


ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
OF THE VILLAGE OF SPRING VALLEY
RESOLUTION # ____
RESOLUTION REAFFIRMING PREVIOUSLY GRANTED AREA VARIANCES, GRANTING / DENYING AN ADDITIONAL AREA VARIANCE FOR FIRST-FLOOR PATIOS, AND APPROVING / DENYING MODIFICATIONS TO THE SITE PLAN FOR 29-31 SINGER AVENUE
 
Meeting Date: August 26, 2026
WHEREAS, Sam Wettenstein is the owner and applicant with respect to the properties known as 29-31 Singer Avenue, designated on the Town of Ramapo Tax Map as Section 57.62, Block 1, Lots 2 and 3; and
WHEREAS, on July 24, 2024, the Zoning Board of Appeals granted certain area variances in connection with the development of the subject property as a multifamily residential development; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant has submitted revised plans reflecting a modified project layout while maintaining the same total number of dwelling units previously approved; and
WHEREAS, the revised plan consolidates the previously proposed two-building development into a single four-story multifamily residential building containing sixteen dwelling units; improves internal vehicular circulation; provides a proposed 1,500-square-foot play area; maintains the previously proposed density; and incorporates revised drainage facilities and site improvements; and 
WHEREAS, the revised plans were prepared by Celentano Engineering, PLLC, including updated drainage calculations dated June 30, 2026; and 
WHEREAS, the Planning Board reviewed the revised submission and, on July 30, 2026, reaffirmed its prior SEQRA Negative Declaration after consideration of the revised site layout and associated submissions; and 
WHEREAS, the Planning Board referred the revised application to the Zoning Board of Appeals for determination as to whether the variances previously granted should continue to apply to the modified layout and whether additional area variance relief is required; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant seeks confirmation and reaffirmation of the variances previously granted by the Board and seeks one additional area variance to permit first-floor patios to project within five feet of the side property line along the western side of the site; and 
WHEREAS, the Planning Board consultant observed that the revised plan places a greater portion of the building within the required side-yard setback than the previously approved design and further observed that proposed patios appear to be located approximately four feet from the western property line; and 
WHEREAS, the Applicant represented that only the first-floor patios project within five feet of the property line and that upper-floor decks and patios are contained within the building envelope; and 

PREVIOUSLY GRANTED VARIANCES
WHEREAS, the Board previously granted variances associated with the multifamily residential development, which, based upon the revised plans, continue to include relief relating to:
· Lot Area;
· Density / Number of Dwelling Units;
· Side Yard;
· Total Side Yard;
· Rear Yard;
· Building Height / Stories;
· Floor Area Ratio; and
· Any other variance expressly granted by prior Resolution dated July 24, 2024. 
ADDITIONAL VARIANCE REQUEST
WHEREAS, the Applicant seeks one additional variance permitting first-floor patios to extend closer than five feet to the western side property line; and 
FINDINGS REGARDING REAFFIRMATION OF PRIOR VARIANCES AND NEW VARIANCE
CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD
A. FAVORABLE FINDING
The revised site plan does not create an undesirable change in the character of the neighborhood because the number of units remains unchanged, the revised plan provides improved vehicular circulation, maintains residential use, introduces additional recreational space, and continues to be screened by fencing and vegetation. 
B. ADVERSE FINDING
Although the unit count remains unchanged, the consolidation of the project into a single building results in a greater concentration of building mass adjacent to neighboring residential properties and therefore may create a greater visual and physical impact than the previously approved design. 



FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES
A. FAVORABLE FINDING
The modified layout represents a reasonable redesign of the approved development and improves circulation while preserving the previously approved density and residential use. The Board finds no practical alternative that would achieve the same planning objectives while materially reducing the need for the previously granted variances. 
B. ADVERSE FINDING
The Applicant has not demonstrated that a narrower building footprint, reduced building length, relocation of patios, or reduction in building mass would be impractical.
SUBSTANTIALITY
A. FAVORABLE FINDING
The previously granted variances have already been considered by the Board. The only additional relief presently requested concerns first-floor patios, and the actual physical encroachment created by such patios is limited in scope relative to the overall development.
B. ADVERSE FINDING
The patios would further reduce the separation between the development and neighboring residential properties and therefore constitute a substantial intrusion into the side-yard setback area.
PHYSICAL OR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
A. FAVORABLE FINDING
The Planning Board reaffirmed its prior Negative Declaration and the revised plans are supported by updated drainage calculations. The Board therefore finds that the revised layout and proposed patios will not create a significant adverse environmental impact provided all drainage, screening and site-plan requirements are satisfied. 
B. ADVERSE FINDING
The Board requires additional information concerning patio screening, drainage, stormwater collection, lighting, and relationship to adjoining properties before determining whether adverse impacts exist.
SELF-CREATED HARDSHIP
A. FAVORABLE FINDING
The revised patio configuration is part of a redesign intended to improve the overall site layout and circulation and therefore weighs only lightly against approval.

B. ADVERSE FINDING
The need for the additional patio variance arises solely from the Applicant's redesign and is therefore self-created.
OVERALL BALANCING TEST
APPROVAL FINDING
The benefit to the Applicant from reaffirmation of the previously granted variances and approval of the requested patio variance outweighs any potential detriment to the neighborhood.
DENIAL FINDING
The potential detriment created by the revised building configuration and patio encroachments outweighs the benefit to the Applicant.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of Appeals hereby:
1. Reaffirms all variances previously granted by Resolution dated July 24, 2024;
2. Determines that the modified site layout remains substantially consistent with the previously approved development;
3. Grants an additional area variance permitting first-floor patios to project within five feet of the western side lot line; and
4. Authorizes the Planning Board and Building Department to continue review of the revised development plans consistent with this Resolution.
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. All previously imposed conditions of approval remain in full force and effect.
2. The approved development shall not exceed sixteen dwelling units. 
3. The revised project shall be limited to a single four-story residential building substantially as shown on the revised plans. 
4. Only first-floor patios may project within the side-yard area authorized by this Resolution.
5. No upper-story decks or patios shall extend beyond the building envelope into the required side yard. 
6. A six-foot solid vinyl fence shall be maintained along the property perimeter where depicted on the plans. 
7. The play area shall remain substantially consistent with the approved plans and any Planning Board conditions. 
8. Updated drainage improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the submission prepared by Celentano Engineering, PLLC. 
9. All Planning Board, Village Engineer, Fire Inspector and Building Inspector requirements shall be satisfied.
10. Any material modification of the revised plans shall require further review by the Board.
OPTION 2 – DENIAL
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that reaffirmation of the previously granted variances and/or the requested patio variance is denied because:
1. The revised design materially increases the extent of the side-yard encroachment;
2. The Applicant has not demonstrated that the additional patio encroachment is necessary;
3. The revised layout creates impacts that were not considered during the original variance proceeding; and/or
4. Other reasons stated on the record.
MOTION AND VOTE
The foregoing motion was presented by ZBA Member ____________________________.
The motion was seconded by ZBA Member ____________________________.
Record of Vote
Moshe Hopstein, Chairman: __________
Eliyahu Solomon: __________
Simon Deutsch: __________
Samuel Lamb: __________
Eluzer Gold, Alternate: __________
Motion: APPROVE / DENY / ADJOURN
Motion Date: ____________________, 2026.
CERTIFICATION
I, ________________________________, the duly qualified and acting Secretary to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Spring Valley, do hereby certify that the foregoing constitutes a true and accurate record of the Board's determination concerning 29-31 Singer Avenue, Section 57.62, Block 1, Lots 2 & 3.




