
 

 

October 19, 2025 

Brandon Holdridge 
Town of Chester Supervisor 
Kings Highway  
Chester, NY 10918 

Supervisor Holdridge and the Chester Town Board, 

The Town of Chester Comprehensive Plan Committee respectfully submits the following 
comments and feedback on the Revised Draft Comprehensive Plan, sent for review by the Town 
Board to our Committee in July 2025. Our comments are divided into four sections: The 
Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Amendments to the Zoning Map, the Article 98 section on 
Zoning, and the Zoning Code Bulk Tables. 

 

THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Committee has no substantive comments to draft dated July 
2025. 

ZONING AMENDMENTS TO ZONING MAP: The Committee supports the lot changes to SR-2 as 
proposed. 

THE ARTICLE 98 ZONING CODE: The Committee recommends the following actions: 

SOLAR ENERGY 

Review of solar array/generation usage on Prime Agricultural lands (Zone AR). The 
committee recommends further discussion regarding max lot coverage and 
agrivoltaics.  

Review of Solar oversight procedure. 

The following passage was removed from the Draft Plan, creating less 
municipal oversight and review. The Committee recommends the 
reinstatement of the passage below: 

(n) The Planning Board shall have the discretion to reduce the 
permitted lot coverage based on unique environmental constraints 
found at a proposed site (e.g., topographic and/or geologic 
conditions or other environmental constraints). 

Review of Zoning Code language pertaining to solar decommissioning 
procedures. 

 



 

 

BATTERY STORAGE 

Article XI: The section on Tier 2 battery storage/use/maintenance requires 
significant additional review, particularly with allowable zoning districts and 
setback requirements.  At this time, the Committee does not recommend the 
expiration or lifting of the current battery storage moratorium until further research 
is completed to evaluate the potential negative environmental impacts of adding 
this use to the zoning code. The Committee further recommends the consultation 
of the Chester Fire Department on this issue. 

DEFINITIONS 

Review of Zoning Code definition of “Agri-Tourism,” as well as allowable 
agricultural activity. 

Suggested rewording: “Examples of agri-tourism include but are not 
limited to: produce picking, hayrides, wineries and breweries, farm tours, 
farm-to-table dining experiences, on-site produce stands and markets, and 
farm festivals designed to support farm operations.” 

Review of Zoning Code definition of “Lot.” 

The meaning of the phrase “not necessarily coincident” is unclear. The 
current definition implies that the terms "lot" and "parcel" are synonymous, 
but "not coincident" indicates that the boundaries don't necessarily have to 
match. This should be clarified. 

Review of Zoning Code definition of “Family.” 

The current version removes the "not more than four persons not related". 
Court decisions have indicated that the equivalent of a traditional family of 
unrelated persons includes living as a single “housekeeping” unit in a 
“more or less permanent living arrangement”. Techniques in definition can 
be referenced in link below between Planning and Building Code: 

Legal Memorandum LU05: Definition of "Family" in Zoning Law and 
Building Codes | Department of State 

https://dos.ny.gov/legal-memorandum-lu05-definition-family-zoning-law-an
d-building-codes 

Review/clarification of Zoning Code definition of “Livestock.” 

Are horses livestock, ie: pygmy ponies? Is it only limited to animals 
harvested for food/fur? Can it be for animals kept simply for pleasure: 
guinea pigs, peacocks, parrots, ferrets, etc.? 

https://dos.ny.gov/legal-memorandum-lu05-definition-family-zoning-law-and-building-codes
https://dos.ny.gov/legal-memorandum-lu05-definition-family-zoning-law-and-building-codes


 

 

Addition/expansion of Zoning Code language to clarify the procedure and scope of 
tree-clearing. 

Review of Section 96-26 Ridgeline Protection Overlay District. 

Additional language is needed to clarify the visual study process, specifically 
strengthening the requirements for quantifiable results with the criteria for visual 
assessment, and update other sections of the code for consistency e.g. 
Telecommunication chapter. Both sections are missing detailed procedures for 
balloon tests when conducted to determine visibility including advertising notice 
requirements. 

The following phrase was removed from the Plan: "The power to approve the 
location and dimensional attributes of structures during the subdivision process in 
the RPOD is given to the Planning Board." The Committee recommends reinstating 
this authority to reduce height or location, if necessary, to avoid or minimize 
impacts. 

Review of Section 98-19 Buffers and Landscaping. 

The Committee recommends updating landscaping requirements, particularly in 
cases where parcels of different zoning border each other, to adequately address 
the implementation of environmental safeguards and aesthetic standards in 
perpetuity.  

Revision of Zoning Code 98-18E to refer to recently enacted Noise Ordinance. 

Since a new quantifiable Noise Ordinance was passed in Jan. 2025, this 
paragraph should be reworded to reference the decibel levels outlined in the new 
law. 

Review of Zoning Code Sign section regarding illuminated signs (98-21.G.1) 

98-21.G.1 SIGNS: This sentence allows internally illuminated signs in any district, 
but internally illuminated signs are specifically prohibited in RO, LB (98-21.B.2a), 
and LB-SL (98-21.D.2a). This discrepancy needs to be reconciled. The Committee 
recommends differentiating between internally illuminated signs and externally 
illuminated signs. The Committee further recommends allowing internally 
illuminated signs only in the LB District but prohibiting them in all other districts, 
including LB-SL, to preserve the Hamlet’s historic craft village environment. 

Review of Zoning Code of Clustering (98-25 F. ). The Committee recommends reinstating 
the role of the Town Board involvement, specific to decisions on parkland/open space 
dedication to the Town. It is the Committee’s opinion that the Town Board’s inclusion 
would facilitate a macro view of land management across the town, and the possible 
coordination of contiguous open space across clustered parcels. 



 

 

The Committee acknowledges and agrees with the recommendations discussed by the 
Planning Board provided to the Town Attorney.  A copy of the Planning Board Minutes 
from their August 20 meeting is attached. 

 

THE ZONING CODE BULK TABLES: 

The Committee is concerned that recommendations that were made in the initial draft 
were not carried forward into the Bulk Tables introduced by the Town Board, with 
discrepancies in minimum area and required setbacks between districts. 

The Committee requests a reconsideration of the Town Board’s proposal to add schools 
and religious institutions into the Agricultural District as a Special Permitted Use. These 
uses are already allowed in the SR-1, SR-2, SR-6, LB, GC, and in a qualified way, in the 
LB-SL, OP, and IP districts. Allowing them in the AR District is not consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan goal of open space, agricultural and ridge preservation. In order to 
better understand the issue, the Committee solicited independent input from the Orange 
County Department of Planning Chair Alan Sorensen. His advice is below: 

“RLUIPA does not mandate that churches be allowed in all zoning districts. 
Instead, it requires that any land use regulation that imposes a substantial burden 
on the exercise of religion must be justified by a compelling governmental interest 
and serve as the least restrictive means of furthering that interest. This means that 
while RLUIPA protects religious exercise, it does not guarantee that churches will 
be permitted in every zoning district. The application of RLUIPA is subject to the 
specific zoning laws and regulations of each locality. I have attached a publication 
from the Department of Justice that should be useful.” –Alan Sorensen, Chair, 
Orange County Dept. of Planning    (Publication attached) 

A further environmental impact study is requested because a change in allowed uses in a 
zoning district requires evaluation of the potential adverse impacts of such uses, 
compared to what is allowed there now. 

Therefore, at this time, the Committee does not accept or recommend the adoption of the 
current Bulk Tables. 

 

Sincerely, 

Matt Woods 
Chairman, Town of Chester Comprehensive Plan Committee 



TOWN OF CHESTER  
AUGUST 20, 2025 

PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
 
Meeting called to order @ 7:01pm 

Members present:  CHAIR ELFERS, MIKE MALLON, GIUSEPPE 
CASSARA, CHRIS STEERS 
 
Members Absent: MARK ROBERSON 
 
Also Present:  ELIZABETH CASSIDY, TOWN BOARD ATTORNEY, 
MELISSA FOOTE/PLANNING BOARD SECRETARY, KRISTEN 
O’DONNELL/TOWN OF CHESTER PLANNER  
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW W/ BOARD COMMENTS 
 
 

Overview 

• Reviewed proposed zoning code changes and map amendments. 

• Clarified special permit procedures and site plan approval processes. 

• Discussed definitions and standards for floor area ratio, accessory uses, 
and land disturbance. 

• Addressed cluster development, bulk tables, and buffer 
requirements. 

• Highlighted new sections on battery energy storage and agritourism. 

• Emphasized flexibility for economic development and modern uses. 

• Identified areas for clarification and consistency in code language. 
 
 

Zoning Map Amendments and Review Process 

• Recommended four map changes: three parcels from IP to SR2, one from LB 
Sugarloaf to SR2. 

• Created new special permit section (Article 5) with designated provisions and 
procedures §98-31. 

• Separated site plan, subdivision, and special permit procedures as distinct 
applications per state law. 

• Eliminated preliminary approvals for site plans; retained for subdivisions 
only. 

• Standardized public notice process and added signage requirement for special 
use permits. 

 
 



TOWN OF CHESTER  
AUGUST 20, 2025 

PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
 
 

 
Special Permit, Site Plan, and Public Notice Procedures 

• Sign requirements: minimum 30x20 inches, white background, black 2-inch 
letters, max 20 feet from front line, visible from main street. 

• New Article 11 added for battery energy storage systems and equipment. 

• Definitions updated: added, clarified, and removed as needed; floor area ratio 
now defined with calculation included. 

• Planning board authorized to hire specialized consultants for projects, 
including battery energy. 

• Performance bond, letter of credit, or cash deposit required for full cost of 
improvements; 5% inspection fee for town engineer; $5,000 per lot payment 
in lieu of parks proposed. 

• Contractor's yard in residential zones requires more acreage; up to six acres 
now allowed for certain uses. 

 
    Definitions, Bulk Tables, and Accessory Use Clarifications 

• Section §98-22 regulates off-street parking/loading in residential districts; 
defines 'one ton' as vehicle payload, not weight. 

• Motorcycles allowed in front yard driveways; recreational 
vehicles/boats/trailers prohibited in front yards, allowed inside/back yards. 

• AR-3 and SR-1 districts permit one licensed commercial vehicle over one ton 
and agricultural equipment with specific requirements. 

• Land disturbance permit required (§98.12); clear cutting prohibited except as 
part of approved site/subdivision plans; agriculture exempt. 

• Non-conforming adjacent lots under same ownership must merge for 
planning/assessment; merger provisions standard in most codes. 

 
Land Disturbance, Environmental Standards, and Cluster 
Development 

• Comprehensive plan and zoning code aim to eliminate non-conformities over   
time. 

• Visual impact assessments for ridge overlay require photographic studies 
from designated roads and highways; planning board has discretion on 
vantage points. 
 
 



TOWN OF CHESTER  
AUGUST 20, 2025 

PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
 

• Small scale solar energy systems defined as s12 kW, serving only on-site 
buildings; excludes portable and systems <4 sq ft. 

• Bulk table and cluster regulations updated: increased lot areas/setbacks, 
agritourism added as accessory use in AR3, and alignment with NYS ag and 
regulations. 

• Special use permits now required for certain uses; planning board given more 
discretion for review, especially for uses impacting neighbors. 

 
Modern Uses, Economic Development, and Buffer 
Requirements 

• Expanded housing options in SR6; minimal changes to RO district. 

• Redefined maximum development coverage to include all impervious 
surfaces; ensured commercial properties remain compliant.  

• LBSL district changes prioritized flexibility for Sugarloaf, allowing mixed use, 
reduced lot lines/setbacks, and new uses (galleries, auction houses). 

• Clarified mixed use definition to require residential component; ensured 
commercial unit fronts public street and meets minimum size (600 sq ft). 

• Modernized permitted uses in LB, GC, and OP zones (e.g., film studios, 
outdoor recreation); removed incompatible uses (e.g., quarries). 

• Introduced 150 ft vegetated buffer requirement between      
industrial/commercial and residential zones. 

• Standardized language for accessory uses and schools; removed distinctions 
between public/private schools for legal compliance. 

 
 
Motion to Adjourn Meeting by CHRIS STEERS @ 8:09pm 
Second by MIKE MALLON 
All in Favor 4 Ayes 0 Nays  

 



 

  

 
 

 

Statement of the Department of Justice on the Land Use Provisions of the Religious 
Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA) 

The Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000 (RLUIPA), 42 
U.S.C. §§ 2000cc to 2000cc-5, is a civil rights law that protects individuals and religious 
assemblies and institutions from discriminatory and unduly burdensome land use 
regulations.1   After hearings in which Congress heard that religious assemblies and 
institutions were disproportionately affected, and in fact were often actively  discriminated 
against, in local land use decisions, Congress passed RLUIPA unanimously in 2000.  
President Clinton signed RLUIPA into law on September 22, 2000.  

Congress heard testimony that zoning authorities were frequently placing 
excessive or unreasonable burdens on the ability of congregations and individuals to 
exercise their faith with little to no justification and in violation of the Constitution.  
Congress also heard testimony that religious institutions often faced both subtle and overt 
discrimination in zoning, particularly if those institutions involved minority, newer, 
smaller, or unfamiliar religious groups and denominations.2   

Congress also heard testimony that, as a whole, religious institutions were treated 
worse than comparable secular institutions by zoning codes and zoning authorities.  As 
RLUIPA’s Senate sponsors, Senator Hatch and the late Senator Kennedy, said in their joint 
statement issued upon the bill’s passage:  “Zoning codes frequently exclude churches in 
places where they permit theaters, meetings halls, and other places where large groups of 
people assemble for secular purposes. . . .  Churches have been denied the right to meet in 
rented storefronts, in abandoned schools, in converted funeral homes, theaters, and skating 
rinks—in all sorts of buildings that were permitted when they generated traffic for secular 
purposes.”3 

Congress further heard testimony that zoning authorities often placed excessive 
burdens on the ability of congregations and individuals to exercise their faiths without 
sufficient justification, in violation of the Constitution.  

RLUIPA provides a number of important protections for the religious freedom of 
persons, places of worship, religious schools, and other religious assemblies and institutions, 
including: 

 Protection against substantial burdens on religious exercise: RLUIPA prohibits 
the implementation of any land use regulation that imposes a “substantial burden” 

1 This Statement deals with RLUIPA’s land use provisions.  Another section of RLUIPA protects the 
religious freedom of persons confined to prisons and certain other institutions. 
2 146 CONG. REC. S7774 (daily ed. July 27, 2000) (joint statement of Senators Hatch and Kennedy). 
3 Id. at S7774-75. 
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on the religious exercise of a person or religious assembly or institution except 
where justified by a “compelling governmental interest” that the government 
pursues in the least restrictive way possible.4 

 Protection against unequal treatment for religious assemblies and institutions: 
RLUIPA provides that religious assemblies and institutions must be treated at least 
as well as nonreligious assemblies and institutions.5 

 Protection against religious or denominational discrimination: RLUIPA 
prohibits discrimination “against any assembly or institution on the basis of 
religion or religious denomination.”6 

 Protection against total exclusion of religious assemblies: RLUIPA provides that 
governments must not totally exclude religious assemblies from a jurisdiction.7 

 Protection against unreasonable limitation of religious assemblies: RLUIPA 
states that governments must not unreasonably limit “religious assemblies, 
institutions, or structures within a jurisdiction.”8 

RLUIPA’s protections can be enforced by the Department of Justice or by private 
lawsuits. In the eighteen years since its passage, RLUIPA has been applied in a wide 
variety of contexts and has been the subject of substantial litigation in the courts.  It is a 
complex statute, with five separate provisions which protect religious exercise in 
different but sometimes overlapping ways.   

In order to assist persons and institutions in understanding their rights under 
RLUIPA, and to assist municipalities and other government entities in understanding the 
requirements that RLUIPA imposes, the Department of Justice has created this summary 
and accompanying questions and answers.  This document rescinds and replaces a prior 
version, released in 2010, which was not fully consistent with the Attorney General’s 
Memorandum on Guidance Documents of November 16, 2017.9  This non-binding 
guidance document is just that:  non-binding guidance to individuals, religious 
institutions, and local officials about existing law.  It is not intended to create any new 
obligations or requirements, nor establish binding standards by which the Department of 
Justice will determine compliance with RLUIPA.  This document is not intended to 
compel anyone into taking any action or refraining from taking any action—indeed, the 
Department will not bring any enforcement actions based on noncompliance with this 
document.10   Rather, this document is intended to describe the various provisions of the 

4 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(a). 
5 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(b)(1). 
6 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(b)(2). 
7 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(b)(3)(A). 
8 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(b)(3)(B). 
9 Available at www.justice.gov/opa/press-release/file/1012271/download. 
10 See Memorandum from the Associate Attorney General on Limiting Use of Agency Guidance 
Documents in Affirmative Civil Rights Cases, available at www.justice.gov/file/1028756/download. 
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statute in a simple and straightforward manner and to provide examples of how some 
courts have interpreted and applied the law in various contexts.  Such examples are 
purely illustrative and do not necessarily reflect binding law. 

 This guidance document is designed to be accessible to the non-attorney.  A 
version of this document including footnotes to court decisions and other legal authorities 
is available here. 
 
 

 

 
 
 
  

Please note that this guidance document is not a final agency action, has no force 
or effect of law, and may be rescinded or modified in the Department’s complete 
discretion. 

Date: June 13, 2018 
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Questions and Answers on the Land Use Provisions of RLUIPA 

1. Who is protected and what types of activities are covered by RLUIPA? 

RLUIPA protects the religious exercise of “persons,” defined to include religious 
assemblies and institutions in addition to individuals.11  Courts have applied RLUIPA, for 
example, in cases involving houses of worship, individuals holding prayer meetings in 
their homes, religious schools, religious retreat centers, cemeteries, and faith-based  
social services provided by religious entities.   

2. What does “religious exercise” include? 

RLUIPA provides that “religious exercise” includes any exercise of religion, “whether or 
not compelled by, or central to, a system of religious belief.”12  Thus, a county or 
municipality cannot avoid the force of RLUIPA by asserting that a particular religious 
activity is something that a religious group merely wants to do rather than something that 
it must do.  For example, a town could not claim that Sunday school classes are not 
religious exercise because they are less central to a church’s  beliefs or less compulsory 
than worship services. 

RLUIPA also specifies that “[t]he use, building, or conversion of real property for the 
purpose of religious exercise shall be considered to be religious exercise . . . .”13  This 
provision makes clear that religious exercise under RLUIPA includes construction or 
expansion of places of worship and other properties used for religious exercise. 
 
Courts have held that “religious exercise” covers a wide range of activities, including 
operation of various faith-based social services facilities; accessory uses such as 
fellowship halls, parish halls and similar buildings or rooms used for meetings, religious 
education, and similar functions; operation of a religious retreat center in a house; 
religious gatherings in homes; and construction or expansion of religiously affiliated  
schools, even where the facilities would be used for both secular and religious 
educational activities.   

3. Who is bound by RLUIPA’s requirements? 

RLUIPA applies to states (including state departments and agencies) and their 
subdivisions, such as counties, municipalities, villages, towns, cities, city councils, 
planning boards, zoning boards, and zoning appeals boards.14    
 

11 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(a). 
12 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-5(7)(A). 
13 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-5(7)(B). 
14 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. 2000cc-5(4). 
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4. Does RLUIPA exempt religious assemblies and institutions from local zoning 
laws? 

No. RLUIPA is not a blanket exemption from zoning laws.  As a general matter, 
religious institutions must apply for the same permits, follow the same requirements, and 
go through the same land use processes as other land users.  But RLUIPA by its terms 
prohibits a local government from applying zoning laws or regulations in a way that:    

 Substantially burdens religious exercise without a compelling justification 
pursued through the least restrictive means;  

 Treats religious uses less favorably than nonreligious assemblies and institutions;  
 Discriminates based on religion or religious denomination; or  
 Totally or unreasonably restricts religious uses in the local jurisdiction.  

When there is a conflict between RLUIPA and the zoning code or how it is applied, 
RLUIPA, as a federal civil rights law, takes precedence. 

5. Are there occasions when a religious assembly or institution does not have to 
apply for zoning approval, and appeal any denial, before it has recourse to 
RLUIPA?  

As a practical matter, applying for a zoning permit, special use permit, conditional use 
permit, special exception, variance, rezoning, or other zoning procedure, and appealing 
within that system in case of denials, is often the fastest and most efficient way to obtain 
ultimate approval.  

Some courts have held that, in some circumstances, religious institutions need not make 
an application or appeal before filing a RLUIPA lawsuit.  These include settings where 
further application or appeal would be futile under the circumstances; there would be 
excessive delay, uncertainty, or expense; or if the application requirements are 
discriminatory on their face. 

6. RLUIPA applies to any “land use regulation.”  What does that mean? 

RLUIPA defines land use regulation as a “zoning or landmarking law, or the application 
of such a law, that limits or restricts a claimant’s use or development of land.”15  Zoning 
laws include statutes, ordinances, or codes that determine what type of building or land 
use can be located in what areas and under what conditions.  In addition to requests for 
variances, rezonings, special use permits, conditional use permits, occupancy permits, 
site plans approvals, and other typical zoning actions, some courts have construed 
“zoning law” to encompass things such as environmental regulations or sewage 
requirements that are integrated into the zoning process.  Landmarking laws are 
restrictions that municipalities place on specific buildings or sites to preserve those that 
are deemed significant for historical, architectural, or cultural reasons.   

15 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-5(5). 
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Some courts have held that RLUIPA’s definition of land use regulation, however, does 
not extend to every type of law involving land, such as fire codes, the Americans with 
Disabilities Act’s building accessibility requirements, an ordinance requiring all land 
development to tap into municipal sewer connections, or stormwater remediation fees.     

7. Does RLUIPA apply to local governments using eminent domain to take property 
owned by religious institutions? 

“Eminent domain” refers to government taking of private property for public use with 
just compensation.  Some courts have held that, as a general matter, eminent domain is 
not the application of a zoning or landmarking law, and thus RLUIPA will not apply.  
However, where municipalities have tried to use eminent domain to short-circuit the 
zoning process for places of worship that have applied for zoning approval, other courts 
have found that such actions may be covered by RLUIPA. 

8. Can places of worship still be landmarked? 

Yes, places of worship can be landmarked. However, like any other land use regulation, 
landmarking designations that impose a substantial burden on religious exercise must be 
justified by compelling governmental interests and pursued in the least restrictive ways 
possible. Landmarking regulations also must be applied in a nondiscriminatory manner. 

9. What kinds of burdens on religious exercise are “substantial burdens” under 
RLUIPA?  

A court’s substantial burden inquiry is fact-intensive.  Courts look at the degree to which a 
zoning or landmarking restriction is likely to impair the ability of a person or group to engage 
in the religious exercise in question.  Whether a particular restriction or set of restrictions will 
be a substantial burden on a complainant’s religious exercise will vary based on the context.  
Courts have looked at factors such as the size and resources of the burdened party, the actual 
religious needs of an individual or religious congregation, the level of current or imminent 
space constraints, whether alternative properties are reasonably available, the history of a 
complainant’s efforts to locate within a community, the absence of good faith by the zoning 
authorities, and many other factors.  

Examples of actions that some courts have found to constitute a substantial burden on 
religious exercise under RLUIPA include: 

 effectively barring use of a particular property for religious activity;  
 imposing a significantly great restriction on religious use of a property; and 
 creating significant delay, uncertainty, or expense in constructing or expanding a 

place of worship, religious school, or other religious facility.  

Some courts have, for example, found substantial burdens on religious exercise in a denial of 
a church construction permit due to onerous off-street parking requirements imposed by a 
city, a denial of approval for construction of a parish center, a denial of expansion plans for a 
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religious school, and a denial of an application to convert a building’s storage space to 
religious use. 

Conversely, other courts have found no substantial burden violation when a church was 
denied the amount of off-street parking it would have preferred when there were reasonable 
parking alternatives available, when a religious high school was denied the ability to operate 
a commercial fitness center and dance studio out of a portion of its building, and when a 
church was barred from demolishing an adjacent landmarked building it had purchased in 
order to construct a family life center, as there was other space on the church’s campus that 
would be suitable. 
 
10. RLUIPA contains a complicated description about when the “substantial 
burden” section will apply.  Just when does the “substantial burden” test apply in a 
particular case? 
 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
    

    
      

 

RLUIPA applies the substantial burden test to zoning or landmarking laws that have 
procedures in place under which the government makes “individualized assessments of 
the proposed uses for the property involved.”16  Individualized assessments may be 
present, some courts have held, when the government looks at and considers the 
particular details of a proposed land use in deciding whether to permit or deny the use.  
RLUIPA thus generally may cover applications for variances, special use permits, special 
exceptions, rezoning requests, conditional use permits, zoning appeals, and similar 
applications for relief, since these all ordinarily involve reviewing the facts and making 
discretionary determinations whether to grant or reject an application.  Some courts have 
held, however, that denial of a building or occupancy permit based solely on a 
mechanical, objective basis with no discretion on the part of the decision maker would 
not be an individualized assessment.   

Even if a zoning or landmarking case does not involve an individualized assessment, the 
substantial burden test still applies if there is federal funding involved or if the use at 
issue affects interstate commerce,  as might be the case with some construction or 
expansion projects. 

17

11. What are examples of compelling interests that will permit local governments to 
impose substantial burdens on religious exercise? 

A government cannot impose a substantial burden on religious exercise unless it can 
prove both that it is pursuing a compelling governmental interest, and that it is using the 
means that are the least restrictive of religious freedom.18  In the RLUIPA context, some 
courts have interpreted “compelling interest” to mean an interest of the “highest order.”  
As one court described it, an interest of the highest order typically involves “some 
substantial threat to public safety, peace, or order.”19  Some courts have ruled, for 

16 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(a)(2)(C). 
17 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(a)(2)(b). 
18 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-2(b). 
19 Congregational Rabbinical Coll. of Tartikov, Inc. v. Village of Pomona, 138 F. Supp. 3d 352, 456 
(S.D.N.Y. 2015) (citing Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398, 403 (1963)). 
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example, that a municipality’s asserted interests in revenue generation and economic 
development or aesthetics were not compelling.  

While increased traffic can implicate safety concerns, some courts have ruled that a 
county or municipality cannot simply point to an interest in traffic safety in the abstract 
as a compelling interest justifying a substantial burden on religious exercise.  Rather, 
according to these courts, the local government must show that it has a compelling 
interest in achieving that interest through the particular restriction at issue, such as safety 
interests in regulating traffic flow on the particular street at issue. 

Even where an interest is compelling, RLUIPA requires that it must be pursued through 
the least restrictive means.   That is, if there is another way that the government could 
achieve the same compelling interest that would impose a lesser burden on religious 
exercise, it must choose that way rather than the more burdensome option.  

20

12. What does RLUIPA require of local governments with regard to treating 
religious assemblies and institutions as favorably as nonreligious assemblies and 
institutions? 

RLUIPA contains a section known as the “equal terms” provision.  It provides that “[n]o 
government shall impose or implement a land use regulation in a manner that treats a 
religious assembly or institution on less than equal terms with a nonreligious assembly or 
institution.”21    

This provision was meant to address the problem of zoning codes, either facially or in 
application, excluding places of worship where secular assemblies are permitted.  
Senators commented on the problem of houses of worship being excluded from places 
where theaters, meeting halls, private clubs, and other secular assemblies would be 
permitted.22   

Determining if a religious assembly is treated on “less than equal terms” than a secular 
assembly or institution requires a comparison of how the two types of entities are treated 
on the face of a zoning code or in its application.  Courts have differed regarding how 
such a comparison is made, and thus the precise legal test for determining when this 
provision is violated will vary depending on the judicial circuit in which the case arises.   

Examples of cases in which some courts have found equal terms violations include 
situations where places of worship were forbidden but private clubs were permitted; 
where religious assemblies were prohibited but auditoriums, assembly halls, community 
centers, senior citizen centers, civic clubs, day care centers, and other assemblies were 
allowed; and where places of worship were forbidden but community centers, fraternal 
associations, and political clubs were permitted. 

20 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(a)(1)(b). 
21 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(b)(1). 
22146 Cong. Rec. 16698 (daily ed. 2000) (Joint Statement of Senators Hatch and Kennedy). 
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13. What constitutes discrimination based on religion or religious denomination  
under RLUIPA? 

RLUIPA bars imposition or implementation of a land use regulation that discriminates on 
the basis of religion or religious denomination.23  Courts have held that this bar applies to 
application of land use regulations that are discriminatory on their face, as well as land 
use regulations that are facially neutral but applied in a discriminatory manner based on 
religion or religious denomination.  Thus, if a zoning permit is denied because municipal 
officials do not like members of a particular religious group, or if for any other reason an 
applicant is denied a zoning permit it would have granted had it been part of a different 
religion or religious denomination, RLUIPA has been violated.  Because this section 
applies to discrimination based on either religion or religious denomination, it can apply 
to situations where a city may not be discriminating against all members of a religion, but 
merely a particular sub-group or sect.   

14. What does it mean for a local government to totally exclude religious uses from  
a jurisdiction? 

RLUIPA prohibits local governments from “totally exclud[ing] religious  assemblies from  
a jurisdiction.”24  For example, if a city, town, or county had no location where religious  
uses are permitted, that would be a facial violation of RLUIPA.    

15. What does it mean for a local government to impose unreasonable limitations 
on a religious assembly, institution, or structure? 

RLUIPA prohibits land use regulations that “unreasonably limit[ ]” religious assemblies, 
institutions, or structures within a jurisdiction.25  One court has concluded that a 
municipality will violate this provision if  its land use laws, or their application, deprive 
religious institutions and assemblies of reasonable opportunities to use and construct 
buildings within that jurisdiction.  Another court has held that determination of 
reasonableness depends on a review of all of the facts in a particular jurisdiction, 
including the availability of land and the economics of religious organizations.  Some 
courts have found unreasonable limitations where regulations effectively  left few sites for 
construction of houses of worship, such as through excessive frontage and spacing 
requirements, or where zoning restrictions imposed steep and questionable expenses on 
applicants.  

16. When must someone file suit under RLUIPA? 

RLUIPA lawsuits brought by private plaintiffs must be filed in state or federal court 
within four years of the alleged RLUIPA violation.   

23 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-2(b)(2). 
24 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-2(b)(3)(A). 
25 RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-2(b)(3)(B). 
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17. What is the Department of Justice’s role in enforcing RLUIPA? 

The Department of Justice is authorized to file a lawsuit under RLUIPA for declaratory 
or injunctive relief, but not for damages.  In a RLUIPA lawsuit, the Department might 
seek, for example, an order from a court requiring a municipality that has violated 
RLUIPA to amend its zoning code or grant specific zoning permits to a place of worship, 
religious school, or other religious use.  The Department may not, however, seek 
monetary awards on behalf of persons or institutions that have been injured.  To recover 
damages for RLUIPA violations, alleged victims must file private suits.  The Department 
reviews each case on its merits and the law in the jurisdiction in question.  The 
Department does not base the decision of whether to bring an enforcement action on 
compliance or noncompliance with this guidance document. 

Responsibility for coordinating RLUIPA land use investigations and suits has been 
assigned to the Housing and Civil Enforcement Section of the Civil Rights Division.  
That Section investigates and brings RLUIPA lawsuits, both on its own and in 
conjunction with United States Attorney’s offices around the country.  If you wish to 
bring a potential case to the attention of the Department of Justice, you should do so as 
soon as possible to allow adequate time for review. 

The Department receives many complaints from individuals whose rights under RLUIPA 
may have been violated.  It cannot open full investigations and bring suit in all cases.  
The Department generally endeavors to select cases that involve especially important or 
recurring issues, that will set precedents for future cases, that involve particularly serious 
violations, or that will otherwise advance the Department of Justice’s goals of protecting 
religious liberty. In addition to opening investigations and filing suits, the Department 
sometimes files statements of interest and friend-of-the-court briefs in privately filed suits 
to highlight important issues of law.  Individuals and institutions who believe their 
RLUIPA rights have been violated are encouraged to seek advice from a private attorney 
to protect their rights, in addition to contacting the Department of Justice. 

18. How can someone contact the Department of Justice about a RLUIPA matter? 

The Civil Rights Division’s Housing and Civil Enforcement Section may be reached by 
phone at: 

(202) 514-4713 
(800) 514-1116 
(202) 305-1882 (TTY) 
(202) 514-1116 (fax). 

Email:  RLUIPA.complaints@usdoj.gov 
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The mailing address is: 

U.S. Department of Justice  
Civil Rights Division 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Housing and Civil Enforcement Section, NWB  
Washington, D.C. 20530 

More information about RLUIPA is available at www.justice.gov/crt/rluipa  
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