliminary Approval
All preliminary site plan requirements and all changes required as a
condition of approval of the preliminary site plan are included TBS

This checklist is nol a substitule for the specific submission requirements
of lhe Ordinance. See the Ordinance for delailed requirements.

On , this submittal was deemed complete incomplete

Administrative Officer

[ Staff comments on following page.

Final Major Sile Plan Checklist Page 3 of 4
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Name of applicant __

MAJOR SITE PLAN - FINAL
STAFF COMMENTS on CHECKLIST

B . Dbate__,
Address of properly o ~__Block Lot
COMMENTS: e -

i

Final Major Site Plan Checklist

Submitted by:

Page 4 of 4
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MAJOR SITE PLLAN - PRELIMINARY APPROVAL
Submission Checklist
City of Summit, Union County, NJ

Beacon Unitarian
] Universalist Congregation in Summit March | 2024
Name of applicant Date’

Address of property 695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901  Block 1702 Lot 47

Apphcant

1. 1 onginal and 13 copies of application form },
2. 14 copies of plat \/
3. 1 onginal and 13 copies of property owners list and area map

showing the uses of each property v
4. 1 original and 1 copy of completed checklist i
5. 1 original and 1 copy of proposed public notice v
6. 1 original and 1 copy of the proposed advertisement v
7. 2 copies of the completed County planning board application TBS
8. 2 copies of protective covenants, deed restrictions and easements  N/A
9. 2 copies of drainage calculations \/
10. 1 original and 1 copy of certification of paid property taxes v
11.  Application fee and escrow deposit ' v/
12.  Soil Conservation District certification TBS

13.  Scale 1" = 50 or larger

14.  Tract acreage and lot areas to 1.0 square foot

15. Lot lines and exterior boundaries of the tract, to nearest 0.01 foot,
certified by NJ licensed land surveyor

16. Sheet sizes 30" x 42" 24" x 36", 17" x 22", 11" x 17", or 8.5" x 11"

17.  Existing lot lines to be eliminated

18.  Existing and proposed contours at 2 foot intervals throughout and
within 100 ft. of any building or paved area under review

19.  Location of existing and proposed structures, buildings and uses,
including all dimensions, coverages, parking, setbacks, yards

20. Easements, streets, driveways, sight triangles

21.  Key map showing general location within city

22.  Zoning District identification and boundary lines (if any)

23.  Zoning setbacks, coverage standards, and variances, if any

24 Title of the plan; tax sheet number; block and lot; adjoining lots;
graphic scale; north arrow; date (including all revision dates)

25, Name, address, phone number and signature of owner and of the
firm and person preparing the plat with license number and seal

o
v
o
AL
4
T85
N[}
E2
-
v
v
7"
s
v
vl
-
v
e
&
s
v
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(Continued on next page)
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Detail Requirements — Section §.10-3

Preliminary Site Plan

D

N U h N2

© ®N 0L wN =]

11.

—

CA e S

Building and Use Plan Sheet(s)

Size, height, location, arrangement and use of all buildings
Sign locations

Architect's scaled elevations of front, side & rear of buildings

Architect's scaled elevations of signs

Indication of existing buildings to remain or be removed
Wiritten description of proposed uses and operations
Number of employees or members

Number of shifts and maximum employees on each shift
Expected truck and tractor-trailer traffic

Emission of noise, glare, vibration, heat, odor, water
Safety hazards

Anticipated expansion plans incorporated in design
Floor plans for apartment/townhouses with type and
number of units

Circulation Plan Sheet(s)

Access streets and street names
Acceleration/deceleration lanes

Curbs, aisles, and lanes

Access points to public streets

Sight triangles; traffic channels; easements; fire lanes
Driveways, number and locations of parking spaces
Number and locations of loading spaces

Pedestrian walks, bikeways and related facilities
Lights, lighting standards, signs and driveways within the
tract and within 100 feet of the tract

Sidewalks along all expected paths of pedestrian travel
Cross sections of new streets, aisles, lanes, sidewalks,
driveways, and bikeways

Natural Resources Plan Sheet(s)

Existing and proposed wooded areas, buffer areas and/or
sodded areas

Ground cover, retaining walls, fencing, signs

Recreation areas, shrubbery, trees and other features
Location and type of constructed improvements

Location, number, species, caliper of plants and trees

Prefiminary Major Site Ptan Checklist
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0 Utilities Plan Sheet(s) Applicant  City
1. Existing and proposed storm drainage and run-off \/)
2. Open space; common property N/A N /F
3. Fire, gas, electric, telephone, sewer and water line service
proposed or existing locations and connegtions v \/
4 Solid waste collection and disposal methods v Vv
5. Proposed grades, sizes, capacities and materials VA G
6. Easements acquired or required on-tract or off-tract N/A M1k
7. Copies of legal documents supporting the easements N/A JTZ
8. Lighting, including type of fixture; direction; angle; height; and
isolux drawings for each source \4 \/
This checklist is not a substitute for the specific submission requirements
of the Ordinance. See the Ordinance for detailed requirements.
Applicant - Please do not write below this line
On , this submittal was deemed complete incomplete

Administrative Officer

Staff review comments:

Submitted by:

Preliminary Major Site Plan Checklist Page 3 of 3
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Plat Detail Requirements —~ Section 6.10-3
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MAJOR SITE PLAN - PRELIMINARY APPROVAL
Submission Checklist
City of Summit, Union County, NJ

Beacon Unitarian
- Universalist Congregation in Summit March |, 2024
Name of applicant Date Varc

Address of property 695 Springfield Avenue, Summit, NJ 07901 Block 1702 Lot 47

Applicant  City
1. 1 original and 13 copies of application form
2: 14 copies of plat
1 onginal and 13 copies of property owners list and area map
showing the uses of each property
4 1 original and 1 copy of compléted checklist
) 1 original and 1 copy of proposed public notice
6. 1 original and 1 copy of the proposed advertisement
7. 2 copies of the completed County planning board application
8
9

KKK KK

—
w

B

2 copies of protective covenants, deed restrictions and easements
2 copies of drainage calculations

10. 1 original and 1 copy of certification of paid property taxes

11.  Application fee and escrow deposit '

12.  Soil Conservation District certification

13.  Scale 1" = 50' or larger

14.  Tract acreage and lot areas to 1.0 square foot

15 Lot lines and exterior boundaries of the tract, to nearest 0.01 foot,
certified by NJ licensed land surveyor

16.  Sheet sizes 30" x 42", 24" x 36"; 17" x 22", 11" x 17" or 8.5" x 11"

17.  Existing lot lines to be eliminated

18.  Existing and proposed contours at 2 foot intervals throughout and
within 100 ft. of any building or paved area under review

19.  Location of existing and proposed structures, buildings and uses,
including all dimensions, coverages, parking, setbacks, yards

20. Easements, streets, driveways, sight triangles

21.  Key map showing general location within city

22, Zoning District identification and boundary lines (if any)

23.  Zoning setbacks, coverage standards, and variances, if any

24, Title of the plan; tax sheet number; block and lot; adjoining lots;
graphic scale; north arrow; date (including alt revision dates)

25. Name, address, phone number and signature of owner and of the
firm and person preparing the plat with license number and seal

<
>

KK

—
ve)
w

<k kkokdkk koK Kk

(Continued on next page)
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Detail Requirements — Section S.10-3

Preliminary Site Pian
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Building and Use Plan Sheet(s)

Size, height, location, arrangement and use of all buildings
Sign locations

Architect's scaled elevations of front, side & rear of buildings

Architect’s scaled elevations of signs

Indication of existing buildings to remain or be removed
Written description of proposed uses and operations
Number of employees or members

Number of shifts and maximum employees on each shift
Expected truck and tractor-trailer traffic

Emission of noise, glare, vibration, heat, odor, water
Safety hazards

Anticipated expansion plans incorporated in design
Floor plans for apartment/townhouses with type and
number of units

Circulation Plan Sheet(s)

Access streets and street names
Acceleration/deceleration lanes

Curbs, aisles, and lanes

Access points to public streets

Sight triangles; traffic channels; easements; fire lanes
Driveways, number and locations of parking spaces
Number and locations of loading spaces

Pedestrian walks, bikeways and related facilities
Lights, lighting standards, signs and driveways within the
tract and within 100 feet of the tract

Sidewalks along all expected paths of pedestrian travel
Cross sections of new streets, aisles, lanes, sidewalks,
driveways, and bikeways

Natural Resources Plan Sheet(s)

Existing and proposed wooded areas, buffer areas and/or
sodded areas

Ground cover, retaining walls, fencing, signs

Recreation areas, shrubbery, trees and other features
Location and type of constructed improvements

Location, number, species, caliper of plants and trees

Preliminary Major Site Ptan Checkist
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0 Utilities Plan Sheet(s) Applicant  City
1. Existing and proposed storm drainage and run-off \)3
2. Open space; common property N/A
3. Fire, gas, electric, telephone, sewer and water line service
proposed or existing locations and connegtions v
4, Salid waste collection and disposal methods v
51 Proposed grades, sizes, capacities and materials vV
6. Easements acquired or required on-tract or off-tract N/A
7. Copies of legal documents supporting the easements N/A
B. Lighting, including type of fixture; direction; angle; height; and
isolux drawings for each source 4
This checklist is nol a subslitute for the specific submission requirements
of the Ordinance. See the Ordinance for detailed requirements.
Applicant - Please do not write below this line
On , this submittal was deemed complete incomplete

Administrative Officer

Staff review comments;

Submitted by:

Preliminary Major Site Plan Checklist

Page 3 of 3
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EXHIBIT I
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THE CITY OF SUMMIT
N E W J ER S EY

City Half 512 Springfield Avenue Summit NJ
07901

Jassit d Tei 273 7
May 5, 2026 o

Land Use Assistant
Dept. of Community Services Email: jsands@cityofsummit.org

Roger Mehner
53 Cardinal Drive, PO Box 2369
Westlield, NJ 07091

Re: 695 Springfield Avenue
Summit, NJ 07901
Block: 1702 Lot: 47
Application #ZB-24-2237

Dear Mr. Mehner,

Enclosed please find a copy of the memorialized resolution DENYING your variance application by
the Zoning Board. Your resolution should be kept in a safe location as it is an important legal
document.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Jranlr Jovdo

Jessica Sands
Land Use Assistant

City of Summit ~ Department of Community Services (DCS)
Planning & Zoning Office

512 Springfield Avenue, 2™ Floor

Summit, NJ 07901
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RESOLUTION OF DENIAL

APPLICATION OF
BEACON UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST CONGREGATION IN SUMMIT

. ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

IN THE MATTER OF » CITY OF SUMMIT

BEACON UNITARIAN : APPLICATION NO. ZB-24-2237
UNIVERSALIST CONGREGATION : BLOCK 1702, LOT 47

IN SUMMIT : 695 SPRINGFIELD AVENUE

WHEREAS, Beacon Unitarian Univcrsalist Congregation in Summit
(“applicant” or “Beacon”) had requested variance relief pursuant to N.J.S.A.
40:55D-70(d)( 1), N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)(3), and N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c)(2) for the
construction of a new house of worship with associated site improvements
including freestanding solar canopies on the property located at Block 1702,
Lot 47 on the tax map of the City of Summit, being commonly known as 695
Springfield Avenue, Summit, New Jersey, and said premises being in the R-15
Zonc; and

WHEREAS, the Board held public hearings on said application on March
17, 2025, April 7, 2025, June 3, 2025, July 21, 2025, October 6, 2025,
January 21, 2026, March 2, 2026, and April 6, 2026, and

WHEREAS, the application was amended significantly on or about Mayv
23, 2025, and facts related only to the original application are omitted from
this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the applicant provided adequate notice of the hearing in
accordance with N.J.S.A. 40:55D-12; and

WHEREAS, the applicant was represcnted by Roger Mehner, Esq.; and
WHEREAS, members of the interested public attended the hearings, and
a numbcr of such members objected to the application and were represented

by Robert Simon, Esq.; and

WHEREAS, the Board heard the testimony and evidence presented by
the applicant and from members of the interested public.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Adjustment of
the City of Summit, County of Union and State of New Jersey, made the
following findings:

1. The Board found the application complete.
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2. According to the application and testimony presented during the
hearing, the applicant is seeking the following variances:

A. For the installation of solar array canopies which are
prohibited in residential zones pursuant to Section 35-
9.9.0.4.a.

B. For the following deviations from the Conditional Use
standards for houses of worship pursuant to Section 35-
11.2.C:

1.

ii.

ill.

iv.

vi.

vii.

viii.,

For the proposed lot area of 1.74 acrcs, whercas 2
acres is required.

For the proposed side yard setback to the western
side of the building of 34.5 feet, whereas 50 feet is
required.

For the proposed building height of 37.9 feet,
whereas 35 feet is permitted.

For the proposed lot coverage of 48.7 percent,
whereas 40 percent is permitted.

For the proposed building coverage of 16.2 percent,
whereas 15 percent is permitted.

For the proposed minimum side buffers of 10.4 feet
and 9.8 feet, whereas 47 feet is required along each
side lot line.

For the proposed minimum rear buffer of 15 feet,
whereas 50 feet is required.

For the proposed minimum parking setback of 15
feet, whereas 20 feet is required.

C. TFor the proposed 46 parking spaces, whereas at least 79
parking spaces are required.!

D. For the proposed parking area location for more than half
of the proposed parking spaces outside of the rear yard or
buildablc arca, contrary to Section 35-14.P.5.a.

E. For thc proposed minimum side buffers of 10.4 feet and
0.8 fcet, whereas 47 feet is required along each side lot

line.

F. For the proposed minimum rear buffer of 15 feet, whereas
50 feet is required.

! Section 35-14.1 requires that houses of worship provide one parking space for each =3 seats or 10 square feet of
gross floor area. whichever is ereater.” Technically. this application proposcs gross fleor arca of approximately
18,000 square fcet, requiring 1,800 parking spaces. All partics. and the Board. recognize that this is an unrcalistic
parking demand. A parking requirement based on seats or iraffic studies is more appropriate. and the 79 parking
spaces referenced above 1s based on one space per 3 seats proposcd
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G. For the proposed O shade trees in the parking area,

whereas 1 shade tree is required for every 10 parking
spaces.

3. Based upon the comments of Roger Mehner, Esq., the Board heard
the following:

A.

Beacon has been in the City of Summit since 1908. 1t
has operated out of its existing property on Waldron
Avenue since 1913. Previously, Beacon had sought to
build a new sanctuary on that Waldron Avenue site, but
during the course of that application the property at 695
Springfield Avenue became available. The Waldron
Avenuc propcrty has no on-site parking, which the
property at 695 Springficld Avenuc would allow for,

. Beacon seeks to construct a modcrn sanctuary on the

property with the goal of having a space large enough to
host one service on Sunday. The existing site is too
small, and requires that the applicant split the service
into two sessions. This site would also allow for on-site
parking, and will allow the church to have some green
space, which is part of the exercise of the Unitarian faith.

C. The property is located in the R-15 Zone. It is surrounded

E.

on three sides by public land consisting of parkland, the
Wilson school, and playing fields.

. The site is well-suited for what Beacon is proposing,

though a house of worship is a conditional use in the R-
15 Zone and this property is 1.74 acres and does not
meet the 2-acre requirement for that use. The proposed
house of worship is an inherently beneficial use. The
applicant seeks variances associated with the deviations
from the conditional use standards and other bulk
standards. Additionally, the applicant seeks a variance
associated with the proposed solar canopies in the
parking area, which are not permitted in residential
zones.

The proposed design of the building is intended to reflect
the values of this congregation and the current practice of
Unitarianism. Unitarian churches today do not build
boxes with steeples, and instead opt for more modern
designs. This is not a large building, and instead is one
that meets the needs of the congregation.
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|0

G.

I1.

The design of the site is one that pays significant
attention to environmental concerns, which are important
to Beacon. These include open space areas on the
property, solar panels to render the site carbon neutral,
and a green roof.

While the applicant proposes a variance for the number of
required on-sile parking spaces, there is sufficient legal
public parking on both sides of Springfield Avenue to
accommodate the site’s parking needs even during
Sunday service and larger events.

Many houses of worship in Summit do not meet zoning
requirements, including both bulk requirements for the
building and significant parking deficiencies. Those
buildings have not had a substantial detrimental impact
on the surrounding propertics, and this application would
be no different.

4. Based upon the sworn testimony of the applicant’s Exccutive
Director, Reverand Dr. Robin Tanner, the Board heard the
following:

A,

The Beacon congregation is a member of the Unitarian
Universalism faith, which is a continuing and evolving
faith with values centered in love rather than a creed, and
which has theological and spiritual diversity.

. Beacon consists of 454 members and friends, and of that

number approximately 100 of them are friends who no
longer live in New Jersey and access the online ministry.
Of the remaining members, the majority participate
through Sunday congregation. Since Covid, the
congregation has lost members, but generally they have
fluctuated between 400 and 520 members over the course
of four decades. They are a small denomination, and large
congregations are not common in Unitarian Universalism.
The application before the Board is one which does not
seek (o provide for additional growth of Beacon'’s
membership, but instead aims to allow for sufficient
space lo accommodate the entire congregation which is
not possible in the applicant’s present sanctuary.

. Sunday services are the most significant use of the

property. In addition, Beacon would hostl other events on
the property such as weddings, child blessings, and
funerals, though those types of events are not very
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frequent. Other anticipated weekly uses of the property
would include things like choir and music rehearsals,
community groups, youth groups, and meetings which all
can be accommodated by the proposed parking on the
site. Sunday services would require congregants to park
off-site, and there is public parking in the area along
Springfield Avenue.

D. No space on the property is being proposed as a homeless
shelter of any kind. Beacon would provide a sanctuary
program where an at-risk individual could seek
temporary supportive housing, though historically this
has occurred on average less than once a year. They
would also have outreach ministries that are consistent
with other religious uscs in the City.

E. The design of the building is a reflection of the core values
of Beacon’s faith. The site which includces a green roof
and solar panels was designed to get the application as
close to net zero emissions as possible, which is a key
value for the applicant. The site also incorporates outdoor
worship areas and gathering spaces which are core
aspects of their faith. Landscaping is proposed with the
intentional goal of making the site appear open to the
community.

F. Beacon held four neighborhood meetings with the aim of
addressing various concerns of the neighbors. They also
met with the Principal of Wilson Primary School which is
located next to the property.

5. Based upon the sworn testimony of the applicant’s Engineer, John
Cote, the Board heard the following;:

A. The entrance to the property consists of a two-way
driveway on Springfield Avenue, which leads to a parking
area where 46 spaces are proposed. The parking spaces
inctude the required ADA parking spaces, and also
propose four tandem parking spaces which would be
utilized by Beacon stall. A retaining wall is required for
the tandem space parking area, and a guardrail is
proposed at the end of the training wall. The applicant
proposes to install solar canopies over a number of the
parking spaces in the parking area. There are sidewalks
between the parking area and the building, as well as
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D.

I 0

walkways throughout the site. The application is
compliant with floor area ratio requirements.

. The Code requires that one shade tree be provided in the

parking area for every 10 parking spaces on site. The
applicant seeks a variance to provide no shade trees in
the parking area because they propose solar canopies in
the parking area, and hecause there is landscaping
proposed throughout the site.

. A fire truck circulation plan was prepared and confirms

that a fire truck can circulate through the parking area.
ilowever, if the parking lot was full, the truck would need
to either perform a multi-point turn in the turn-around
area, or rcversc out of the site.

The applicant proposes a scrics of stormwater measures
to address stormwater management requircments. The
site will be compliant relative to its stormwatcer design
which meets both the water rate requirements and water
quality requirements. A series of Cul-tec recharger
systems and perforated pipes allow for groundwater
recharge, The majority of parking spaces are proposed to
be porous pavement, which is a manner of addressing
water quality. The stormwater Operations & Maintenance
manual requires inspections of the porous pavement bi-
annually, and that it be cleaned with a vacuum truck at
least annually. The proposed groundwater management
will comply with all regulatory requirements of the DEP.

. Utility service to the site including power, sanitary sewer,

and water will be provided along Springfield Avenue. A
transformer is proposed on the southwest corner of the
site.

Lighting is proposed on the site to provide safety for
walking around the facility as well as for parking and
pedesirian access to the building. Lighting is also
proposed under the solar canopies. The lighting will be
dark sky compliant, and will not spill onto adjoining
properties. There will be controls for different lights at
different times; for example, parking will be on its own
circuit, and there will be a separate control for amenity
space areas.

. Bicycle racks are proposed on the site.
. Garbage is proposed to be stored in rhe building’s

interior. Cans will be brought out at the time for pickup.
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No dumpster or trash enclosure is proposed on the site’s
exterior.

The proposed solar canopies are tilt-mount canopies that
would supply power to the building. The top can tilt, so
there is a varying height of 12 to 14 feet, which is still
under the height requirement. The canopies will be
guttered to nearby piping.

. Four electric vehicle parking spaces are proposed as

required by law. They will include signage reflecting the
electric vehicle parking.

K. Thc applicant did not consider an underground parking

garage. Doing so would interfere with the proposed
stormwater managemcnt on the site.

6. Based upon the sworn testimony of the applicant’s Landscapc
Architect, Tavis Dockwiller, the Board heard the following:
A. The site will consist of paving in the front, and a drop off

area in front of the proposed building. A “walking
labyrinth” is proposed in front of the building. A lawn
area is proposed at the rear of the building, along with a
small, nature-based play area. The play area will be
fenced to prevent children from running into the parking
lot.

. The applicant proposes to remove 29 trees on the site,

and to plant 91 trees on the site. Many existing trees are
not in great condition. The planting plan consists of all
native, deer resistant plantings which are appropriate for
the site’s ecosystem, and intended to showcase the
ecosystermn.

. The proposed plantings are intended to serve as a buffer

for the site. They take into consideration the trees in the
park, and the applicant proposes to “seal the edge” - to
provide an appropriate woodland edge that will help with
the overall ecology of the neighboring woodlands. This is
why the applicant has a variety of trees and shrubs and a
variety of sizes and shapes. From a landscaping
standpoint, this proposal is compatible with the
surrounding parkland.

D. The application is compliant with the requirement to

E.

provide street rrees.
On average the applicant proposes o plant 2-3 inch
caliper trees, which tend to be about 12-15 feet 1all. They
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also propose understory trees which are about 8-10 feet
tall, along with some smaller trees. This is a multi-layered
ecosystem, and generally smaller trees will establish more
quickly so that within five years one will have a tree of the
same height as a larger one at the time of planting that is
still establishing its roots. Ultimately, certain canopy
trees can get to 150 feet tall, understory trees would
mature at 30 to 40 feet, and shrubs will range from
certain species around 6 to 8 feet, while others are
smaller and will not exceed 3 feet.

F. In addition to thc scrcening of the property boundaries
with plantings, thc applicant proposcs appropriate
screening for manholes and other appurtenances in the
front area of the property.

7. Based upon the sworn testimony of the applicant’s Architect, Louis
Cherry, the Board heard the following:

A. The design and layout of this house of worship is inspired
by, and reflects the values of, the church. It is intended to
be a place where people can build human connections
and have moving experiences. It is intended to be easy to
navigate by all users, and is ADA compliant. The design
direction was to reflect the church’s values including
balance with nature, transparency, inclusivity, and
democracy.

B. The design of the church is one that radiates around a
central courtyard based on a nautilus form which
expresses growth. It starts at the center and then spirals
and widens out. The spiral shape is a way to break the
pieces of the building down and reduce the scale of the
building so thalt it fits into the neighborhood. It also
opens the building up to bring nature into the diflerent
parts of the building. The curved forms on the building
have an organic quality and soften the building, which
gives the impression of a building in motion as you move
along the site.

C. The proposal includes 199 solar panels in total between
those on the roof and those on the solar canopies. 11 is
designed to provide 100 percent of the average energy use
of the building, so it is designed to be a net zero building.

D. The proposed curved wall facing Springfield Avenue will
be clad with thermally treated wood. There is curved glass



UNN-L-002593-26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 75 of 106 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

on the side which announces the area as a point of
interest and the entrance to the church. The spiral shape
of the building embraces you as you come in, provides a
protective canopy, and gives form to the circle where the
community can come logether. All of this is surrounded
by a naturalized landscape, which creates as much
nature as possible on this site.

. The proposed vegetated or green roof on the spiral shape

is used to accent the reference to nature. It also helps
with water retention and runoff on the site. It provides a
habitat for birds and plants, and is carefully curated with
plants that do not need much care and can sustain
drought. It is both a visual and a functional green roof.

. The proposecd high performance glass is intended to be

highlyv sustainable, and to providc protection from sun
and daylight. The wood is thermally modificd wood. which
is highly resistant to deterioration and easy to maintain.
Most of the exterior walls are stucco material, which is a
natural soft brown color. The metal proposed for the
window frames would be a dark gray color. The idea for
the image of the building is that it is quiet and subdued.
[t is a place that should not necessarily blend into the
surroundings, but instead should be a quiet, dignified
building. The colors are intended to be natural and soft.
This design is intended to embody the beliefs of the
congregation.

. The applicant did consider preserving the existing

structure on the site. It is a Red Cross building that was
originally built as a residence, and was converted to an
office building at some point in the past and has
functioned accordingly for many years. It is a historic
building, and it was not practical to take that building
and convert it into a house of worship; it was not
intended to function that way, and is right in the center of
the site. The applicant did study whether they could add
onto that existing building, but there is no way they could
accomplish what the church is proposing by preserving
that building.

. The proposed hasement would be used for electrical and

mechanical equipment, storage, and a janitorial area with
mops, sinks, and supplies. The main level of the building
would include the sanctuary space, various meeting



UNN-L-002593-26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 76 of 106 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

places, a kitchen and bathroom area, and a main lobby
which would serve as a gathering space. The meeting
spaces are intended to be as flexible as possible to
accommodate many different types of uses. The second
floor of the huilding contains a family lounge space which
is acouslically separated from the sanctuary space (which
can be used, for example, by a family with a noisy child};
the seats in this family lounge space have been counted
towards the total seat count in the application.

I. A total of 236 seats are proposed among the sanctuary,
balcony space, and family lounge area. This is the
maximum proposed number of seats, and the area can be
rcconfigurcd depending on the type of service.

J. This application has bcen cdited to meet the minimum
needs of the church. There is no way to meet the needs of
the church without seeking variancc relief, and this
design is one that seeks to minimize the variance relicf
sought. Unitarian Universalist churches do not have any
standard form, and do not necessarily look alike.

K. The design of the building is form-driven, and is more
modern in nature. New buildings should look new, and it
would not do a service to existing historic buildings to
attempt to design a new building that looks historic and
not make a distinction between the two. While context
and consistency with the neighborhood are important to
bulk requirements such as height, massing, and
setbacks, it is not important to the style of the proposed
building. While this building is larger than houses in the
surrounding neighborhood, it is also bounded on three
sides by public land. It is also very typical that houses of
worship are mixed in with residential neighborhoods and
become an anchor of a community. Furthermore, this is
nol located on a small residential street, it is a more
public scale, and the church is fitting for the property.

I.. The design of the front of the building incorporates a
curved panel which, at its highest point, exceeds the
maximum building height. The height limit is 35 feet,
while that portion of the building is proposed at 37.9 feet.
Attempting to reduce that portion or “chop it off” would
adversely affect the aesthetics and design of the building.
This is not a “steeple” in the traditional sense, but is a
similar architectural element with vertical expression.
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M. A glare study was conducted to determine whether the
glass on the building would result in a glare off the
property. There would be a brief period of time during
cerlain months that there would be glare on Springfield
Avenue, however the applicant agreed to ulilize a
minimally reflective glass panel and add a film over the
glass panel to prevent that glare.

8. Based upon the sworn testimony of the applicant’s Traffic
Engineer, Elizabeth Dolan, the Board heard the following:

A. The site is located along Springfield Avenue, which is a
two-lanc road subject to County jurisdiction, with a speed
limit of 35 mph and parking on either side.

B. The applicant had originally prepared a traffic study
based on the initial application which included 300 seats,
and concluded that the site could accommodate the
traffic impact of that larger design. Since the application
was amended to reduce the seating to 230, the applicant
had already examined a “worst case scenario”, and
continues to rely on the results of that study.

C. Based on data published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers, for the original application size
of 300 seats, the busiest peak hours during a Sunday
service would anticipate 131 vehicles entering, and 131
exiting the site within the hour. For 236 seats, it would go
down to 106 vehicles entering and exiting the site in a
peak hour.

D. Based upon even the increased levels of traffic with 131
vehicles exiting the site in one hour, the site would be at a
B level of service (from A through F), that the proposed
increase in traffic would not result in a significant impact
on the roadway, and that the site would operate salely
and efficiently. There is plenty of area to allow for vehicles
to queue and wait on site before they exit onlo Springfield
Avenue.

E. Based upon the proposed amount of sealing in the
church. 79 parking spaces would be required, and 46
spaces are proposed on site, resulting in a deficit of 33
spaces at maximum attendance. Based on typical
attendance levels, however, it is anticipated that actual
demand for off-site parking during Sunday service would
be between 8 and 10 spaces.
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F. There is approximately 2,000 feet of linear area for

L.

parking available along Springfield Avenue between
Harrison Court to the west and Fairview Avenue to the
east. Accounting [or driveways and hydrants, and no
parking areas, approximately 60 or more vehicles can
park along Springfield Avenue in that area. Parking is
permitted and routinely used in the area,

. Formal traffic counts have been performed on four

separate Sundays, and of those dates at most four cars
have been parked in that area at one time. There is more
than sufficient parking on Springfield Avenue in the
immediate arca to accommodate that deficit.

. Springfield Avenuc is a two-lanc road. The closcst

crosswalk for people parking across the strcet on
Springfield Avenue is approximately 750 to 800 feet east
of Qakley Avenue, which is east of the property.

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) has
limited sample sizes of parking requirements for
churches. However, based on the 6™ edition, an 85
percentile peak parking demand for a church with this
proposed number of seats would be 168 parked vehicles,
and an average of 154 parked vehicles. Additionally, if
calculated according to the ITE’s requirements gross floor
area of 18,000 square feet, it would be even more at
approximately 200 parked vehicles. However, the 6!
edition is different from prior editions and uses a higher
ratio than historically had been used for houses of
worship.

9. Based upon the sworn testimony of the applicant’s Planner, Kate
Keller, the Board heard the following:
A. The site consists of the now-vacant building formerly

used by the American Red Cross. The site has historically
been a commercial or nonresidential use dating back to
the 1940s, despite its underlying zoning being in the
residential R-15 Zone. Houses of worship are conditional
uses within the R-15 Zone.

B. The application does not comply with the conditional use

standards for houses of worship, and accordingly
conditional use variance relief is required. Additionally,
variance relief is required for the proposed solar canopies.
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C. Houses of worship require a 2-acre minimum lot size,
while the site is only 1.74 acres. This is not a very
substantial deviation, but it does also result in variance
requests for building coverage, lot coverage, and setbacks.

D. None of the adjacent abutting properties are single-family
homes. They are all owned by the City or by the school.
The substantial City-owned property provides a natural
buffer around the site. The application would not result in
any substantial detrimental impact on these public
propcertics, nor would there be a substantial detrimental
impact on the neighboring residential properties duc to
the significant distance between them and thc hcavy
landscaping between the properties.

E. The application was designed to reflect the Unitarian
faith. The variance for the maximum building height of
37.9 feet, whereas 35 feet is permitted, is a result of this
design. It is only one portion of the parapet wall that is
part of the nautilus design of the building which is
informed by the faith, and is similar in nature to a steeple
or other religious architecture.

F. The applicant requires variances for lot coverage of 48.7
percent while 40 percent is permitted, and building
coverage of 16.2 percent while 15 percent is permitted.
These are not significant variance requests. The site is
undersized, and these calculations do not take into
account the approximately 2,300 square feet of green roof
area (or approximately 3% of lot coverage on the site). The
site has been designed with the highest quality
stormwater management to account for the additional
impervious coverage associated with the building and
parking area. These coverage ligures strike a balance
between providing as much parking on the site as
possible, and keeping the coverage limits within a
reasonable figure to not create a detriment. With regard
to the building coverage, the building fits within sethack
requirements and is not a massive box; instead it is
designed to fit nicely into its environment.

G. A house of worship such as that proposed through this
application constitutes an inherently beneficial use.

H. As to parking, 46 spaces are provided on the site, while
79 are required if counted according to proposed seating.
There is plenty of parking along Springfield Avenue to
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accommodate a normal service, which given the church'’s
ordinary attendance levels, approximately 8 cars would be
required to park off-site. The requirement for the
installation of shade trees in the parking lot is in order to
provide visual aesthetic relief in large, multi-row
commercial parking fields, and that is not what the
applicant proposes here. Instead, they propose a
thoughtfully designed parking and circulation area in
order to provide the needed parking while also being able
to provide sufficient buffers and landscaping around the
property.

The applicant also proposes solar canopies in the parking
area, which arc not permitted in the Zone. While the
applicant has applicd for a D(1) Use Variance associated
with those canopies, they submit that thesc are more
properly considered to be accessory structures as they
serve only the church, and are not used to sell power -
back into the general electrical grid. Regardless, solar
canopies are also an inherently beneficial use. However,
solar canopies are not customarily associated with houses
of worship in the City of Summit or in Union County.
Overall, none of the variance relief sought will present a
substantial detriment to the neighborhood. There are a
number of other similar houses of worship in the Citv
which are on undersized lots and do not meet parking
requirements, and just like in those cases, there will be
no substantial detriment to the neighborhood, and
instead this would be a benefit to the neighborhood.
There is no blight typically associated with houses of
worship, nor is there any such blight in neighborhoods
surrounding other existing houses of worship in the City.

. The application will not result in a substantial detriment

to the City’s Master Plan, and the 2016 Revision Plan
presents a goal of maintaining a dynamic and vibrant
city, and that quality of life amenities along with an
engaging streetscape are core assets and advantages that
should be supported. Houses of worship such as that
proposed by Beacon are always a part of a quality of life,
and a part of the community, and this application will
enhance these City goals.

Overall, the site can accommodate what is being
proposed, as there are limited deviations from the
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conditional use requirements. The green technology,
significant proposed landscaping, and stormwater
management avoid adverse impacts from the additional
coverage associated with the application. The parking
deficiency is accommodated by the combination of the
spaces on site along with the nearby street parking.

10. Bascd upon the sworn testimony of the Planner for various
objectors, Peter Steck, the Board heard the following:

A,

b,

The existing Red Cross building on the site was originally
constructed as a residential dwelling. It reads visually as
a single-family dwelling, although it has been used as
offices of the American Red Cross for the last several
decades.

. The Unitarian Universalist church does not have a

religious design requirement on what a house of worship
has to look like. This particular design is almost like a
sculpture, and is spread out on the site. It is not the most
efficient way to accommeodate a use on the lot. This
prompts a number of items requiring various relief.

. The applicant also proposes to install solar canopies on

the site, which are both a use and a structure that are
not permitted in the R-15 Zone.

. The area surrounding the site is a solidly residential area.

While three sides of the property are bounded by City or
School property, there are residences across the street on
Springfield Avenue, and to the east of the site.

. For people who park on the south side of Springfield

Avenue, the nearest crosswalk is about 960 [eei away
from the property. This would require that people parking
across from the church walk that distance, cross, and
walk back to the church. There are no sidewalks on the
south side of Springfield Avenue. Not many people would
want to do so to legally cross the street. The road has a
35 mph speed limit, and often people will drive a little
over the speed limit, which would present a significant
issue if people attempt to cross illegally, outside of the
crosswalk. This area is not well suited to pedestrian
traffic and presents a public safety concern,

The applicant has a blank slate on how to construct the
house of worship since they propose to demolish the
existing Red Cross building. Accordingly, there are not



UNN-L-002593-26 06/22/2026 2:50:23 PM Pg 82 of 106 Trans ID: LCV20261658744

G.

existing conditions that justify the relief being sought,
and the design of the house of worship as proposed is a
self-created hardship.

Many of the existing houses of worship in the City were
constructed before there was zoning and before there
were parking standards. This application is a different
situation, and the reliance on off-site parking to meet the
parking requirements is problematic, especially given the
safety concerns with crossing the street. The parking
ordinance technically requires 1,800 parking spaces
based on gross floor area, though this is a lot of spaces.
Even looking at the calculation based on the number of
proposed scats, the intent of the ordinance here is to
confinc the parking demand to the sitc, and not to rely on
off-street parking. The applicant cannot just substitute
ITE standards for the ordinance’s parking requirements.

. There are many nonconformities proposed by this

application, and those nonconformities are not justified
by the fact that this property abuts public land, since the
buffer is a mutual benefit. One cannot ignore the impacts
that this will have on the surrounding properties, even
the public property.

The proposed solar canopies are prohibited in the zone,
and are more commonly associated with commercial or
industrial centers. They do not fit the existing residential
zone, and present a detriment in terms of aesthetics. The
applicant is not able to mitigate the impact of those solar
canopies, since adding large trees to screen the area
would add shade would block the solar panels.

. As to the conditional use standards of the church, the

applicant has not adequately addressed the deficiencies
and deviations from the conditional use requirements,
especially when it comes to the parking requirement. The
lack of bulfer areas means there is activity too close to the
abutting municipal or school activity. The building is too
large for the site, too tall for the neighborhood, lacks the
setbacks and buffering required in the zone, and consists
of architecture that does not blend in with the
surrounding residential architecture and park setting.
There is not enough parking on site, and the off-site
parking offers some danger in terms of walking across
Springfield Avenue. Absent a redesign of the application,
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there are no conditions that can be imposed to address
these many deficiencies.

11. Based upon the sworn testimony of members of the interested
puhblic, the Board heard the [ollowing:

A. Vernon Williams of 116 Hillside Avenue is the Assistant
Pastor at Fountain Baptist Church. As a fellow faith
leader in the community, he understands the need for the
congregation to grow and for the current space not to
meet its needs. Beacon has always been a good neighbor.
IIc supports the application at the current location.

B. Kim Lconard of 81 Beckman Road is a neighbor of the
applicant. This application presents a substantial safcty
concern due to the lack of parking. The usc of Springfield
Avenue is not adequate for parking given the lack of
sidewalks, crosswalks, and the width of the shoulder in
certain sections. Temporary no parking signs have been
on Springfield Avenue for many months out of the year
due to the dangerous parking situation for the Wilson
School. There is no way to regulate parking in the area.
The applicant purchased the lot knowing that it would be
undersized for its purposes. She believes this plan
represents the wants, rather than the needs, of the
congregation,

C. Francine Cho of 27 Beekman Terrace supports the
proposed application. It is environmentally friendly since,
while it removes 29 trees, it proposes to plant 100 trees,
300 native shrubs, and thousands of perennials. The
application proposes beautiful landscaping in an
environmentally friendly manner, and presents a
stormwater benefit. The proposed solar panels will barely
be seen, and the lot is surrounded by wooded lots and
City owned land. The proposed structure is largely only
visihle from Springfield Avenue, with no major impact on
the neighborhood.

D. Thomas Maney of 30 Qakland Avenue does not believe
the application meets the requirements of the Master Plan
to maintain the community character. The building is not
supposed to be dominant, but instead should be
proportionate with the neighborhood. The proposes
variances do not present a public benefit. While he
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G.

presented photographs and images generated by artificial
intelligence which were marked as O-2, supposedly
representing the result of the application as viewed from
various points near the property, the Board did not find
that these images were accurate or relevant to the
proceeding.

. Lara Jenkins of 6 Daisy Court is a member of the Beacon

church. What strikes her about Summit is the dedication
to schools and the number of denominartions in town.
Beacon loves their site, but it does not meet the needs of
the congregation, and the interior space does not promote
the feeling of welcome and community that this proposal
presents. She doces not believe that the off-site parking
will be an issue.

Tolsten Gerike of 33 Aubrey Street supports the
application, as it will let Beacon serve its members while
remaining in Summit. While he hears the parking
concerns, Beacon’s members are familiar with using
street parking, and notes that many members walk,
carpool, or bike.

Larsenia Cooper of 188 Woodland Avenue is a member of
Beacon, and notes that the congregation has made
Summit its home. She supports the children’s
programming and how it teaches values, and notes that
these are the people the City wants in its community. The
design of the building will allow for more in person
attendance of members versus online attendance.

. Blake Scalet of 133 Summit Avenue is the Pastor of St.

John’s Lutheran Church. Beacon is a faithful partner in
serving not just their members, but it is a leader in
supporting the whole community. Beacon has been here
since 1908, and makes Summit better. This space will let
them further support the community, and he supports
the application.

Christopher Coller of 752 Springlield Avenue has been a
resident of Springfield Avenue {or over 35 years. He has
seen an evolution of the properties on Springfield, and
thinks it is for the better. He helieves this application is a
continuation of the positive evolution of Springfield
Avenue. Other congregations have similarly moved when
they need more space, and the proposal here is not
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J.

unprecedented. The existing number of congregations
make Summit the exiraordinary place that it is.

Betsy Zimmerman ol 40 Beekman Terrace acknowledges
that the neighbors’ concerns are real. She is not a
congregant, and did not have a strong opinion one way or
another at the outset of the application. She agrees with
the goals of not burdening the neighbors, and
undcrstands thc concerns for safety in the area. She is
impressed with the diligence and responsiveness of
Beacon throughout the application process, who has tried
to engage genuinely and collaboratively with the Summit
community. She is concerned that if this property is not
developed into a church, it could be used for something
else which could be more disruptive to the community.
She does not believe that Beacon'’s design is offensive.
Nicole DeLauro of 1 Oakley Avenue thinks the over
intensification of the site creates foreseeable impacts on
the surrounding neighborhood. The number of variances
requested signals that this design does not fit in the zone.
It presents parking, traffic, and setback issues.
Springfield Avenue is not designed for overflow parking,
as it is a cresting and curved roadway, and the
application presents a foreseeable safety risk.

Christina Cogan of 686 Springfield Avenue thinks this
application presents a safety concern. Her house is
directly opposite the site on Springfield Avenue. She
thinks there is a path to the use of the lot, provided it
stays in line with the zoning. Her primary safety concern
is the request for the parking variance, which is prompted
by the undersized lot. There is limited visibility and
speeding traffic on Springfield Avenue, And an influx of
additional cars parked in the area will create a greater
danger to drivers, pedestrians, and bikers. This will also
disrupt the peaceful enjoyment of nearby homes. She is
also concerned with the proposed inclusion of solar
canopies, which are explicitly prohibited in the zone.

. Susan Hairston of 20 Laurel Avenue Is a former council

member. She is in support of Beacon’s application. She
has served its members and the broader Summit
Community. Beacon consistently opens its doors to
initiatives that serve the greater good of Summit and the
surrounding region. They have been good neighbors,
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partners, and caretakers. They have reduced the
proposed seating as compared to the original application,
and have addressed sign and parking concerns by
narrowing the request of the application. She supports
the application as it is currently proposed.

N. Chester Elton of 84 Mountain Avenue has lived in
Sumunit for 35 years. He is not a member of Beacon, but
currently serves on the Summit interfaith council. The
positive impact that Beacon has on the community is one
reason he loves staying here. The property has been
derclict for some time now, and does not currently serve
the community. The proposed church at that location will
only benefit the community, and he supports the
application.

Q. David Gordon of 21 Debary Place Supports the
application. Beacon provides a safe, welcoming, and
supportive environment for kids of all ages. The site can
accommodate the application.

P. Rachel Rydzewski of 11 Pear! Street is a member of
Beacon and supports the application. The church
supports values of inclusivity and compassion. The
proposed design of the church is a beautiful place where
people can gather. She is proud of Beacon’s dedication to
the project and thoughtful revisions along the way.

Q. John Burke of 29 Fairview Avenue Believes the proposal
does not align with established characteristics of the
neighborhood. [s inconsistent with zoning regulations.
There is no hardship, and requesting relief is a matter of
preference rather than necessity. The application
fundamentally alters the character of the neighborhood.
The scale and intensity of the application are what the
zoning ordinance is designed to prevent. The surrounding
roads are not designed 1o handle the traffic that will
result from the application, and he believes there will be
overflow traffic on to nearby side streets. This will have a
negative impact on the surrounding community uses, and
parking will compete with parking relied upon by the
Wilson school, particularly during youth soccer and other
games. This application will not serve the residents of
Summit.

R. Ellen Boylan of 139 Tulip Street Is a member of Beacon.
She supports the congregations values, and the design of
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the building is grounded in their faith. This building is
the product of a multi-year process, and the design of the
building and surrounding grounds reflects how the
congregation views its symbolic purpose. She urges
approval of the application.

S. Ingrid Carlbom of 21 Oakley Avenue has lived at that
address since 1995. Her home was built in 1852, She is
opposed to the project, as the church has ignored the
zoning regulations and the design of the church
compromises thc objects of those zoning regulations.

T. Carl Carfi of 1 Oaklcy Avenue is not opposed to a new
Beacon church or any new church built in Summit. His
concerns here are with the scale of the proposal and the
extent of the variances requested in a residential district.
The number and magnitude of the requested variances
raises serious concerns as to the impact on the
neighborhood. The lot does not meet the minimum
required size. Had the applicant’s design respected the
side and rear yard buffers, he would have had a different
opinion. The reduction in side yard buffers is especially
troubling. This proposal does not reflect being responsible
to nature and the surrounding property. He urges
revisions to restore the side yard buffers and to bring the
application into alignment with the zoning standards.

U. Reverand Julie Yarborough of 561 Springfield Avenue is
an associate pastor at Christ Church in Summit. A
thriving church community is foundational to a
compassionate community. Beacon proposes a welcoming
and supportive spiritual home. The growth of the ministry
reflects the good that the church has brought to the
community. Many other congregations operate with
similar sizes and parking arrangements.

V. Kristin Conner is not a current resident, bul owns
property at 768 Springfield Avenue. And is a recent
member of Beacon as of last summer. She has seen many
changes to the neighborhood over time. Parking is
difficult and dangerous, and other events bring traffic as
well. Allowing the church sulfficient space to conduct a
single service is a great way to bring people together. She
believes this would be a benefit to the neighborhood and
that any issues involving the parking and traffic can be
addressed.
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W. Norma Hauer of 42 Oakley Avenue believes that some of
the challenges ol the site plan can be overcome with
community and church collaboration. Revisions to
aspects of the design, and perhaps additional crosswalks
could address some of these issues. The proposed
building is too big for the property. The lot is not
necessarily under sized, but the development plan is
oversized. The application presents an expansive and
massive building that is incompatible with the character
of the surrounding ncighborhood.

X. Court Jeske of 32 Beekman Road supports the church at
this location, but takes Issue with the way that beacon
has approached the application process. They purchased
the lot that is undersized, and proposed to build an
oversized structure there.

Y. Tara Thompson of 35 Beekman Road believes that
neighbors are incredibly important in their neighborhood.
She suggests not approving this plan. She agrees with the
neighbors who have raised issues with this application. It
is not that they are not welcoming Beacon into the
community, as they are happy to have a church moved to
the community. The problem is with the scope and size of
the project and the number of variances at issue. She
also does not support the solar panels. She raises
concern with the lack of parking on Springfield Avenue
when there is snow cover as has been the case during
recent snowstorms, as cars would not be able to park
during those times. There is also overflow of parking on in
the area from sports games on the weekend, and it
becomes difficull ta get out of driveways or pass.

Z. Jean Crichton of 173 Summil Avenue has lived there for
the past 30 years. For 25 of those years she has been a
member of the Beacon congregation. She has always
walked to the church’s current Waldron location. This
application takes advantage of the beauty of the
surrounding parkland, and the applicant proposes to
supplement with additional landscaping. The building is
modern, but welcoming and certainly not extreme. [t
looks to the future and adds a unique touch to the
architectural landscape.

AA. Carol Conger of 7 Primrose Place is a long time
Summit resident and longtime member of the Beacon
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congregation. She fully supports this project, as it meets
the needs of a multi-generational congregation. The
outdoor space and children areas will be able to support
the young congregation. On site parking will allow
physical attendance rather than attending electronically
as many older members do now. She urges approval of
the application

BB. Norman Miller of 7 Primrose Place Has lived there for
the past 58 years, and has been an active member of the
Beacon congregation for that duration. The current
facility has served for over 100 years, but no longer fits
the nceds of the congregation. They want a space where
the whole congregation can gather, has grounds for
activities, and has up-to-date sound and vidco systems.
They hope to remain in Summit, and he supports the
application.

CC. Erik Solberg of 46 Laurel Avenue is a member of
Beacon. The church's current building is over 100 years
old and it is too small. The applicant proposes a beautiful
building with attractive landscaping. There have been
legitimate questions that they have tried very hard to
answer and make changes where possible. No close
housing structures are affected by the application. The
proposed variances do not resulted in a substantial
detriment as there are no houses immediately next door.
They have reduced the scope of the application as
compared to the original proposed building in order to
provide more parking on site. Attempting to add further
parking would make a less attractive site.

12. Based on the comments of counsel for various objectors, Robert
Simon, Esq., the Board heard the following:

A. The applicalion in its current state fails to meet the
requirements for grant of variance relief, and must be
denied. It is disappointing that the applicant has only
minimally revised its plans despite significant public
concern with the proposatl.

B. There is no debate that faith communities enhance the
City of Summit. Many members of the public, even those
that oppose this application, support religion in the City
of Summit.
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C. Even though other houses of worship in the City have
non-compliant parking, in many cases they predate
zoning and can rely upon nearby parking lots. Here the
applicant is demolishing the existing building on the site
and has the ability to start with a clean slate. Attempting
to comply with the zoning regulations, or at least bring
the application more into compliance with the zoning
rcgulations. is not an unreasonable burden upon the
church or upon religious exercise.

D. The property has always been in the residential R-15
Zone, and therc has been no effort by the governing body
to rezone this to a non residential usc. Instcad of
incorporating the existing residential building design into
the proposed use, the applicants instead proposed this
“piece of sculpture.” The building is sized to the
applicant’s wants, and not their needs. He questions why
Beacon needs a building with such a large capacity if the
membership i1s low and they do not intend to increase the
number of attendees or membership.

E. The design of the building is not based upon any
recognized requirements of the Unitarian faith, and the
proposed nautilus design is inconsistent with the
surrounding properties and with the City of Summit,
There is no other design where a nautilus shape is
incorporated into a Unitarian church. The applicant’s
architect did not look at the zone or design standards
before coming up with this design.

F. The Cily of Summit design standards at section 35-14.1
provide that the general design requirements are intended
10 guide all development in the city of summit in a
manner that is harmonious and consistent with the
surrounding character of the community. There has heen
no effort to comply with these design standards.

G. The plans and renderings fail to show the true impact this
application would have on the surrounding neighborhood.
The site plan doesn't not show lots across the street on
Springfield Ave. The visual impact study was not from all
vantage points, and does not adequately represent the
impact of the application on the surrounding community.
The proposed solar canopies will be visible through the
trees on the property during winter months.
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H. The City's Master Plan identifies this property specifically

=

as being a logical expansion of Wilson Park. The property
should not be developed in a manner that is inconsistent
with the surrounding Parkland and which burdens the
Parkland. Wilson Park additionally has recreational
activities often which could conflict with the church use
and with parking in the surrounding area.

Under the Coventry Square standard for conditional use
variances, this site is not appropriate for this use. None of
the conditions proposed so far mitigate the negative
impacts that are associated with the deviations from the
ordinance requirements.

The requested C(2) variances should be denied in cases
such as this where thc hardship is self-created and there
is no public benefit.

It is acknowledged that the ordinance requircment for
parking spaces based on gross floor area is far too high in
this case, however one parking space per 3 sanctuary
seats is not functionally sufficient here. Despite the
church having an existing location, there is no evidence,
studies, or data to support that each car pending the
church has at least three passengers. The ITE Standards
require 168 parked cars per 237 seats. Summit's Zoning
ordinance does not allow for the satisfaction of parking
requirements with off-site parking. Furthermore, there is
no way for a vehicle entering the site to tell if there is
sufficient parking on site, and instead if the site is full
they would have to loop around and find off-site parking
elsewhere.

The applicants have the burden of seeking design
exceptions under Section 51 of the MLUL, and there's
nothing peculiar about this site that prevents them from
complying with the City's design requirements.

13. The Board considered the application along with the following
conditions which were agreed to by the applicant:

A.

Compliance with conditions noted in Board Engineer’s
memorandum dated July 11, 2025.

B. The applicant shall not operate a homeless shelter facility

or host homeless people on the site, except for its
Sanctuary program.
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14.

15.

C. The applicant shall not utilize the parking lot from Wilson
Park to accommodate parking during church services.

D. The applicant shall request that the County install
another crosswalk near the property, and if the applicant
is required to pay for the installation of the crosswalk, it
shall do so.

E. The applicant shall provide traffic control officers during
all services and special events.

F. The applicant shall provide a shuttle service during all
scrvices and major events.

The Board recognizes that thc proposed solar canopics arc an
inherentty beneficial use. However, the Board took issuc with thc
proposed solar canopies on the site. They are explicitly prohibited
in the R-15 Zone as they are commercial or industrial in character
and are not consistent the surrounding residential use. The solar
canopies would be able to be seen from Springfield Avenue, and
would likely be able to be seen from adjacent properties even
through additional landscaping especially during the winter
months. Attempting to reduce the negative aesthetic impact of
these solar canopies by adding additional landscaping is further
problematic because large trees or other large landscaping could
cast a shadow over the solar panels rendering them ineffective.
Additionally attempting to relocate the solar panels to alternate
locations on the site would render site navigation impossible, This
inconsistent use would present a substantial detriment to the
surrounding neighborhood and to the R-15 Zone.

The Board also recognized that the proposed house of worship is
clearly an inherently beneficial use. However, the Board noted
significant eoncern with the large deficit of on-site parking and the
applicant’s attempt to utilize off-site parking along Springfield
Avenue. The Board echoed Lhe concern raised by members of the
public that Springfield Avenue is a two-way County Road with a 35
mph speed limit and a lack of sidewalks along the south side of
Springfield Avenue and lack of crosswalks nearby to support off(-
site parking. The board also echoed concern that people would
attempt to cross the street outside of a crosswalk rather than
walking the significant distance to the nearest crosswalk. Since the
road is under the County's jurisdiction, the board does not have
the authority to compel the installation of additional crosswalks in
the area, and there is no guarantee that the County would approve
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such a crosswalk in that location, especially with the lack of
sidewalk along the southern side and the fact that the road is
curved in that location which reduces the lines of sight for traffic.
Attempting to address this issue by adding a condition such as
restricting parking to certain times or locations would be
essentially impossible to enfarce since parking along Springfield
Avenue is open to the public. Attempting to address the traffic and
safety concerns by requiring the applicant to provide traffic control
officers during Sunday service and other events would not alleviate
the condition as the City cannot override the County’s jurisdiction
over thc roadway or allow for pedestrian crossing outside of those
designated crosswalks as approved by the County, The lack of on-
site parking also presents a concern for cmergency vehicle access if
the parking lot is full. Emergency vehicles would not be ablc to
turn around unless there are empty spaces, and instead would be
forced to reverse out of the site; this situation cannot be addressed
through conditions, and instead would require a redesign of the
application. The Board also expressed concern with the lack of
compliance with the side and rear yard buffer requirements, and
with the massing of the building on the property which is
inconsistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood. While
those portions of the property are adjacent to City and School
property, the lack of a sufficient buffer still imposes a detriment on
those surrounding properties and their use. The reason that
houses of worship are conditionally permitted uses and require a
two-acre lot is because the intensity of use is much greater than
compared to ordinary residential properties in the R-15 Zone.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

WHEREAS, at the requcst of the applicant the Board agreed to
separately consider and vote on the variance relief associated with the request
to install solar canopies in the parking lot, which are not permitted in the R-15
Zone; and

WHEREAS, the Board determined that this application has not met the
requirements of N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)(1), N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)(3} or N.J.S.A.
40:55D-70(c}{2) because the significant concerns surrounding the proposed
solar canopy use which is not permitted in the zone, the massing of the
building and lack of buffering to adjacent properties, and the traftic and safety
issues raised by the lack of on-site parking require numerous and significant
variances from the conditional use requirements for houses of worship and
additional bulk requirements of R-15 Zone and outweighs the inherently
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beneficial uses of this application as reflected in detail in Paragraphs 14 and 15
ahove; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the relief sought could not be
granted without a substantial negative impact to the R-15 Zone and
surrounding properties; and

WHEREAS, for the reasons set forth in Paragraphs 14 and 15 above,
conditions could not be imposed to reduce the detrimental impacts associated
with the non-permitted solar eanopy use, with the over-massing of the sile and
lack of buffer arcas, or with the significant traffic and safety concerns which
result from the lack of on-site parking; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the reliel sought does not
comport with the intent and purposc of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of
Summit,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Adjustment of
the City of Summit, in the County of Union and Statc of New Jerscy, on thc 6th
day of April 2026, that a motion made by Donald Nelson and seconded by
Miriam Zahn that the application of Beacon Unitarian Universalist
Congrcgation in Summit to install solar canopies in the parking lot be denied.

VOTE ON ROLL CALL OF MOTION TO DENY THE SOLAR CANOPIES PURSUANT
TO N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)(1}:

IN FAVOR: Chairman Scott Loikits, Vice Chairwoman Miriam Zahn,
Thomas Ucko, Ayman Maleh, David Mollin, Donald Nelson, and
Michael Curran.

OPPOSED: None.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Adjustment of the City of
Summit, in the County of Union and State of New Jersey, on the 6th day of
April 2026, that in the event the solar canopies are interpreted to be an
accessory structure not subject to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(d)(1), a motion made by
David Mollin and seconded by Donald Nelson that the application of Beacon
Unitarian Universalist Congregation in Summit to install solar canopies in the
parking lot pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c}{2) bc denied.
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VOTE ON ROLL CALL OF MOTION TO DENY THE SOLAR CANOPIES PURSUANT
TO N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c)(2):

IN FAVOR: Chairman Scott Loikits, Vice Chairwoman Miriam Zahn,
Thomas Ucko, Ayman Maleh, David Mollin, Donald Nelson, and
Michael Curran.

QOPPOSED: None.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Adjustment of the City of
Summit, in the County of Union and State of New Jersey, on the 6th day of
April 2026, that a motion made by David Mollin and seconded by Thomas Ucko
that the remaining application of Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation
in Summit, excluding the proposed solar canopies, be approved. Five
affirmative votes were required to approve the application, so the lack of
sufficient affirmative votes resulted in the application being denied.

VOTE ON ROLL CALL OF MOTION TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION:
IN FAVOR: Thomas Ucko, Ayman Maleh, and David Mollin.

OPPOSED: Chairman Scott Loikits, Vice Chairwoman Miriam Zahn, Donald
Nelson, and Michael Curran.

CERTIFICATION

It is hereby certified the attached is a true copy of the Resolution for
Application #ZB-24-2237, denied on April 6, 2026, and duly adopted as to form
by the Zoning Board 41} memorialized at its regular meeting on May 4, 2026.

SCOTT LO} JESSICA SANDS
Chairman Secretary
City of Summit City of Summit

Zoning Board of Adjustment Zoning Board of Adjustment
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Memorandum
To Zoning Board
Fram: Marie Raffay, P.E
Date: July 11, 2025
Subject 595 Springficld Avenuc Review #3

Block 1702, Lot 47
Sammit, Union County, N|

Summit No. £8.24-2237

W have reviewed the application and associated submissions prepared by the Beacan Unitariar
Universalist Congregation in Sumrmit. the Applicant, for the subject property as referenced helow, For
ease of review, our apdated comments arc in bold italics:

a.  Application to Zoning Board af Adjustment with Memorandum in Support of the Application
signed, dated March 6, 2024,

b. Certified List of Property Owners within 200 feet dated Decernber 5, 2023;

€. Arcihitectural Drawings for the 3eacon UU Church, 835 Springfield Ave. Sumnmiz, N, consistirg
af five (5) sheets, prepared by Louis Cherry, RA, signed, dated 7/18/2024;

0 Beacon Unitarian Universalist Church Preliminary and Final Site Plans, Block 1702, Lot 47, City
of Summit, Unian Caunty, New Jersey, consisting of nineteen {19 sheets, prepared by John €
Cote, PE, of Langan Engineering, signad, dated 2/23/2C24, last revised 7/1/2025;

e. List of Reguired Approvals for Summit Zoning Board Application of Beacan linitarian
Universatist Cengrogation in Summig;
f. Site Materials *lan and Derails for Beacon Unitarian Universalist Cangregation Church,

consisting of 10 sheets, prepared and signed by Tavis H. Dochwiller, LLA, of Viridian Landscape
Studio, dated 7/18/2024;

Sworinwater Managemert Repert for Beacor Uritarian Universalist Cengregation Church,

prepared and signed by Nichael Virelle, PL, and John Core, Pg, of Langan Engincering, dated
6/27/2025;

un

h. Stormwater Operaticn and Maintenance Manual for Beacon Unitarian  Universalist
Congregation Chuich, prepared and signed by Michael vitello, FE, and john Cete, PE of Langan
Engineering, dated 2/21/2024, last revised 6/27/2025;

i, Major/Minor Site Plan Application, prepared and signed by Marcy Beitle, President, Boe_:rd of

Trustees of Beacon Unitariar Jniversalist Cangregation in Summit,

Application far Development Waorksheet signed and dated 3/G¢24,

- Agceleraling sucegsy, —s=——
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k. Glare Study. prepared by Louis Cherry Architecture, doted May 5, 2025, last revised June 13,
2025;

I Views from Adjacent Properties, prepured by Louis Cherry Architecture, consisting of 10
pages, last revised june 13, 2025;

n. Projected sewer demand summary, prepared by Langan Engineering, dated july 1, 2025;

v Boundary, Topogruphic & Utility Survey, prepored by Matthew G. Sipple, P.L.S., of Langon
Engineering and Environmentaf Services, Inc, doted December 8, 2022, and.

Landscope plan entitled “Beacon Unitorion Universalist Congregation”, consisting of 5
| sheets, as prepared by Tavis H. Dockwiller of Viridian Landscape Studio, doted fuly 21, 2025.
Based on our review of the aoove-referenced documents, this othice sffers the following comments

i. The 75,858-square foot {1 74-acre) provery s lozaed on the narthern sice of Springfield
Avenue,

2. The property is in the R 15 Residental Zone, with surrcunding propertics zoned as 13 as
wed

3. The Apphcant has provided tcpographic irformation frem a survey prepared by Langan
Tngineering dated Decemiber 8, 2022, The praperty slopes dovm from the northwest corner
at elevation 361 to the southwes: corner at elevaticn 343,

4 The proparty 1s mostly rectangular in shape with approximately 227 feet of frontage along
Soringfield avenue, o rear yard width of approximately 235-feet, and an average depth of
approximatchy 324 feet.

5. The property is improved with a two-story brick and vinyl building with concrete porches, brick
patiy, asphalt driveway, asphalt parking lot, two story wocd frame derached garage,
rock/masorry walls, and related site improvements

[s33

The Applicant is praposing ‘o demolish the existing structures an the property and replace
rher with a 300-seat sanctuary, church offices, classrooms for religious study, and other
spaces dedicared to charch use. The Applicant 15 alsa praposing ta construct a 42-space
oarking arca, solar panels in the parking area ard extensive landscaping. The Applicant
should canfirm the improvements in restimony. 5/30/25 - The Applicant has revised the
plans to include four tandem parking stalls at the northeast corner of the project. This
increases the amount of available parking on-site to 46 spaces. The Applicant should
provide testimony regarding the use of the tandem spaces for larger events.

7. The Applicant notes that the proposed Limit cf Cisturbance on tha property is spproximately
| 66 acres (72,310 syuare feet),

] & The Applicant is proposing an ngrease in Buildieg Coverage of 8,87 1square feet fram 3038
square foet (4%) to 11,349 square feer (15.6%), where the maximum parmitted in the R-15
Zanme is 15% S5/30/25 - The Applicant has revised the plans to reduce the originally
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proposed building footprint. The Applicant is now increasing the Building Coverage of
8.811 square feet from 3,038 square feet (4%) to 11,795 square feet as reflected in the
revised stormwater management report. The Applicant should confirm that the zoning
table, stormwater management report and the architectural plans have been
coordinated. 7/11/2025 - The building footprint hos been reduced to 11,430 square feet end
the building coverage calculation has been updated to 16.2% as it was adjusted to include
overhangs. Since revised architectural plans were not submitted with this revision, the
Applicant should provide testimony on the revisions to the building footprint and confirm in
testimony that the architectural plans hove been coordinated with this change.

4. The Applicant is proposing an increasa of 12,533 square feet in lot coverage from 22.863-
square feet (3C.1%} to 35,396 -square feet (46.6%), where the maximum permitred in the R-15
Zone is 40%. 5/30/25 - The Applicant has revised the plans to increase the originally
proposed lot coverage. The Applicant is now increasing the lot coverage of 22,863-
square feet (30.1%) to 37,143-square feet (48.9%) for an increase of 14,280-square feet.
The Applicant should confirm that the zoning table, stormwater management report
and the architectural plans have been coordinated. 7/11/2025 - The Applicant has
provided testimony ond should confirm no further changes to the building coveroge hove
affected the lot coverage.

1C. The Applicant is seeking a number of ‘¢’ and ‘d’ variances. We defer ta the Board Planner for
review and comment for zening review.

11 Information should be provided regardine the capacity of the axisting and proposed sewer
and additional flow. The Applicant shali pravide testimony rezarding the need for “WA permit
The Applicant hos provided o projected sewer demand summary toble which shows o
proposed total of 110 gallons per day. The Applicent shall be responsible for obteining o TWA
permit.

12. There are several utility crossings on site The Applicant shall ensure there will be no pipe
canflicts during installation.

13. the maximum height ot the solar canopy array is unclear as depicted on the architectural plan
details. There are conflictirg elevations of the sular canopy cievation. Is the canopy an a 't
orisitlevel? What is the height of the highest and lowest points of the canapy? The Applicant
should confirrr that the sclar array canopy will confarm to City ardinances. The Architecture!
pluns have provided o detail of the canopy end testimony was provided indicating that the
height is approximately 12 feet. We toke no further exception,

14 How will snow and rain drain from the solar panels? The Applicant should pravide information
and tesumony regarding any proposed drainage system for the solar array canopies. Al
drains shauld have a dean-out at the downspout. The Applicant has provided testimony thot
the solar panels will have a gutter-based system to direct drainage.
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15 The Apphcant is prowding faur (4) electrnic vehicle charging sraniors and providing signage
indicating that vehicles may park only when charging.  The Appicant should confirm in
estimany. The Applicont has updated the site plans to reflect signage indicating no parking
except while charging signs will be placed ut the four (4) charging station parking spots. A
note should be edded to coll out the location and sign code of signage proposed around the
site for clority.

6. The Applicant should confirm the ocation af all mechanival eouipment antd genvratons and
ansare that thay are properly screened. The Applicant should ensure there is sufficient
screening for the transformer pad ot the southwest corner of the site.

.t does nat appear that a detail of the green roof has he2n provided, The Apphcant shauld
provide a detail and provide testimony. The Applicant has acknowledged the comment and
will provide o detail at the time of building permit submission.

Stormwater:

18. The oroect disturbs mare than one {1) acre of land, thercfore, s considered a "major
deyelapment” o= defined by MJAC 7:8. 7/11/25 - Advisory Comment,

19 The Applicant s propasing ta meet the Green Infrastructure (G1) Standards by utifizing GI BMPs
from Table 5-1, consisting of porous pavement systems with underdrains at 3 lccations, small-
scale (subsurface) infiltration systems at two locanons, ran garden with underdrain at one
lecation, and manufactured treatment devices (MTD) at three locations (WQ-301 & WQ-2C2).
7/11/25 - Advisory Comment.

20. The Applicant proposos t¢ meet the groundwater recharge requirement per NJAC 7:8
5.4{h)1i by demanstrating through hydrologic and hydraulic analy<is that the site and i
stermwater management measures maintain 160 percent of the average annual pre-
cansiruction ernandwater recharge volume for the site. 7/11/25 - Comment Addressed.

21 The project is exempt from the Stormwater Runoff Quality Standards since the proposed
improvements will nct result in the creation of one-quarter acre or more of "regulated motor
vehicle surface.” It is noted that the proposad G! Best Managerment Practices {(BMP) will treat
runoff generated by the proposed motor vehicle surface areas and reduce the post-
construction load ¢f total suspen:ded solids (TSS by 80 percent. 7/11/25 - Advisary Comment.

22. The Applican® is 0roposirg @ meet the starnmwater quantity vequirement per NJAZ 7:8-5 6(h)3
by desigring the stormwater managemenrt rieasures so that the post-constructicn peak
runoff rates far the currens and projected Z. 10, and 100-year storm events, as defined and
determined pursuant to NJA.C 7:8-5.7(¢) and [d), respectively, are 50, 75, and 30 percert,
respectively. of the gre-construction peak runoff rates. Plcase clarify how emargency overflow
with respect to cach location will be accommedated per NJAC 5:21-7.8. 7/11/25 - Comment
Addressed.
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23, Please revise the plans and/oc Stormwater Management Repert (SWM) ¢ address the
fellowing minor incansistencics.

1 Proposed UND-INF1-1: The one (1) foo: rectangular weir st elevancn differs
hotween the Cutlet Conrrol Structure Detail on Sheat C6302 and the Pond report
stage-discharge, Please revise for consistency 5/3C/25 - Commiert No? Addressed The
table in the "Urdergrourd Infiliration Basin Ouilet Contral Structures” detail indicates
a crest elevation of 350.60° whereas the stormvrater routing calculanans and the
drainage plan indicate that a crest elevation of 350 80 Picasc cevise for cansistency.
7/11/25 - Comment Addressed.

h. Propased Rain Garden: The Outlet Coanirol Structure Detail on CG503 iraicates a four
{41) inch orifice at elevation 381.75 however the pond report stage-discharge daes not
include an orifice Please revise for consistency. 5/30725 - Commert Not Addressed.
The table ir the "Rain Garden Outlet Contral Structure” detail and the drainage plan
indicates the 47 underdraim with an invert of 351 /5 This is nat mcluded in the pond
renor: for she ran zarden. Please revise the routing calculations to inclucle this crifice.
7/11/25 - Comment Partially Addressed. The invert of the underdrain on the site
plans and stormwater management report are not consistent and must be amended.

24. The Applicant is proposing an outfall and Conduit Qutlet Frotection (C.O 2) at HW 2-1. We
defer further review and approval to the Somersei-Unior Soil Conservation District. 5/30/25 -
Continuing Comment.

75, The Applicant proposes an 0n-site stormwater conveyance system consisting of High-Density
Palyethylene (HDPE} pine. The falowing shall apply:

A, Persection 5:21-7.3 (Q) of the RSIS, velocitios in clesed cenduiss flow shall be at least
two feet per second t¢ promote self-cleansing. The pipe calculations indicate average
velodities that are significantly below the mirimum regoirement. Please rewvise for
compliance. 5/30/25 - Comment Not Addressed. The following pipe runs do not satisfy
this requirement: Lines S, 7, 8,9, 1C, 14, 18, 19, 26, 27, 28, 29, 36, 31, 32 in the first set
of pipe calculaticns and lines 1, 2, 6, 8, and 9. The pipe layout must be revised
accardirgly, 7/11/25 - Camment Addressed.

b Please rovise to address minor inconsistencies between the pipe ralculations and
drainage plan CG102. 5¢30/25 - Conmument Paitiolly Addressed The following
inconsistencies between the plans and the pipe calculatiors must be addressed:

i. The pipe slape and inverts far line 7 are not consistent. 7/11/25 - Comment
Portiolly Addressed. The pipe sizes of the roof leader pipes are not consistent.
i. The grate elevations for WQ-1-3, NMH?-1, 0C51.3 and WQ1.2, 7/11/25 -
Comment Addressed.
. The leader for live 17 is missing from the site plans 7/11/25 - Comment
Addressed.
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26 Based on the geatechnical repart, gro mdwatnr was encounterad a2 70-7 within the viainity of
proposed Forgus Pavement System-1, at approximate elevanion 347 The hottom of the
storage bed 1s proposed at elovation 343, merefore the minimam cne (1) foot clearance
recuared for infiltration systenw s with underdrains 1s provaded. Please revise the secnion detall
and Q&Y Manaal @o indicate the SHWT clavauon at proposed Pcrous Zavenment Systens-1.
5/30/25 - Commens hot Addiressed Please pravide an updated stcrmwater riaimterance plan
and rovised the “Indergrourd Infiltratior Basin 1-1 Section” detai 7/11/25 - Comment
Addressed.

I~
=1

. Per NJAC 7:3:5.2(mj, the proposed BNVFS [purous pavernent systems, small scale infiltraticn
vasmns, ran garden and MTD3) must be reflected in a deod notice rocorded in the Office of the
County Cler< Afonm of deed notice st ould be submitted to the City for appreval prior to fling
5/30/25 - Continuing comment.

Site Circulation:

28 Thoe Applicant s requesting a vaniance for mimmuri nuimber of parking spaces. 100 spaces are
reqdired where 42 are proposed The Applicantis proposing to use 53 off-site parking spaces
an the north side of Springfield Avenue but provides no further inforntation cr documentation
0 support this. The Applicant should provide testimony 5/30/25 - The plans have been
revised to include four tandem parking spaces for a total of 46 proposed parking spaces.
The Applicant is now proposing 54 off-site parking spaces. The Applicant should provide
testimony on the use of the tandem spaces. 7/11/2025 - The plans have been updated to
accommedote the decrease in seots, resulting in o new perking requirement of 79 spoces.
The Applicant is now proposing 46 parking spoces on-site and an edditionol 33 off-site
parking spaces.

29. The Applicantis requestirg a variance for mmimum parking lot landscaping. One shade tree
per ten parking spaces s reguired where no parking lot landscaping is provided  The Applican:
should previde testimony.,

30 Fire Truck Circulation plan nas been provided. A gap in the solar array canapy has been
provided to allow for truck mancuvering.  tis unclear how a truck will maneuver when the
parkirg spaces are full we defer “urther comment ta the City Fire Official,

31 The Applicant should provide testimony on the site circulation inchuding pic<up and drop-off
far all programs and avents on site,

32. The Applicantis proposing a trash s orage area at the northwest carner of the building. A nine
(9) foot high wood screen fence is propesed to screen the cellection. The Applicant should
pravide ~estimony on the amount of trash and recycling anticipated o be collected and how
the trash and recyding will be collected

Wl
Wt

. The Apolizant shauld provide tesumony o ADA site drculation from the parking Lot 1o the
huilding
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The Applicant shauld provide testmony an the pedesmian access “or the parking los ta the
puilding and the outdoor facilities

Dimensions should be added 1o parking spaces araund the curve nosth of the ADA spaces o
ansure that the narrowest point of widik still complies with City ordimarce. The Applicant
should previde testimony on the dimensionmg of the spaces. The Applicent has revised the
plans to show the minimum parking stoll width of 3 feet on sheet C5101. This is in compliance
with the City of Summit Ordinance which regquires a minimum parking spuoce width of 9 feet.

> The solar capepies as shown on the archirestural plans shaw supparting columns however

the lacation of the columns is fac<ing on the site plar. [tis unclear where the supportng
columns are to be located. The location of columns should be shown ir the site plan. The
Apphcant should provide testimony regarding the olumns and any patential interference
with vehicles parking

We have reviewed the glore study and it oppears to have been prepored using accepted
industry medeling proctices and accounts for seasoenol sun angles and times of doy. The
materiais specified for the construction do not appear to pose a safety or nuisance concern
for drivers or surraunding properties. We take no exception to the findings in the study so
long as the building material and orientation remain consistent with those enalyzed.

Miscellaneous:

38.

40,

A1,

£3,

The Applican: appears to propose removal of 30 trees fram the properny. ‘We defer o the Tty
Forester for review and approval of ¢he praposed improvements

. The Applicant shall be aware of their responsibility to repair ary damage to improvemen:s

within the City right-of-way including, Lut not limited 1o, curb and asphalt caused by
construction activities associated with the installatior: of the improvernents on the sukject It

The Applicant has noted that they will maintain a silt fence for the entire duration of
construction,

The Applicant shall remove all excavated and excess scoil from the site and shall nof use excess
solls elsewhere on sile.

. The Applicant shall be aware that if stormwater ruraff drainage problemss occur an their

property andfor neighboring properties because of the construcion of the proposed
impravements, it is the Applicant’s respansibiiity to remedy that drainage tssue

Az a zondition of approval, signed digital plans shall be tracsferred ta the City of Summis for
use in updatirg the & S database for the property. Coordination with the Ciry's Engineering
Department shall be the responsibility of the Applicant after the application is approved by
the City and pniar to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.
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44 The Landscaping plans prepared by Viridian Londscape Studio show a date of july 21, 2025
which is after the submission date. This should be revised to the correct date of the plan.

Shouid the Board approve the project, the approval may be subject to the issuance of a grading
permit (Chapter 35, Article 15) and any required Board conditions. The Applicant should verify

the need far a grading permit with the Cty which will ot be issued un-il all condisions of the resolation
of approvat are satisfied.

“you have any questions or require anything further, please contact me,
MKR/gd

AL UM T LS80 "0 3 T iisptialat  om s 05IE ) ik
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES
City of Summit
512 Springtield Avenue
Summit, N.J. 07901
(908) 273-6407

PUBLIC NOTICE OF DECISION

The Zoning Board of Adjustment held a meeting on May 4, 2026, and memorialized and approved the

following resolutions:

1.

Beacon Unitarian Universalist Congregation in Summit

695 Springfield Avenue

BL: 1702 L: 47

7ZB-24-2237- The application for preliminary and final site plan approval
with use variance, conditional use variance, and bulk variance relief
associated with the construction of a house of worship and freestanding
solar canopies was denied.

DNT Holdings Group LLC

52 Huntley Road

BL: 3601 L: 6

7ZB-25-2317 — (¢) — variances were granted for steep slope disturbance and
side yard setback to construct a second floor and rear two-story addition.

Ankur Maniar

16 Shadyside Avenue

BL: 2001 L: 26

7ZB-25-2321 — (¢) — variances were granted for front yard setback, building
coverage, lot coverage, building height, and side yard setback to construct
various improvements including a second floor bay window addition, a
new rear deck and patio, conversion of the existing rear shed to a garage
with an addition, reconstruction of the existing rear basement entrance, a
new air conditioning unit, and new basement window wells.

Von Haarlem LLC

31 Miele Place

BL:403 L: 13

7ZB-26-2323 — (d) — variance for FAR and (c) — variances for side yard
setback, combined side yard setback, and front yard setback were granted
to raze the existing dwelling to the foundation and construct a two-story
residence on the property.

The Resolutions of the Board have been filed in the Division of Land Use — Department of
Community Services at Summit City Hall, 512 Springfield Avenue, 27 Floor, Summit, NJ 07901.
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Jessica Sands
Board Secretary

Dated: May 8, 2026
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Civil Case Information Statement

Case Details: UNION | Civil Part Docket# L-002593-26

Case Caption: BEACON UNITARIAN UNI VERSALIST VS Case Type: ACTIONS IN LIEU OF PREROGATIVE WRITS
CITY OF SUMMIT Document Type: Complaint

Case Initiation Date: 06/22/2026 Jury Demand: NONE

Attorney Name: DONNA MARIE JENNINGS Is this a professional malpractice case? NO

Firm Name: WILENTZ GOLDMAN & SPITZER Related cases pending: NO

Address: 90 WOODBRIDGE CENTER DR STE 900 PO If yes, list docket numbers:

BOX 10 Do you anticipate adding any parties (arising out of same
WOODBRIDGE NJ 070950958 transaction or occurrence)? NO

Phone: 7326368000 Does this case involve claims related to COVID-19? NO
Name of Party: PLAINTIFF : Beacon Unitarian Universalist

Name of Defendant’s Primary Insurance Company ﬁrﬁgexual abuse claims alleged by: Beacon Unitarian Universalist

(if known): Unknown

THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ON THIS FORM CANNOT BE INTRODUCED INTO EVIDENCE

CASE CHARACTERISTICS FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING IF CASE IS APPROPRIATE FOR MEDIATION

Do parties have a current, past, or recurrent relationship? NO
If yes, is that relationship:
Does the statute governing this case provide for payment of fees by the losing party? YES

Use this space to alert the court to any special case characteristics that may warrant individual
management or accelerated disposition:

Do you or your client need any disability accommodations? NO
If yes, please identify the requested accommodation:

Will an interpreter be needed? NO
If yes, for what language:

Please check off each applicable category: Putative Class Action? NO Title 59? NO Consumer Fraud? NO
Medical Debt Claim? NO

| certify that confidential personal identifiers have been redacted from documents now submitted to the
court, and will be redacted from all documents submitted in the future in accordance with Rule 1:38-7(b)

06/22/2026 /s/ DONNA MARIE JENNINGS
Dated Signed
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