VILLAGE OF MONROE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
PUBLIC HEARING
September 14, 2021

PRESENT: Chairman Baum, Alternate Member Elizabeth Doherty, Member Margotta, Member
Gilstrap, Member Zuckerman, Member Czerwinski, ZBA Attorney Kelly Naughton, Building Inspector
Jim Cock and Assistant Building Inspector Debbie Proulx

ABSENT: Board Secretary Rhonda Charles
Chairman Baum called the meeting to order at 8:00pm with the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag.
APPLICATION: The Pets I Love Veterinary Hospital — 4 area variances - Sections 200-63, 200-64B

and 200-26.2F
Present: Mr. David Niemotko, Architect for the applicant

The application of The Pets I Love Veterinary Hospital for 4 area variances from the requirements of
Sections 200-63, 200-64B and 200-26.2F by violating the requirements of the Table of District Uses and
Bulk Requirements for the GB Zoning District. The applicant has a pre-existing non-conforming
commercial building. The applicant would like to add two new additions: a proposed 1 story, 514SF
addition and a proposed 2 story, 884 SF addition and to relocate a storage shed in the rear yard. The
additions increase the non-conforming rear and front yard non-conforming setbacks and the storage shed
does not meet the rear yard setback requirements. The property, which is the subject of said action by the
Board, is located in a GB Zoning District and is identified as Section213-1-6 on the tax map of the
Village of Monroe and is also known as the address 200 Spring Street Monroe, N.Y.

Chairman Baum stated that a decision could not be made at this time as the Board has not received a
response from the county as is required for all properties that border county lands. In this case the
property boarders The Heritage Trail.

Mr. Niemotko presented for The Pets I Love Veterinary Hospital. The Pets I Love Veterinary hospital is a
successful business that helps the surrounding area. They need to expand due to the demand for their
services.

The variances needed for the single-story addition are for the front and back set back as they do not meet
the requirements. The one-story addition will be on the west side of the building and will contain exam
rooms. The new addition will allow for more patients to be seen and diagnosed. The business is limited in
their ability to take on new patients because of not enough exam rooms. The current exam rooms will
expand into the new addition on the west side of the building.

The second two story addition would be located on the southeast side of the building. The first floor of
the new two-story addition would be used as an operating room. This will expand the current operating
room which is on the north side of the building into the new operating room on the south side of the
building. They would like to move the administrative offices currently on the first floor up to the second



floor of the new addition. The two-story addition does not meet the back set back requirement but does
meet the front set back requirement.

Mr. Niemotko highlighted that the biggest impact for both additions would be to the back of the property.
This is due to the triangular plot lines of the property and the way the building sits on that site.

The third part of this project includes a storage shed which will be moved back 10 feet from the building
to comply with that building requirement for a shed. They would like to keep the shed in its present
location, but, the shed does not meet the building set back requirement. Mr. Niemotko was asked where
the shed was located when it was approved by the Planning Board. He did not know. Anthony Smatt
showed the Board on the plot plans where the shed was. Member Zuckerman stated that the shed was
then moved next to the building and asked if a permit had been obtained. Mr. Niemotko stated the shed
was moved without a permit and they would like to correct that situation.

Member Zuckerman stated that he would like the record to reflect that his daughter Morgan worked
fifteen years ago for the Dr. who owned the practice where Dr. Smatt also worked. This will not affect his
ability to be fair and impartial.

Chairman Baum asked about the location of the shed and if it was approved by the Planning Board to be
against the building. Debbie Proulx stated no, it was 10 feet back towards the parking lot when it was
approved. Chairman Baum asked Building Inspector Jim Cocks if that was a fire code issue or a building
code issue. Building Inspector Cocks stated it was a building code issue. Member Zuckerman stated he
had previously talked to a member of the fire department and he stated it is a fire issue as the firemen
cannot get the ladders close enough to the building if there is an obstruction.

Chairman Baum asked if this request had been before the Planning Board. Mr. Niemotko stated they had
submitted plans to the planning department and they referred them straight to the ZBA. Assistant
Building Inspector Debbie Proulx stated the Planning Board would not look at the plans until the
variances are approved because if there are no variances the plan is considered illegal. Member
Czerwinski stated he is also on the town Planning Board and this is the way they do it for the town.
Debbie Proulx stated that submitting to the Planning Board is very costly so the Planning Board does not
want people to incur those costs if they are not going to get a variance. Member Czerwinski stated that
this project could go to the Planning Board and they could still reject the plan. Chairman Baum stated the
Planning Board may think there is a better way to handle this by changing the parking area from one side
to the other and then putting the addition on. Mr. Niemotko stated this was taken into consideration but
by making the additions to the back of the building it would be out of sight to the neighbors as the nearest
neighbor is at least 200 feet away and the property backs up to the Heritage Trail so there will be less
impact.

Chairman Baum stated the public notice states a 26.5 foot proposed set back but that is not correct; it
should state 56.5 feet. Chairman Baum polled the Board members to see if they had any more questions,
they did not at this time.

Chairman Baum read two letters from the public in support for the expansion for The Pets I Love
Veterinary Hospital.



Chairman Baum stated the Board still needed a certificate of resolution for Ruth Szpicek to say she has
the authority to sign for the corporation which owns the property.

Chairman Baum stated the application originally came in for the shed to be against the building but was
revised. Chairman Baum stated that if that is what they want they should submit another alternate
application for a variance to allow the shed to be against the building.

On a motion by Chairman Baum and seconded by Member Czerwinski, it was: Resolved that The Pets I
Love Veterinary Hospital application be adjourned to the October 12, 2021 meeting.

Ayes — 5
Nays—0
ADOPTION OF MINUTES:

On a motion by Member Zuckerman and seconded by Member Gilstrap, it was: Resolved to adopt the
minutes from the July 13, 2021 meeting.

Ayes —3
Nays—0
Absatined: Chairman Baum, Members Margotta and Czerwinski

On a motion by Member Zuckerman and seconded by Member Czerwinski, it was: Resolved to adopt
the minutes from the August 10, 2021 meeting with minor changes.

Ayes -3
Nays—0
Abstained — Members Margotta and Gilstrap

OLD BUSINESS:

NEW BUSINESS:

No new applications at this time.

ADJOURNMENT

On a motion made by Member Margotta and seconded by Member Gilstrap, it was: Resolved to adjourn
the public hearing at 8:45 pm.

Ayes —5
Nays -0



