Master Plan vs. Subsequent Zoning: Plaintiff's property was situate in an area designated by the 1998 town master plan as being compatible with multiple-residence use. 2002 zoning however, prohibited such use. Town Law § 272-a(11) requires zoning to conform to the town's master plan and Plaintiff thought to avail himself of the clear meaning of the statute.  However, supreme court granted town's motion for summary judgment. On appeal, the court sustained stating that plaintiff failed to show a clear conflict…"Although the Town's comprehensive plan provides that multiple residences may be permitted in certain locations within the Town, including the location of the plaintiff's property, it does not provide that such uses should be permitted in all such locations. Thus, contrary to the plaintiff's contention, the fact that his property is located in an area in which such a use may have been contemplated by the comprehensive plan does not render invalid the zoning law that does not permit such a use." Bergstol v Town of Monroe, Appellate Division, Second Department, 2005 NY Slip Op 00962, February 7, 2005
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