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    Village of Airmont 

  Zoning Board of Appeals 

           Thursday, October 23, 2025 

                  In Person Meeting 

           

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Monroe Zafir, Chairman 

                                          Marty Kivell 

               Richard Berger (arrived 10 minutes late) 

               Joel Strulovitch 

                                                                                                                

PRESENT:           Dan Kraushaar, ZBA Attorney  

                         Lou Zummo, Building Inspector 

    Suzanne Carley, P&Z Clerk 

 

The meeting was called to order at 8:03 pm by Chairman Zafir which was followed by 

the pledge of allegiance and roll call.  Chairman Zafir made a motion to approve the 

meeting minutes from July 10, 2025, which was seconded by Marty Kivell.  All in favor, 

motion carries.  

 

Continued Public Hearing on the application of Sephardic Heritage Center Charitable 

Trust, Tiferet Torah 2 & 3 Fosse Court, for a lot-merger, special permit and site plan 

approval to establish an educational institution with accessory housing requiring variances. 

The applicant requested an adjournment to Thursday, November 13, 2025, ZBA Meeting.  Joel 

Strulovitch motioned to adjourn the meeting for 2 &3 Fosse Court to the 11/13/25 ZBA Meeting 

at 8:00pm which was seconded by Richard Berger.  All in favor, motion carries.  

Continued Public Hearing with one minor variation to the fence height from the original proposed 

fence height of 11.5 ft., now proposed to be 13 ft., on the application of Yeshiva Darkei Emunah 

Bnos Binah for a proposed site plan to establish a new school of religious instruction known as Bnos 

Binah located at 51 Church Road, for approximately 375 students (pre-K through Grade 12).  Schools 

of general or religious instruction without accessory housing are permitted in the zone by special permit 

of the Planning Board as per §210-16. B (11) Airmont’s Zoning Code.  

The site is at the southeast corner of Church and Smith Hill Roads.  The parcel has a net lot area of 

96,206sf (2.2+/- ac). 80,000sf is required. As a corner lot, it has two front yards. Per the Zoning Code, the 

applicant has selected the easterly lot line as its rear lot line. The site slopes generally downward to the 

East from Church Road. The slope is mostly gentle but gets steeper in the eastern portion of the lot. The 

proposed development avoids the steeper area. All utilities are available to the site. 

 

Access will be provided via a double-looped driveway system with two one-way access points on Church 

Road. Access from Church Road provides better site distance than Smith Hill Road because of the gentler 

slope. The first loop provides access to a drop-off/pick-up area for buses. The second loop, which goes 

behind the proposed building, provides access to all 50 parking spaces. 

The proposed school building will have two stories and a basement. It will have a footprint of 

15,593sf and a total gross floor area of 46,779sf.  A play area is proposed at the rear of the building. 

To accommodate a more level play area, two retaining walls, each with four-foot-tall fences, will be 
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installed along Smith Hill Road and the eastern lot line. Underground stormwater detention will be 

placed beneath the play area.  No dormitory is proposed. All students will be transported to and from 

the school daily.   

 

Variances are being sought from Article III §210-16 R-35 210 Attachment Table 3 of Bulk Requirements 

Table 3: R-35; Article VII Section 56.A(1); Article V Section 35.c and Article XIX 210-74 (Fence) of the 

Residential District of Airmont’ s Zoning Code as follows: 

Variance       Required     Proposed  

Front yard         50ft            12.3ft (to parking)  

Dev. Coverage    20%         54%  

FAR                    0.4           0.46  

Parking Spaces   186           50  

Fence Height     3.5ft           13 ft 

 

The applicants engineer, Rachel Barese explained that the site plan has been revised based upon the 

comments received from the boards, consultants, and neighbors. Ira Emanuel added that at the 

July ZBA meeting a number of neighbors had issues and concerns.  The applicant reacted and 

had discussions with some of the neighbors.  

 

To address the concerns of the neighbor from lot 61.08-2-2, the retaining wall has been moved 

so that it is 50’ in from the edge of the property. The land beyond that will remain in its natural 

state excluding any necessary clearing for construction of the retaining wall. 

 

To address the concerns of the neighbor at lot 61.08-2-3, the fence has been moved to just 

behind the retaining wall and Green Giant plants are proposed on the neighbor’s side of the 

fence so they will have a view of the plants rather than the fence. A full extensive landscaping 

plan is now provided by Yost Design Landscape Architecture.  

 

As requested by Ramapo DPW, the existing sewer service is now shown on the plans. A note 

about the exterior check valve is now provided. The sewer service is now shown to be 

concrete, encased where it is within 25’ of the infiltration system. Inverts are now provided at 

the cleanouts. Alighting plan is now included along with a bus turning maneuverability plan. 

For the school bus parking the plans were adjusted slightly so it doesn’t cross over and there is 

enough parking for five buses.  All variances are noted properly on the plans with the changes.  

 

Letters read into the record are:  

Two new letters dated 8/4/25 and 10/23/25 from the Town of Ramapo DPW besides the agency 

letters that were read into the record at the 7/10/25 ZBA Meeting; ARC memo dated 8/15/25; 

Email dated 5/16/25 from Petranker on behalf of four residents; Letters from attorney Clifford 

Davis dated 8/7/25, 7/10/25 and 10/17/25; a letter from Ira Emanuel dated 10/7/25 in response to 

Mr. Cliff Davis’s 8/7/25 letter; an email from Cliff Davis dated 10/23/25 with an attached letter 

from Gabriel Senor, P.C. engineer/planner/surveyor;  and a letter from the Barker’s-50 Church 

Road with no date but received 10/20/25.   

 

Joel Strulovitch made a motion to open the continued public hearing which was seconded by 

Marty Kivell. All in favor motion carried. 

 



 

3 
 

John Barker 50 Church Road- Read his letter into the record that was submitted on 10/23/25 dated 

10/20/25 which opposes the project for numerous reasons with the biggest reason being the size 

of the school, that it is too big.   The engineer noted comments about the lighting, landscape plan,  

steep grading, percolation testing, no left turn sign to be installed due to the intersection. 

 

Josephine Barker 50 Church Road-Family reiterate that the size of the school is much too large 

and to think about the importance and all the items that affect the neighborhood and the 

neighboring properties.  

 

Alexandria Barker 50 Church Road - Read Mr. Cliff Davis’s letter dated 10/17/25 as he could 

not attend the meeting as the ZBA moved the meeting date. 

 

Jouliana Petranker – 53 Church Road Strongly opposes the project due to noise, light lumens, 

disturbing neighbors as she is right next door to the lot.  She is concerned about the buses, the 

hours and the containment of the buses. 

 

Richard Bell – 57 Church Road within 500 ft of the project.  There have been no adjustments 

made for their concerns – lighting, sound & light buffers, noise, commercial buses etc.  There is 

no protection for the families or the neighbors. Reducing grade levels or number of students or 

size of the school has not even been brought forth.   

 

The size is incompatible as there are no other projects like the size of this in the area, or any that 

have received variances of this magnitude and if this is approved, setting a precedent and 

permanently damaging the character, the safety and neighborhood.  If this is approved there needs 

to be strict conditions imposed set to protect the neighbors.  The applicant submitted what he read 

in writing into the record.  

 

Suzanne Rodriquez 43 Church Road –live within 500 ft of the school.  The size is too enormous, 

much too large, changing the neighborhood and the environment, increasing traffic for the entire 

area specifically the neighbors. I would like to discuss and understand how the ZBA could give 

such large variances as they are beyond the code. Understand there must be leeway’s for the 

religious instructions but what they are requesting is way beyond what should be allowed. 

 

Charles Locklear 91 Smith Hill Road –nothing seems to have changed for the immediate 

neighbors.  They were advised in the beginning by the PB to make it smaller and nothing has 

happened.  What did they change another 12 ft for buses to go into a loop to hold 5 buses.  What 

happens when there are more buses?  How are the traffic and parking going to be dealt with.  The 

parking requirement is 186 spaces and they provide 50 spaces, what happens when they go over 

the 50 spaces?  There should be less enrollment, and a smaller school with much more parking, 

Where will the everyday teachers park in the middle of Church or Smith Hill Road?  As it is, 

there are teachers parking on the streets for other schools. Where is everyone going to park? Very 

concerned about the flooding parking on the side streets as there are already issues.  The fence 

does not go with the character of the neighborhood at all 11.5 ft to 13 ft is a huge change and 
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does not blend or fit with the character of the neighborhood. This school does not belong in this 

location. 

 

Samuel Nove – 101 Smith Hill Road – Thanked the applicant for addressing his concerns and 

making changes.  He wants to ensure that the plans are followed and ensure they meet the 

requirements and preserve the area to ensure there is nothing blocking the concerns of the family. 

 

Ira Emanuel noted that the comments that came in after the ZBA cut-off of 2 weeks prior to a 

meeting and were actually read into the record and he had prepared a letter but was cognizant of 

the ZBA cut-off deadlines so it was not submitted. Yet the letter dated 10/22/25 received on the 

day of the meeting 10/23/25 via Cliff Davis from an engineer, and the comments relate to details 

of the site plan and the Planning Board. Mr. Davis waited until day of the meeting to submit the 

letter from an outside engineer. None of comments relate to the variances or the ZBA at all.     

 

Ira referenced the section from his opinion letter dated 10/7/25 as follows: “We fully 

acknowledge that the Board must apply the statutory five-part balancing test under Village Law 

§7-712-b. However, that test must be applied with sensitivity to the presumptive value of 

schools and religious institutions. The Court of Appeals has explained that common concerns 

such as traffic or noise are "generally insufficient to outweigh the public benefit of religious 

institutions" (Cornell Univ., 68 N.Y.2d at 595). 

The applicant's narrative explains in detail why: 
- The variances sought are driven by the topography and dimensional peculiarities of the lot, not by 

arbitrary design. · 

- The parking variance is appropriate given that students will not be permitted to drive, and the 

Code's formula based on gross floor area vastly overstates actual need. 

- Environmental and visual impacts can be mitigated through reasonable conditions, which the 

applicant has voluntarily offered and is prepared to accept. 

Mr. Emanuel advised that the ZBA again reference this letter of 10/7/25 for the record. 

 

Ira Emanual also noted that the Village code allows 20% for anything for a development code 

does not recognize the difference between a house and institutional use. The development 

coverage is blown when you start putting it in parking.  A school at 14 S. DeBaun received 60% 

developmental coverage; we are asking for 54%.  On agenda after us is an application for a school 

asking for a 70% developmental coverage variance.  It is forced upon schools based on your code 

to request relief for Developmental coverage.  The code needs to change and until then the burden 

is on the ZBA. 
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Dan Kraushaar, ZBA Attorney explained that he does not make a determination, that is the role 

of the ZBA.  The ARC’s recommendations are advisory only to the Board’s and the PB could 

take the recommendations in part or as a whole, but that is the Planning Board’s discretion.  

 

The ZBA Attorney further explained that regarding the application, the code is clear that there 

are 3 choices, either: approve, deny or approve with modifications and the Board does have that 

authority.  They would have to back it up if they were to approve it with modifications and address 

which modifications they wanted.  In terms of closing the public hearing, it needs to be fair to 

both sides. Mr. Davis wrote a letter and is not even here to hear the response. The ZBA Chairman 

noted that no one stopping him from coming and the public indicated that they meeting had 

moved 3x which is why he was unable to attend this evening.  The Chairman asked the clerk if 

the meeting was properly noticed and she confirmed that it was noticed properly. She also advised 

that the ZBA did move the meeting date. 

 

The applicant’s attorney Ira Emanuel noted that he has nothing more to say as it is all documented 

in his previously submitted opinion letter dated 10/7/25 to Mr. Davis’ response and that the ZBA 

should reference it.  

 

Joel Strulovitch motioned to close the public hearing which was seconded by Chairman Zafir.  

Marty Kivell opposed, the other three ZBA members Strulovitch, Berger and Chairman Zafir, 

were in favor, motion carried 3 to 1.  

 

To reiterate the letters read in the record were: Tallman Fire Department 3/1/25; Airmont’s Fire 

Inspector 6/26/25; RC Health dated 4/23/25; Town of Ramapo DPW 8/4/25, 8/18/25, & 

10/23/25; RC Sewer dated 5/14/25. The site is not located within 500'of any facilities as 

specified in General Municipal Law Section 239-m and as previously noted is not subject to 

review by the Rockland County Planning Department. 

 

It was noted that the Village of Airmont Planning Board (PB), declared the application for 

51 Church to be an unlisted action and the PB resolved to act as Lead Agency for SEQRA 

purposes and adopted a SEQRA Negative Declaration based upon the plans and review 

materials that had been submitted to date and approved the Negative Declaration at the 

6/26/25 PB meeting. A copy of the Negative Declaration was provided to the ZBA at the 

prior ZBA Meeting. 

 

There was an inquiry about the screening on the height of the fence of 13 ft., which was reiterated 

by the applicants engineer that there are two 5 ft retaining walls with a 3 ft fence and vegetation 

in between. A discussion on special events was also brought up and any provisions made for 

special events are done at the PB Level and the PB will limit the events.  Ira Emanuel stated 

firmly that there will be no weddings 

 

The P&Z Clerk discussed the map notes and conditions that the PB typically uses for schools that 

are consistent for all schools on no outside events, weddings, catering etc.  This was affirmed by 

the Building Inspector.   
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Chairman Zafir motioned to approve all variances for the application of Bnos Binah 51 Church 

Road which was seconded by member Joel Strulovitch with the following conditions: 

Compliance with the RC Health review dated 4/23/25; Compliance with the RC Sewer Letter 

dated 5/14/25; Compliance with the Town of Ramapo DPW letters dated 8/4/25; 8/18/25; 

10/23/25; Compliance with the Airmont Fire Inspector Letter dated 6/26/25; Compliance with 

the Tallman Fire Department Letter dated 3/1/25; any provisions made for special events, 

screening and engineering issues are drawn up at the Planning Board; Payment of all 

professional fees as and to return to the ZBA if further variances are required.  

The roll call was as follows: 

Chairman Zafir – Voted to approve. This Board generally speaking, I do not believe we have denied 

an application the has come before us where RLUIPA is concerned, it is Federal Law.  There is no 

doubt that any institution coming into a residential area would have objections.  That is what 

RLUIPA is for, in order to give this Board and generally municipalities, a measure to override 

these objections. These religious institutions are necessary as recognized by RLUIPA.  These 

religious institutions do require variances, and these variances are not unusual.   

He addressed the issue of parking. He looked deeper into another school with1400 students in 

Saddle River, similar to the proposed institution before the Board, and they have 80 parking spaces 

as he reached out to the administrator. If that school really wanted/needed more parking another 

40 spaces would be requested and this institution is 4x the size of what is currently before the ZBA. 

Therefore, an institution of this size to equate would have around 25 spaces, and they are requesting 

50 parking spaces, but no real events can be held at the school with 50 parking spaces. The 

Chairman noted that he was really concerned about the school bus possibly going into the opposing 

lane while turning, but this was addressed.  Other than that, he would like to see the motion and 

variances approved.  

Kivell – Voted against the application. Schools are always welcome in residential zones, however, 

RLUIPA doesn’t automatically grant approval of variances as there must be compelling reasons. 

The ARC had requested a less generous building, and I think it is too much of a generous plan for 

that sized lot and that number of students that go along with it. Feels the applicant should re-submit 

less generous plans for that lot for a school. Therefore, he voted No.  

Berger- Voted to approve although he noted that this is a tough one and indicated that he brought 

up at the last meeting, a consideration to segregate the grades - keep some in the current location 

and some in the proposed location which would not work for the applicant.  He thought that the 

that the building is well designed and is good for the girls. He indicated that with RLUPA there are 

considerations and typically schools needing variances of this sort, he voted yes to approve.  

Strulovitch-Voted to approve. He heard arguments from both sides, and he wants to ensure the 

Planning Board takes care of the screening/engineering issues. Motion carried 3 to 1.  
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Continued Public Hearing on the application of Shiras Miriam of Rockland County Inc a 
religious corporation located at 46 Campbell Avenue. It seeks to establish a school of religious 

instruction for girls. 13-18 years of age. The property has a net lot area of 116,716 SF. The 
property is improved with a two- story single family dwelling that will remain for use as a 

caretaker's quarters. It is located in the R-25 Zoning District. Schools for general and religious 

instruction are permitted in the zone subject to the issuance of a special permit and site plan 
review by the Planning Board. The property consists of three former tax lots (80, 81, and 82). The 

lots were merged into a single lot by the filing of a lot line disclaimer with the Rockland County 
Clerk on February 28, 2024, as Instrument No. 2024-5416. 

The school will consist of a basement and 2 stories and contain 37,256 SF to serve up to a 

maximum of 200 students. The school currently operates out of two separate locations with 

approximately 75 students in each location. The school seeks to consolidate and establish a single 

building for all the students.  

 

The school will have a total staff of approximately 45 members consisting of 4 full-time 

administrators and teachers with the remainder being part-time teachers, support staff and 

janitorial. The total number of staff at any one time during the day will be about 15-20 people. 

The school will operate five days a week: Mondays through Thursdays from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 

p.m. Fridays from 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. There will be no school on the weekends or holidays. 

Transportation to and from school will be provided by bus. No students are permitted to drive. 

Approximately 7 to 10 buses are anticipated in the AM and PM hours. 

 

The project will require variances from Article III Section 210-17 and accompanying Bulk Table 

210 Attachment 7 Table 4: R-25 Residential Bulk Requirements of the Zoning Code as follows. 

As per Section 210-56 (A) (1), based on 1 space per 300 SF of floor area, 125 parking spaces are 

required for the school plus 2 spaces for the caretaker's quarters. Further, based on half the 

students being over 16, an additional 50 spaces are required for a total of 177 required parking 

spaces. The applicant provides 100 spaces. A parking variance is also required. 

 

Variance                                  Required                     Provided 

Front Yard         50’   5.6’ to DSL (for parking) 

Side Setback         50’   9.8’ (existing condition) 

Total Side Setback      100’   48.7’  

Development Coverage     20%   70% 

Parking                                 177                             100  

 

As per Section 210-56A (1), based on 1 space per 300 SF of floor area, 125 parking spaces are 

required for the school plus 2 spaces for the caretaker's quarters. Further, based on half the 

students being over 16, an additional 50 spaces are required for a total of 177 required parking 

spaces. The applicant provides 100 spaces when 177 are required, therefore a parking variance 

is required.  
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The applicants engineer spoke regarding the specific parking variance that the parking and 

impervious surface code requires 177 parking spaces and only 100 are needed.  If they try to 

eliminate along the designated street line, they’ll lose 26 spaces which will create insufficient 

parking and there is no street parking on Campbell Avenue. She confirmed that sidewalks will 

be going in as it is a day school and noted that there is no dormitory. The ZBA inquired about 

the number of staff, and it was explained that there will be 45 staff in total that will be 

staggered with 15 -20 staff onsite at any time.  Marty Kivell asked the applicants 

representatives to describe some of the types of events which are: PTA Conference 1x a year in 

December which will be in two shifts; a staggered open house of participants 1 x a year, a mom 

and student event 1x a year in December or January approximately 75-80 mothers and 

daughters come together; a graduation of students in June with approximately 100-150 guests 

which will have approximately 50 cars.  They have a plan to use Chaverim for the traffic flow 

and have a traffic management plan. 

The site is not located within 500' of any facilities specified in General Municipal Law Section 

239-m and is not subject to review by the Rockland County Planning Department. The Planning 

Board has undertaken a coordinated environmental review. The Planning Board completed its 

environmental review of the project on 8/19/25 and issued a negative declaration as there were 

no significant environmental impacts identified.   

Letters read in the record were: RC Health dated 10/21/25; Town of Ramapo DPW 9/29/25; RC 

Sewer dated 10/16/2025 and as noted there was no GML requirement from RC Planning. 

 

The applicant’s attorney Paul Baum went through the findings of facts, the five factors, as 

follows from his narrative dated 8/28/25 as follows: 

An undesirable change will not be produced in the character of the neighborhood, nor a 

detriment created to nearby properties by the granting of the area variances:  

The variances will not create an undesirable change to the character of the neighborhood. The 

change will be beneficial to the community.  It was noted that the front yard variance is 

required due to the number of parking spaces that are mandated by the Zoning Code. The 

Code requires 125 spaces based on the square footage of the school without any 

consideration of the fact that many of the areas within the school are not used at the same 

time and therefore not every area in the building should have a minimum of 1 space per 300 

SF (i.e. the classrooms, lunchroom and auditorium will not occupied at the same time). 

Further, the Zoning Code requires an additional 50 spaces for students over 16, presumably 

because some may drive to school in ordinary public-school settings. However, the students 

are not permitted to drive so an additional 50 spaces are not needed. The school is seeking to 

provide the maximum number of spaces that meets its needs and comes as close to 

compliance with the mandates of the Zoning Code. The number of parking spaces required 

compels the applicant to install additional spaces that will come closer to the road than 

permitted. 

 

The parking requires additional paving and the creation of greater impervious surface which 

increases the development coverage greater than what is permitted. However, the additional 

coverage does not create any impact. All additional surface water runoff will be properly 

detained pursuant to a stormwater management plan so that there will be no net increase in the 

peak rate of discharge from the current condition. 
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The side setback variance of 19.8' on the east side of the property is an existing condition to 

the existing single-family dwelling that will be remaining. The setback to the west will 

encroach the 50' side setback by 21. l' resulting in a total side setback of 48.7'. 

 

The parking required by the Zoning Code is much more than is required to operate a school of 

this size for up to 200 girls. The Zoning Board and Planning Board have acknowledged in the 

past that the mandated parking of 1 space per 300 square feet is excessive for schools of this 

nature that do not require extensive parking based on the limited number of staff, lack of 

student drivers, and the busing of students. The reduced parking will not result in overflow 

traffic parking on the street. The number of parking spaces provided are adequate to meet the 

needs of the school and are four times greater than the number of spaces required at 1 space 

per 12 student seats, which is the other method set forth in the code for calculating parking 

spaces. 

 

The benefit sought by the applicant cannot be achieved by any other method feasible for the 

applicant to pursue, other than an area variance:   There are no other alternatives for the 

applicant to pursue but to seek variances. The applicant can only avoid the need for 

variances by significantly reducing the size of the school which is not feasible for the 

applicant to pursue. The applicant needs this building to consolidate its current locations and 

to accomplish its mission of establishing a center of education in accordance with its 

religious charter. A smaller school would not be consistent with its goal of providing 

education in smaller classroom settings and focusing more attention on the students. Adding 

additional parking spaces for parking that is not needed only further increases the degree of 

impervious surface and increases the development coverage.  

 

That the requested area variances are not substantial: Even if a variance is considered 

"substantial" based on a mathematical deviation from the Zoning Code, the weight to be given 

to that finding is dependent on, and cannot be separated from, the impact that the deviation will 

have on the community. Substantiality cannot be judged in the abstract and the totality of 

relevant circumstances must be evaluated in determining whether the variance sought is 

substantial. The variance requests should not be looked at in a vacuum free from any outside 

influences or information.  The applicants attorney noted that the Courts have held that even 

where a proposed variance is substantial, where there is no evidence that the granting of the 

variance would have an undesirable effect on the character of the neighborhood, or adversely 

impact the physical and environmental conditions of the area, or otherwise result in a detriment 

to the health, safety, and welfare of the neighborhood, the variance should be granted. There 

must be proof that granting a variance will be detrimental to the character of the neighborhood 

in order to support the denial of the variance. 

 

The proposed variances will not have an adverse effect or impact on the physical or 

environmental conditions of the neighborhood or district: The project received a negative 

SEQRA declaration from the Planning Board confirming that it will not have a significant 

impact on the environment and that all potential impacts have been mitigated. A full traffic 

study was done and reviewed by the Planning Board’s Traffic Engineer.  
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That the alleged difficulty was not self-created: Even if the Zoning Board finds that the need for 

the variances is self-created, this factor is not dispositive of the applicant's variance requests. 

Instead, any perceived self-created harm is greatly outweighed by the fact that the area 

variances will not result in adverse impacts, will not be a detriment to nearby properties, and 

will not create an undesirable change in the character of the neighborhood. 

 In summary, he pointed out that the requested variances will not negatively impact any of the 

neighbors or create detriment to the community. Equity favors the applicant. The benefit to the 

applicant from the grant of the variances significantly outweighs any perceived detriment to the 

health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood. The balance of equities lies in favor of granting 

the requested variances. 

 

Richard Berger motioned to open the public hearing which was seconded by Marty Kivell.  

All in favor motion carried. The only neighboring property owner that spoke lives directly 

next store to this application, Huang Cheng from 48 Campbell Avenue, and he indicated that 

he was against the project being so large and adjacent to his property, especially a large 

parking lot for 100 cars in a residential location. He noted it did not belong in this residential 

area and that Campbell Avenue was the thorough way to the Good Samaritan hospital further 

down.  

 

The ZBA inquired if the roof-top would be utilized. It was noted that there were not any plans 

to utilize the roof top, but the professionals would check and confirm with the applicant. It 

was discussed and requested to impose additional landscaping, high trees on the side for the 

neighbor Mr. Cheng that spoke at the public hearing which is directly next to the proposed 

project. The ZBA wanted to ensure that there is appropriate buffering even though it is a PB 

role. The ZBA inquired about drainage and stormwater management controls which have been 

reviewed by the PB and the PB engineer to ensure zero net run off.  The ZBA also inquired 

about where the snow storage and the dumpster enclosure will be on the plan. The ZBA 

requested that the applicant try and adjust the parking to lessen the variance.  The applicants’ 

engineer Rachel Barese mentioned possible putting in grass-Crete parking spaces. They 

would need to speak with the applicant, and if agreed, update the plans and re-submit. 

 

Joel Strulovitch made a motion to continue the public hearing and application to the 11/13/25 

ZBA Meeting at 8:00pm at Airmont Village Hall which was seconded by Richard Berger. All 

in favor motion carried.  

 

 

 

Public Hearing on the application of Abraham & Rivka Kurtz - 1 Burris Court for variances 

for additional square footage on the 2nd floor to a new two-story single-family home which is under 

construction on a 35,794 sq. ft. lot. The applicant initially didn’t request any variances to construct 

the single-family home. The applicant is seeking to add additional living area to the attic area 

which requires a variance.  The footprint will not be enlarged. The one variance is being requested 
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from Article III §210-16 Attachment 6 Table 3: R-35 of the Residential District Bulk Requirements 

of Airmont’ s Zoning Code as follows: 

Variance                                    Required                      Proposed 

Floor Area Ratio       0.20                       0.211 

 

Applicant represented by attorney Joe Churgin.  He indicated that the owner is a 91-year-old 

elderly woman and her daughter in law will be moving in. It is a big house that is not quite 

fully constructed or completed yet as they need a variance for the addition.  The addition is 

larger than the original house and will be 7,564 sf.   The Building Inspector explained that 

originally there was no addition to the second floor in the back, but then when they put a rook 

on it to utilize the space it increased the square footage requiring variance.  Marty Kivell asked 

so then what has been constructed thus far is approved with a permit and inspections?  The 

Building Inspector confirmed yes, and it was the inspections that triggered the variance. 

 

Letters read into the record: RC Planning GML dated 10/8/25; RC Sewer dated 10/16/25; 

TOR DPW dated 9/29/25; there were no formal letters but in the RC Planning system it was 

noted by the RC Drainage Agency on 10/15/25 that they had no comments and RC Health 

noted on 10/21/25 that they also had no comment. The GML dated 10/8/25 did not require 

any overrides, it stated that they “remand for local decision,” which means it is up to 

Airmont’s ZBA. This is a Type II action for SEQRA not requiring any further review.  

 

Joel Strulovitch opened the public hearing which was seconded by Marty Kivell. All in favor 

motion carried.  

Zalman Groner – 3 Burris Court No objection in full support. Great neighbor. He indicated 

that he has no problem with a small variance. He mentioned that the applicant is very scholarly 

and has a large private library with tens of thousands of books, so he is not surprised by the 

addition needed. 

 

Shlomo Groner – 3 Burris Court He is in favor of the variances and reiterated what his father 

Zalman Groner said.  He noted that they are wonderful neighbors and hopes to see the variance 

granted.  

 

Miriam Maitlin – neighbor attested that they need the addition and the variance for the storage 

and family members.  She is in favor of the variances being granted.  

 

Joel Strulovitch made a motion to close the public hearing which was seconded by Marty 

Kivell. All in favor motion carried. 

 

Marty Kivell made a motion that the application is a Type II action, not requiring further 

review for SEQRA which was seconded by Chairman Zafir.  All in favor motion carried.  

 

Marty Kivell made a motion to grant the variance for the slight increase in FAR for .11 to 

accommodate the owners. The public hearing comments were in favor as well and there was 

no opposition.  Richard Berger seconded the motion.  All in favor, motion carried 4 to 0.  

Variance was granted.  
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Public Hearing on the application of Leopold Friedman -5 Stone Meadow Lane for variances 

to construct a new 836 ft pool house, new pavers, a patio, outdoor kitchen and walkway toward 

the pool.  Total additional lot coverage proposed is 1,470 sf.  The pool area is 836 sf, and the width 

is 44 x 19.   

Variances are being requested from Article III §210-15 Attachment 5 Table 2: R-40 of the 

Residential District Bulk Requirements of Airmont’ s Zoning Code as follows: (*Existing) 

Variances Needed:                                    Required           Existing             Provided  

Maximum Developmental Coverage          20%                 29% *                   32% 

Side Setback                 25 ft.                                           24.7 ft.* 

Total Side Setback                 70 ft.          68.8 ft.* 

Lot Width     160 ft.                                           135 ft. *         

Applicant is proposing a new pool house with pavers 1470 sf.  Three of the four variances are 

condition that exist, so there is only one new variance requested is for developmental coverage.  

The developmental coverage in this zone requires 20 % with 29% existing, now providing 32%, 

with only 3% difference request. 

 

Joel Strulovitch opened the public hearing which was seconded by Chairman Zafir.  For the 

record no one signed up or spoke at the public hearing.  Joel Strulovitch made a motion to close 

the public hearing which was seconded by Martin Kivell. 

Letters read into the record: GML dated 10/10/25 from RC Planning which requested 

modifications, RC Health dated 10/23/25, Town of Ramapo DPW dated 9/29/25 & dated 

11/14/25, and RC Sewer dated 10/16/25.  It was noted that RC Drainage did not provide a review 

letter but noted in the County system that they had no comments. 

Marty Kivell made a motion that this action was a Type II pursuant to SEQRA which was 

seconded by Chairman Zafir. All in favor, motion carried.  

Joel Strulovitch made a motion to override GML items #1 & GML #2 of the RC GML dated 

10/10/26 as noted in the letter from the applicant received 10/22/25 but not dated, and due to the 

fact that the parcel will not create an undesirable character of the neighborhood.  He also noted 

that the new developmental coverage variance was minimal, and that the applicant cannot 

proceed without the granting of the variances.  The motion was seconded by Monroe Zafir. He 

noted that the ZBA took a good look at the GML and considered their comments.   All in favor of 

the overrides. Motion carried 4 to 0. 

Joel Strulovitch made a motion to approve all requested variances pre-existing and new 

variances as needed for what they applied for: 

Variances Needed:                                    Required           Existing        Provided  

Maximum Developmental Coverage              20%                 29% *                 32% 

Side Setback                          25 ft.                                      24.7 ft.*  

Total Side Setback              70 ft.                68.8 ft.* 

Lot Width              160 ft.                                         135 ft.* 

       *Existing 
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The motion was seconded by Chairman Zafir.  Roll call vote: 

Richard Berger –vote to approve  

Monroe Zafir – Yes, vote to approve as this will improve the neighborhood 

Joel Strulovitch – vote to approve 

Marty Kivell – Vote yes as he doesn’t believe it will be a detriment to the neighborhood or have a 

negative impact.  

Variances approved 4 to 0. 

Richard Berger made a motion to end the meeting which was seconded by Marty Kivell.  All in 

favor motion carried. Meeting ended. 


