VILLAGE OF MONROE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MINUTES
August 13, 2024

PRESENT: Chairman Baum, Member Doherty, Member Gilstrap, Member Lanari, Board
Attorney Torre, Building Inspector Cocks and ZBA Secretary Dougher.
Absent: Member Margotta, Alternate Member Benrose

Chairman Baum called the meeting to order at 8:00 p.m. with the pledge of allegiance.

Public Hearing of Application 10 Winchester Drive

The applicant owns the subject approximate 22,154.00 square feet of property located at 10
Winchester Drive in the Village of Monroe and in the Village’s SR-20 (Suburban Residential
district). The Applicant applied to the Building Inspector on or around June 26, 2024, to add a two-
story rear addition to existing single-family dwelling of a total of 1,838 S.F. On July 8, 2024, the
applicant received a denial from the building inspector based on exceeding the FAR law, Section
200-24.1B of the code of the Village of Monroe. The Applicant is seeking an area variance to
allow a two-story rear addition to existing single-family dwelling of a total of 1,838 S.F. (1,475 sq
foot variance).

Abraham Samet, the owner of 10 Winchester, spoke on behalf of the application. Chairman Baum
cautioned Samet on the proceeding during the meeting, since it had the potential to end without an
official decision since there was not a full board present. Samet recognized the chance of leaving
the meeting without a decision and proceeded.

Mr. Samet continued by stating he had purchased this property in 2019 with the intention of
expanding the property before this law was enacted. He houses his mother-in-law and father-in-
law and has come under the need of more space due to the fact his mother-in law is ill and would
benefit from more space. Samet believed his application was less that the 33% of the limit that the
FAR Law required. He also stated he knows of about five to six properties in the neighborhood
that are non-conformant to the law. Mr. Samet stated the addition would not interfere with the
public or the environment in the neighborhood. He reiterated his need for more space, and that he
had always intended to expand the house.

Chairman Baum reviewed the pictures of the property and confirmed the back section of the aerial
picture was a deck.

Member Gilstrap questioned Mr. Samet’s statement of the 33% allowance, since he was uncertain
that the calculations Mr. Samet was claiming to be correct. However, after reviewing the
measurements, Mr. Samet realized his calculation was in error.



Member Gilstrap also noted that some of his plans provided as part of the application did not have
the correct name on the label of the prints. Chairman Baum stated it is most likely a typo on the
plans. Mr. Samet confirmed it was mislabeled, and the plans did show10 Winchester Drive, his

property.

Chairman Baum asked about the other properties in the neighborhood that are non-conforming,
and what the measurements are. Mr. Samet presented the properties from the area that are non-
conforming.

The Board reviewed the FAR requirements, posing examples of what is acceptable according to
the FAR law.

Mr. Samet indicated his neighbors on 38 Winchester who have a variance that goes over the
allowed size limits. The Board reviewed this property and noted it does have variance, but it is
within the requirements of the FAR law.

Member Lanari asked Mr. Samet if the construction had started yet, to which Mr. Samet replied
no.

Member Lanari stated that the Board would not want to create any more non-conformities in the
area, especially since this application was not in FAR law requirements.

Member Doherty asked Mr. Samet if he would consider making the addition smaller to adhere to
FAR law requirements. Mr. Samet stated that he would consider making the addition smaller if
he could have the approval of the Board this evening.

Member Gilstrap asked Mr. Samet what he intended to do with the extra space. Mr. Samet stated
that his current space is not large enough to host gatherings that he holds over the holidays, and
having an extension off of the house downstairs would allow for more space. As well as the fact
his extended family lives with him, and would like to have more space upstairs for them.

The Board opened the meeting up for public comment.

Denise Laskey, a neighbor who lives on 17 Winchester, raised concern over the extension.
However, after hearing Mr. Samet describe the extension, she is no longer worried and supports
the extension.

Devora Spielman, a neighbor who lives on 26 Winchester, spoke on the behalf of Mr. Samet by
stating he did not speak up for himself and his need for the expansion. Mrs. Spielman stated that
Mr. Samet is taking care of his mother-in-law who has dementia, and she has a tendency to wander
and leave the premises, putting herself in danger. Mrs. Spielman often visits the mother-in-law and
knows how hard it can be for the family to take care of her and knows it would greatly benefit the
family to have extra space.



Joel Sammowitz, a friend who often visits Mr. Samet and his family for the holidays, stated that
the family hosts many people every time. Mr. Sammowitz also mentioned the family may have
more children in the future, making even more of a need for more space.

Secretary Dougher read allowed a letter submitted by Joel Epstein, stating,

“To Whom I may concern,

My name is Joel Epstein resident at 14 Winchester Dr. I received a notice of a public hearing
from the Zoning Board of Appeals for my next-door neighbor Abraham Samet at 10 Winchester
Drive to build a family addition. I’m supporting his proposal. I am asking the ZBA should give
him an approval.”

Mr. Webster, a neighbor on Winchester and Cunningham, expressed his wish to support his
neighbor and help him get the expansion on his home since he is a beloved member of their
neighborhood, and the neighborhood would be enhanced.

Member Doherty made a motion to close the public hearing. Seconded by Member Gilstrap.
All in favor.

Member Doherty questioned if they were able to grant the variance since it was not in accordance
of the FAR law.

Member Gilstrap noted that although this was a law that was put in place after they had already
intended to expand, there was no work being done on the property before it had changed. That
means the current variance being proposed is a self-created problem. It does make sense that their
neighbors would support the expansion since it is a meeting place for the neighborhood, and it is
not that they do not deserve an expansion. When considering the current variance, this proposal
looks very large comparatively.

Member Gilstrap stated that he would like to see plans that are smaller. He understands the needs
of the family have changed, but if Mr. Samet was able to come back with a smaller plan, the Board
would be willing to consider it.

Member Doherty commented on the that decision is based on setting a precedent for the area, and
that is the reason as to why the law exists in the first place.

Member Lanari agreed and stated if the plan was smaller, he would consider that variance.
Mr. Samet stated that he approached the Board with the variance because he was willing to work

with them to get an expansion on the house, and if it involved sizing down the project he would
consider it.



Chairman Baum stated he does not have a problem with a variance, but the plan needs to be made
smaller. He suggested reducing the size of the addition to about 945 to 1045 square feet. Mr. Samet
agreed to reduce the proposal to that size. Chairman Baum stated that if Mr. Samet would consider
only doing the first floor of the plan, it would fit in the requirements by being 950 square feet. Mr.
Samet agreed to this plan.

Chairman Baum made amotion to grant a variance to permit an addition of 950 square feet on the
condition the plan is altered to only the first floor. Seconded by Member Doherty. All in favor.

Approval of June 11, 2024 Minutes.

Chairman Baum made a motion to approve subject to the modifications proposed by Member
Gilstrap. Seconded by Member Gilstrap. All in Favor

Approval for the Variance Decisions of 1431 Orange Turnpike - MWIC

Chairman Baum made a motion to approve the written decision as drafted. Seconded by Member
Doherty. All in favor.

Old Business.

None.

New Business.

There were no new applications received for the September meeting. Chairman Baum made a
motion to cancel the September meeting because there are no applications to be heard. Seconded

by Member Gilstrap. All in Favor.

There being no further business before the Board, Chairman Baum moved to adjourn. Seconded
by Member Doherty. All in favor.

Meeting Adjourned at 9:17 p.m.



