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Village of Airmont 

 Planning Board Meeting 

Via Zoom 

   August 27, 2020 

7:30pm 

 

 

Members Present:  John Cornelius, Chairman 

   Russell Hock 

   Joseph Toss 

   William Philip 

   Dennis Cohen 

                                    Doug Whipple, Ad Hoc 

         

Others Present:        Dan Kraushaar, Deputy Village Attorney 

             Lou Zummo, Building Inspector 

             Eve Mancuso, Village Engineer 

           Valerie Monastra,Village Planner 

             Suzanne Carley, P&Z Clerk 

 

Others Absent:        Joel Shandelman, Ad Hoc 

            Shlomo Pomeranz, Fire Inspector 

                     

The meeting was called to order at 7:36 pm followed by the pledge of allegiance and roll call.  

John Cornelius made a motion to approve the PB Minutes at the next PB meeting as not 

everyone had a chance to review them. All in favor motion carried.  

 

282 Route 59 Suffern LLC 

282 Route 59 

Proposed Office Building 

Site Plan 

 

Applicants Engineer Rachel Barese from Civil Tech indicated that this is the first time this 

application is before the PB.  The property is currently vacant and years ago there was a building.  

It has an abandoned curb cut from a prior 2005 site plan approval for an ice cream shop that was 

never completed.  This is a new owner not the same owner from 2005 so the layout may look 

familiar but it is not for the same use.  This proposed use does not involve food and is for a retail 

store for the first floor divided into two equals spaces each having a 24 ft store frontage facing 

Route 59.  The second floor is proposed for use for the owner with a separate entrance in the rear.  

The property is in the VC zone. Bulk requirements used are for retail establishments & local 

stores, services and establishments.  They will connect to public sewer and water and designed 

with net increase in runoff for the drainage. 

 

The applicants engineer shared the site plan to show the layout.  The site is in between the 

Tallman Bible Church and Dykes Lumber with proposal for  one access and the parking and    
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building orientated in the  same manner as the 2005 is there will be a sidewalk in the front and 

side of building to provide access. 

 

P&Z asked the Board Members if they had any questions. 

Joe Toss asked if the Tallman Fire Department looked at the plans.  Applicants Engineer did say 

that they did and the site is very tiny but owner able to get a letter from Dykes Lumber to get 

permission to use their back driveway behind it to use it in an emergency to fight any fires if 

necessary.  Can not share a driveway as it is their secondary access and for deliveries.  Willing to 

be used for emergency use only.  Letter is on record with the Village.  Joe’s concern was the turn 

around.  Trucks would go through back lumber yard through back way to access the site. 

Applicants engineer confirmed.  Doug Whipple echoed what Joe Toss had brought up about 

Emergency Services. 

 

 

Village Planner introduced herself as she is the new Village Planner for the Village of Airmont. 

Reviewed her memorandum dated 8/24/2020.  For SEQRA this project is an unlisted action, the 

PB can act as lead agency and PB can circulate the notice of intent.  Bothe the Fire Department 

and the and DOT and want to be incorporated in the SEQRA process.  Comments received from 

GML noted lighting and sign adherence to local laws.  Provide additional details on the parking 

spaces and loading spaces and plan should be amended.  Even though there may be an 

emergency access noted on the site plan and we should make sure we have an easement 

agreement with the neighbor.  Landscaping and sidewalks need dimensions and noted if there 

will be any fencing.   Building appears abut the block parking lot without space for pedestrian 

movement.  Rear doors need to be configured better to show how you prevent them from 

opening up to a parking lot. The PB should also look at the landscaping plan to determine if the 

quantity is enough for the site. In addition they need to review lighting Section 164-9(B)(3)(e) 

and signs from Article VIII of the Zoning Code. 

 

The Village Engineer prepared a letter back on March 23, 2020 when they were to appear at the 

March PB Meeting before covid-19 struck. The applicant is seeking a Site Plan approval for the 

construction of new commercial structure in the VC Zone for retail and offices. The basement is 

indicated as storage. The first level indicates two retail uses. The second floor indicates numerous 

offices, a work area and large open decks.  It was indicated that a maximum of two retail tenants is 

noted but numerous other uses are shown on the plans.  If his office is not one of the tenants then 

all of the uses need to be specifically noted as accessory space or in fact another unit. The square 

footage will determine the parking plans unless it’s been changed and the parking calculation is 

only addressing 4600 sf of retail space not addressing the second floor. What work being 

performed in the work space, purpose of large decks and define the sf.  The loading area is not 

provided as per code.  Substantial loading area is a necessity.  Need to show all dimensions of all 

sidewalks and planting bed widths.  Lobby and elevator active main door and needs to be ADA 

complaint and a sidewalk provided along the rear.  Architectural show 2 access points the site 

plan and the engineering plan shows three.  The ADA access shall be shown to both the front of the 

structure to access the retail uses and the rear of the structure to access the lobby entry to elevator up 

to the office uses. The ADA ramp shall be shown on the plan and a site specific detail provided. The 

DWS shall be shown. The off-set dimension to the proposed sign shall be labeled. Sight lines at the 

relocated driveway shall be provided. NYSDOT review and approval is required for this project.  

Section 210-21 E (2) noted shared interior drives and cross connections should be considered for 
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better traffic flow. Has this been evaluated?  The grading plan shall label the elevations on the 

contours. Spot elevations shall be shown at critical locations.  The proposed grades along each 

property line shall be shown to confirm no adverse impacts upon the adjoining properties.              

The perc tests shall be performed at the specific location of the proposed seepage pits and at a depth 

reflecting two feet below the bottom of the stormwater management system. This may be performed 

at the time of construction and the drainage design modified if need be. The depth to the water table 

shall be so noted. A detail of the full series of seepage pits shall be provided. The detail of the 

infiltration trench shall be revised to be site specific.  A Stormwater Maintenance Agreement will be 

required to be executed with the Village for this project. The existing conditions plan shall show the 

existing trees along the eastern property line.  Section 210-21 F (3) requires a twenty feet wide berm 

with plantings along Route 59. The plan should reflect the same or relief sought from complying with 

the code. The Landscaping Plan appears to be sparse. I defer any review and comments to the Village 

Planner regarding the adequacy of the proposed landscape plan.  The Lighting Plan shall provide spot 

intensities of lighting throughout the site. There appears to be gaps in lighting coverage at the access 

drive and along the pedestrian access along all sides of the structure.  Details Sheet: The sidewalk 

detail shall reflect a sidewalk minimum thickness of 4 inches, the Typical Pavement Detail shall 

provide a minimum 2 inch thick binder course and minimum 1.5 inches thick top course., the detail 

of the trash enclosure shall note the design of the enclosure shall be consistent in design and 

materials with the architecture of the structure, pavement markings/ striping details shall be provided. 

The plans indicate a new water service. The applicant shall confirm with Suez if a new hot box will 

be required.  Recalled the 2005 site plan submission and remembers that there was a shared 

agreement with the church would like the applicant to look into this and report back. 

 

Dan Kraushaar noted that in regards to the emergency access that there needs to be a map not or 

something that runs with the land in the form of an easement.  Stormwater management agreement 

and a fire lane agreement will be required.  Mentioned that it would be helpful to have the 2005 plan 

to review and see what was previously approved.  It would also be helpful to see what the NY State 

DOT response was back then.  

 

Building Inspector noted that in terms of the architectural drawings he had some issues - they claim 2 

tenants with office upstairs  but  2 storage areas in the basement are accessible from common areas 

and elevator and when you add the upstairs office space it makes it 5 units all together now deemed a 

shopping center according to our code Section  210-174 for 4 or more retail commercial units.  If it’s 

declared a shopping center then the bulk table and everything changes. Parking requirements are way 

off need 38 parking spaces and have 23. Some are a bit of an issue since where the sidewalk will go 

the parking spaces will be too short to put a car in.  These items need to be addressed.   Applicants 

engineer will coordinate with the architect as there is no intention of having 5 tenant areas.  Lou 

Zummo noted that there are a lot of uses going on in what was submitted that need clarification. 

 

Planning and Zoning Secretary read into the record the following letters: 

RC Planning GML dated 9/18/2020 

RC Sewer letter dated 3/20/2020 

RC Sewer letter dated 8/26/2020 

Tallman Fire Department letter dated 5/13/19 

TOR Dept of Public Works 8/30/19 

Fire Inspector letter dated 8/27/2020 

DOT email dated 4/1/2020 
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There was a question on the use of the church next door.  The owner Mark Goldberg explained 

that the Church told him they are only utilizing his site on Sundays and for Bible Study on 

Thursdays.  He plans on moving from Brooklyn, NY two stores for himself and for his son.  

Applicant plans to be upstairs and it would be private he plans to move from a 2,000 sf area to a 

smaller 1500 sf area.  Building was designed so that the owner has access to all areas for himself.  

Needs the elevator for himself due to health conditions.  Upstairs will be used for his private use 

only.  Wants to adhere to every compliance of the Village. He plans to put in a copy/print express 

shop with a custom craft shop.  Barry the architect noted the intent was to develop private access 

for the owner never for a five tenant office building. 

 

The owner Mark Goldberg noted that he felt it was an unreasonable request to ask the neighbor 

for an easement dedicated on their property in their deed. Dan Kraushaar noted that they are not 

asking them to build anything they need to ensure the access is appropriate from a firematic 

access standpoint for safety and welfare purposes. 

 

Chairman Cornelius opened the public hearing at 8:36pm which was seconded by Dennis Cohen.  

All in favor motion carries.  No one from the public spoke or had any comments on the project. 

 

Village Planner indicated that the PB could coordinate themselves as Intent for Lead Agency.  

Dennis Cohen made a motion for the Village of Airmont PB to declare themselves Intent for 

Lead Agency for the application of 282 Route 59 Suffern LLC.  Chairman Cornelius seconded it. 

All in favor motion carries. 

 

Chairman Cornelius made a motion to list this as an unlisted action under SEQRA.  Dennis 

Cohen seconded it.  All in favor. Dan noted that noted that the notice of intent be circulated 

which will be done by the Village Planner. 

 

Chairman Cornelius noted that they have many issues to resolves and recommends that they 

return to the PB once they are resolved. Dennis Cohen also noted that there is a lot of work to be 

done and thought a lot of it would have been done at CDRC.  William Philip noted the same as 

both the Chairman and Dennis Cohen.   Doug Whipple agreed with the Chairman and wants to 

see the Fire Department issues resolved.  Russell Hock also agreed and would like to know what 

would happen if the building is sold at a later time and we should take into account the Building 

Inspectors comments.  Joe Toss agreed with Chairman Cornelius that many items need to be 

resolved and very concerned about the parking and the legal requirements for parking at a 

neighboring site and have something that dictates that the neighboring property provides access 

for emergency personnel and fire department. 

 

Dan Kraushaar recommended that the applicants engineer have a conversation with the Tallman 

Fire Department and Village Fire Inspector to discuss alternatives.  Rachel Barese advise that she 

would contact John Hock Tallman Fire Department and then the Fire Inspector Shlomo 

Pomeranz and coordinate.  The Building Inspector suggested a crash gate by Dykes Lumber that 

only the Fire Department would have access to open.  The applicant would also see if he would 

be able to obtain an easement from the neighboring property possibly even the Church.  It was 

noted that the Fire Department comments from CDRC discussed these issues but it was some 

time since they had a CDRC Meeting. It was suggested that the applicant return to the 10/13 
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CDRC to review the details further and then continue to the 10/22/2020 PB Meeting at 7:30 pm 

which would either be held via zoom or a venue TBD.  There should be discussion on the use 

and parking in particular the multiple uses and present the concept to PB. The Village Planner 

also suggested that they re-group and go to CDRC identify the areas that need to be worked on in 

particular the easement. 

 

Chairman Cornelius made a motion to continue the public hearing to October 22, 2020 at 

7:30PM via Zoom if the Governor’s Executive Order is extended for virtual remote meetings 

otherwise it will be to be fetermined.  Russell Hock seconded the motion. All in favor motion 

carries. 

 

 

Tallman Trust 

241-257 Route 59 

Re-approval of Previously Approved Drive Thru 

Amended Site Plan 

 

Applicant’s engineer Rachel Barese explained that they are before the PB for an amended site 

plan for re-approval of a site plan that was approved in 2014 and re-approved in 2018 with minor 

modifications.  The site is in the shopping center across from Walmart and they appeared before 

the PB in 2018 for a revised drive thru which was also approved.  The applicant now wants to re-

vert back to the original drive thru plan that was approved back from 2014 with a minor change 

for the elimination of the outdoor seating. They included a copy of the original approved site 

plan from 2014 site plan prepared by Leonard Jackson. 

 

The most significant comments were those of the Fire Inspector.  He sent an email to the P&Z 

Secretary, consultants and the PB on 8/27/2020 concerning a request for the northern most 

entrance to include a left turn lane and change to the traffic signal by the DOT.  He was also 

concerned with the additional traffic that may develop as a result of the drive thru.  Rachel 

pointed out that the drive thru and was already reviewed twice in 2013 and in 2018 and as far as 

she could see there was no impact from the last two times this appeared before the PB and since 

there are minor changes.   

 

The DOT’s comments to the Fire Inspector noted that basically DOT has no right to touch signal 

as it’s a private entrance way and was installed by Walmart.  If there was a problem with 

accidents it would need to be looked into and they financially can’t do anything about the signal 

either.  Rachel noted she was unaware that this was a dangerous intersection and has lived in the 

area her entire life.  There were no recent comments from the Tallman Fire Department at the 

March CDRC or any received for the PB. DOT is basically saying it is all up to the lead agency.  

Rachel’s argument was that this was reviewed and approved twice before, this was never brought 

up and the changes that the applicant is requesting are minor and had already been previously 

approved. 

 

The Village Planner brought up that the length of the parking space. Village Engineer advised 

that all two ft. overhang when adjacent to landscape aisle 28 ft. The existing parking is not 

changing 2 ft. in the aisles. 
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The applicant’s attorney Ken Moran indicated that they eliminated the outdoor seating and are 

keeping the drive-thru as it is more conducive due to covid-19.  They have no problems with any 

of the reports or comments from the other RC agencies.   

Planning & Zoning secretary advised that there were comments in the chat about what was 

actually going in the drive thru.  In 2018 it was supposed to be a Smoothie King and now it is an 

Italian Kosher Restaurant Manche Pani.  The tenant Manche Pani will be going to CDRC and 

then PB for a sign plan in the next month.  This is the tenant applying for the sign not the owner 

of the property.  The owner Mark Iodice noted that the restaurant is currently open and operating 

he is here tonight for the amended site plan approval. 

 

The Village Engineer noted that she did have review comments in her file from both the DOT 

and the Tallman Fire Department going back to the 2013 review from the original approval. She 

has nothing from Tallman FD on current the application but this is a re-approval of a previously 

approved plan. 

 

Village Planner advised that in 2018 SEQRA was classified by the PB as a Type 2 requiring no 

further action. All three plans are basically the same proposed use and parking with some slight 

changes but overall from an environmental perspective the same just a different proposed tenant.  

Applicant received a parking waiver in 2014 re-appeared before the PB in 2018 which was re-

affirmed.  If the plan is re-approved would recommend that the parking waiver be acknowledged 

again. The site plan isn’t much different from 2020 to 2018 to 2014 however there is an increase 

in parking spaces between the 2014 and the 2020 site plan.  In the 2014 plan there are 120 

stripped spaces in addition to the ADA compliant spaces so more spaces are identified which was 

a condition of the 2018 resolution. Rear parking lot proposed to remain the same stripped as in 

the 2014 plan and they propose to remove the outdoor seating not in the 2014 plan but in the 

2018 plan so overall the amendments are minor.  The Deputy Village Attorney agreed with 

everything the Village Planner stated and had no further comments. 

 

Village Engineer indicated she had minor comments in the letter dated 8/25/20.  The standard 

notes need to be updated on the plans numbers #4 – two new units; #9-Suffern Central and #20- 

removed entirely.  She requested testimony on the hours of operation, frequency of delivery, 

number of staff working on the maximum shift and any building modifications to the drive-thru 

that need completion.  The trash, storage and equipment in the rear yard need to be addressed 

along with the trash dumpster enclosure to be constructed. She noticed a lot of cardboard on the 

site that was taking 3-4 parking spaces.  The trash dumpster needs to be constructed and utilized 

with the trash put in the dumpster she also suggested perhaps a compactor.  The owner Mark 

Iodice stated they will speak with the carting company as to what would be needed.  He stated 

that there is a flower shop that gets large deliveries from overseas once a week of flowers which 

is what all the boxes and cardboard is from.  Owner state he will have it taken care of.  He also 

commented that he hadn’t completed the landscaping or built the trash containers until 

everything was approved. 

 

The Village Engineer also inquired if there were any additional architectural changes as the 

previous plans had a different façade but it appears the back is completed.  The Applicants 

engineer noted that nothing is changing on the exterior of the building. 
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The Building Inspector had no comments other than to remind them to get a permit for the rear 

lot, bollards and open for hole in wall for the drive thru window. 

 

Chairman Cornelius asked if there would be a full menu with the drive thru especially with 

eliminating the outdoor seating and how it would be enforced. Mark Iodice explained that it is a 

drive thru menu for quick items such as coffee, pastries and baking goods. All other menu items 

are ordered for the inside and typically via delivery i.e. uber eats, post mates, etc.  Mark Iodice 

indicated that it’s a new restaurant that opened during covid-19 and they are trying to survive.  

Chairman Cornelius inquired as to whether or not they had any other locations.  They have 

family run take out Chicken Restaurant next to Amazing Savings in Spring Valley.   

 

Chairman Cornelius also inquired if there is a no left-hand turn sign as you leave the drive thru 

going out to Route 59 as he did not see it on the plans.  He also mentioned that this is probably 

where the Fire Inspector had concerns with the traffic.  The Village Engineer indicated that she 

used the other exit by the light to make the left-hand turn.   

 

P&Z Secretary asked each of the members if they had questions, comments or concerns.  

 

Member Toss had a question about making a left-hand turn into the site coming from Monsey if 

there was enough room without a turning lane. The applicants engineer indicated that there is 

enough room to turn or you can turn in from the traffic light.  The Building Inspector noted that 

this was part of the Fire Inspectors request of the DOT.  

 

Member Whipple stated that the rear of the property had salt storage and he wasn’t sure if it was 

legal or if it was still occurring.  He also noted that the drive thru lane was narrowed a bit  and 

the parking would be probably be more limited to the front. 

 

Letters read into the record by the P&Z Secretary: 

 

-GML from RC Planning dated 8/17/2020 

-RC Sewer District #1 dated 8/26/2020 

-RC Environmental Health dated 8/19/2020 

-RC Sewer District #1 dated 8/26/2020 

-Village Engineer dated 8/25/2020 

-DOT email dated 8/27/2020 

-No comments received from the Town of Ramapo or the TOR Dept of Public Works although 

plans were sent to them 7/27/2020. 

 

Chairman Cornelius opened the public hearing at 9:48pm. Dennis Cohen seconded it. All in 

favor motion carries.  For the record no one spoke at the public hearing and there were no public 

comments. Chairman Cornelius asked if they need to be concerned with the DOT comments that 

were received. The Village Planner indicated that the DOT has no problem with the application 

even with back in 2013 or 2018 as it has been reviewed a number of times. It was discussed that 

the plans are being treated this as if it were a new application when it is clearly not.  The Village 

Engineer noted that neither she nor the DOT based on their comments, have any problems with 

the site - not in 2013, 2018 or 2020.  She felt that that the site works well with the signal at 
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Walmart.   Asked the Building Inspector if there was a high rate of accidents and Lou indicated 

that he was not aware of any.  For the record the Village Engineer reiterated that the site worked 

well and noted a traffic study was done with no further analysis being required back in 2013 by 

F. P. Clarke.  Granted there may be more traffic now, however the current site plan changes are 

minimal and had been previously approved twice already. Dennis Cohen made a motion to close 

the public hearing and Joseph Toss seconded the motion.  All in favor motion carries. 

 

Dennis Cohen stated that while he felt that the no left-hand turn was a good idea that they should 

not make it a requirement due to the scale of what’s involved. Joe Toss agreed.  No other 

members had any other comments. 

 

Chairman Cornelius wanted to review the GML 8/17/2020 requesting a modifications since it 

appears they reviewed it as a new site rather than an amended site plan that had been previously 

approved twice. Discussion on each GML item and those to override. 

 

GML #1 - Review by the DOT and they did respond in their email dated 8/27/2020. 

 

Over-ride required for GML #2 - Review by RC office of Fire and Emergency, Tallman Fire or 

Village Fire Inspector.  This application is currently and had been previously reviewed in 2013 

and 2018 and has been previously overridden for an already existing building and a drive thru.  

Like those applications this application is similar and has already been reviewed and addressed 

all those concerns. 

 

Over-ride required for GML item #3 – areas designated for snow removal must clearly delineated 

on the plan etc.   This is an existing shopping center a similar proposal to the which was made 

and approved back in 2013 & 2018.  These issues were reviewed in 2013 and 2018 and applicant 

was granted approval for the drive thru.  As discussed in 2013 and 2018 the addition of a drive-

thru reduces the parking on the site, it doesn’t add to.  The facts were reviewed and vetted and 

use hasn’t changed as reviewed and discussed per the applications in 2013 and in 2018. 

 

GML #4 agree no net increase in peak rate of discharge from the sire at all design points.  The 

site is already paved there is no change in treatment. 

 

GML #5 – for a soil and erosion control plan.  The site is fully developed. Curbing may need to 

move 2 ft. with an inlet and if so recommend to put a drain in it for protection. 

 

GML #6 – provide a lighting plan.  One already exists no new lighting proposed. 

 

GML #7 – Correct the parcel identification number on the title block of the site plan and 

orientation of the north arrow within the vicinity map which are incorrect. Applicants engineer 

will correct. 

 

GML#8- All proposed signage shall be indicated on the site plan and conform to the Village’s 

sign standards.  Applicant will comply. 
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GML#9-The applicants engineer will clarify the meaning of the “?” symbol that is throughout 

the plan.  Noted that this plan has already existed. 

 

GML #10 Pre-existing non-conformity for maximum developmental coverage.  There is no 

change the plan, it’s the same and is already existing. 

 

Inspection fees to include landscaping to be submitted and approved by the Village Engineer. 

 

Payment of all required professional fees. 

 

Chairman Cornelius made motion to approve the amended site plan & drive-thru for Tallman 

Trust dated 3/13/2020 prepared by Rachel Barese, Civil Tech subject to the previously discussed 

over-rides and items including the parking waiver previously acknowledged on the last two 

approved site plans in 2014 and 2018.  Joseph Toss seconded it.  All in favor.  Motion carried 

unanimously.  

 

A subsequent email from the DOT dated 9/2/2020 to the Fire Inspector noted that the DOT   

leaves the issue with the PB as lead agency as there did not appear to be a history of traffic 

accidents or safety concerns.  The Village Engineer noted in a subsequent email that the project 

did retain a traffic engineer to review the project and at that time there was no recommendation 

for modifying the signal or the stripping as the project was approved twice before. 

 

New Business 

 

Planning & Zoning Secretary advised that there was a submission for the September 24th 

meeting.  She also asked that the PB and consultants for their availability for a Monday 

November 23rd PB Meeting as the regularly scheduled date falls on the Thanksgiving holiday 

and the Village will be closed.  All agreed that they would be available for Monday 11/23/2020. 

 

Chairman Cornelius made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:20pm and Dennis Cohen 

seconded it.  All in favor meeting adjourned. 

 


