
VILLAGE OF MONROE 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

REGULAR MEETING 
APRIL 10, 2012 

MINUTES  
 

PRESENT: Chairman Baum; Members Margotta, McCarthy, and Proulx; Attorney 
Greenberg and Assistant Building Inspector/Code Enforcement Officer James 
Cocks 

 
ABSENT:   Frank Vitarelli 

 
Chairman Baum called the meeting to order at 8:03 pm with the Pledge of Allegiance to the 
flag.  
 

1. Approval of Minutes from March 13, 2012 Meeting  
 

On a motion by Member Proulx, seconded by Member Margotta, it was unanimously:  
Resolved, that the Zoning Board of Appeals approve the minutes of the March 13, 2012 
meeting.  
 

Ayes – 3 
Nays – 0 
Abstaining – 1 (Dick McCarthy) 
 
  
2.  Application of Robert Paul and Carol Truax, 124 Elm Street, for an area variance 

pursuant to Section 200-34 (C) of the Zoning Code to permit the construction of 
one story addition which will have less than the required rear-yard setback of 35’ 
and less than the required side-yard setback of 15'. 

 
Jack Watson, the architect hired by the applicants, made a presentation to the Board about the 
renovations.  Mr. Watson explained that the applicants wished to add bedroom and bathroom 
space to the first floor of their home.  The current layout has the bedrooms and bathroom on 
the second floor and they feel that as they get older they will need to have access to a bedroom 
and bathroom on the main floor.   
 
Member Margotta inquired whether or not it would be possible to accommodate the needs of 
the applicant without violating the setbacks as set forth in the Village code.  Mr. Watson replied 
that when all things were considered, including the interior doors, lighting and the existing 
interior space, this was the optimal arrangement for the applicant.  Mr. Watson prepared other 
plans for the applicants but the one presented to the Board was the one that best met the 



applicants’ needs.   Mr. Watson gave consideration to how the house would look from the 
outside, choosing a design that would be aesthetically appealing. 
 
Mr. Watson further suggested that the rear of applicants’ yard adjoined another yard that had a 
deep rear setback.  To the sides of the applicants’ yard are parking lots for a telephone 
company.  Mr. Watson does not believe that the applicants’ area use variance will in any way 
impact his neighbors. 
 
Mr. Watson's presentation being concluded, the Chairman asked if any of the Board members 
or Mr. Cocks had any questions.  No one had any questions.  The Chairman read from the 
findings of the Orange County Department of Planning which stated that the applicants’ appeal 
would not impact the surrounding area.  Their recommendation was to remand the decision to 
the local board for their determination.  
 
The Chairman asked the architect, Mr. Watson, if he attempted a design that was within the 
setbacks outlined by Village code although he conceded that given the lot size this would have 
been difficult. 
 
Attorney Greenberg said that the applicants’ property was never previously granted a non-
conformity lot variance.  Code Enforcer Cocks explained that the property is considered pre-
existing non-conforming lot as it existed before the code was created; as such according to 
Village Code it cannot be expanded.   Any decision by the Board must include a reference to 
allowing the enlargement of a structure on a pre-existing non-conforming lot.  Member Proulx 
said that the bulk requirements are non-conforming.  The minimum lot area is supposed to be 
10,000 sq ft and the minimum lot width is supposed to be 100’.  Instead the area of the 
applicants’ lot is 8,560 sq. ft. and the width is only 80 ft.   There is a garage on the applicants’ 
property which is in violation of current code but because it was built in 1920 is exempt from 
current code.    
 
There were no members of the public in attendance.  On a motion by Chairman Baum, 
seconded by Member McCarthy it was unanimously:  Resolved that the Public Hearing for this 
applicant be closed.   
 

Ayes – 4 
Nays – 0 

 
On a motion by Chairman Baum, seconded by Member Proulx it was unanimously:  Resolved, 
that the Zoning Board of Appeals hereby classify this as a Type 2 action under SEQRA and not 
subject to any further environmental review.   
  
 Ayes – 4  
 Nays – 0  
   
 



The discussion being concluded Member Proulx made a motion to approve the application for 
the area variance of less than the minimum required 35' rear-yard setback and less than the 
required minimum 16' side-yard setback and to the nonconformity of the 8,560 square foot 
area lot and lot width of 80’.  The motion was seconded by Member Margotta.  
 

Ayes – 4  
 Nays – 0  
 
 ADJOURNMENT:  
 
On a motion by Member Margotta and seconded by Member McCarthy, with all in favor, there 
being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:28 pm.  
 
 Ayes – 4  
 Nays – 0  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
 
Elizabeth A. Doherty  
ZBA Secretary 
 


