The Planning Board of the Village of Montebello held a meeting on Wednesday, October 22, 2025 at
the Montebello Village Hall, One Montebello Road, Montebello, NY. Chairman Caridi called the meeting
to order at 7:00 p.m. and led everyone in the Pledge of Allegiance.

PRESENT OTHERS

Anthony Caridi, Chairman Alyse Terhune, Asst. Village Attorney
Marlo Dickman, Member Max Stach, Village Planner

Joan Materna, Member Bryon Rose, Village Engineer

Regina Rivera, Planning/Zoning Clerk
ABSENT
Stan Shipley, Member
Nancy Doon, Member

Joseph Brachfeld, Rella Owner LLC—PUBLIC HEARING continued

300 Rella Boulevard, Montebello, NY

Site Plan/Special Permit
Application of Rella Owner LLC, 95 Chestnut Ridge Road, Montvale, NJ 07645 for a Site
Plan/Special Permit to construct a combination of standard warehouse space and smaller warehouses
on an 18.5 acre commercial lot. The Parcel is located on the north side or Rella Boulevard at the

intersection of North Airmont Avenue, and is shown on the Ramapo Tax Map as Section 55.08 Block
1 Lot 6 in the LO-C Zone.

Present: The Applicants’ attorney Ira Emanuel, Engineer Joseph Nyitray of Weston & Sampson, Architect
Jason Anderson of ADG Architecture, Traffic Engineer Ron Reiman of Colliers Engineering & Design, and
several principals of Rella Owner LLC.

Mr. Emanuel summarized the submissions, and Mr. Nyitray briefly went over the engineering details that
were updated, and explained that, apart from widening the road and the updated sound study, not much else
changed. Mr. Emanuel reminded the Board that the combined size of the buildings was reduced by 16,000
square feet. The latest comments from the Village sound consultant were received, there are no issues with
any reviews and we are ready for a Neg Dec and a preliminary approval, he added.

Mr. Stach presented his memo dated October 20, 2025, and explained that all requested additional
information was provided and, based on the revised plans and sound study, there will be no significant noise
impacts. The Village sound consultant recommended that a post-construction sound survey be performed to
confirm this assumption, he added. Mr. Emanuel said they had no objections to that recommendation which
should be performed about a year after the CO is issued for true impact results. Chairman Caridi said that
it should be conditioned in the resolution, and Mr. Stach said it should also be a map note. Again, Mr.
Emanuel had no objections.

Mr. Stach noted that the Applicant submitted a draft Part 3, and that the Tallman Fire Department still had
issues regarding the emergency road surface, and asked if that is something to be pursued after final
approval. Chairman Caridi said that Tallman wants the Village to inspect the pavers annually. Mr. Emanuel
said that the fire department was thinking about outdated styles of pervious pavers, but that he did not have
a problem with the village inspections. Chairman Caridi said that should also be a condition of approval.
Mr. Stach stated that at the last hearing, the Board heard from public comments that smaller buildings will
serve more local areas resulting in more trucks making right turns off of Rella Blvd. thereby increasing the
problematic traffic of North Airmont Road. The Traffic study projects that most of the traffic will make a
left, however, and we must questions whether smaller units generate the same amount of truck traffic as do
larger warehouses, he said.
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Chairman Caridi said that he felt there would not be much difference either way, and added that any approval
can be conditioned on an annual traffic study. The project itself conforms to the zone, and the Applicant
has imposed strict hours of operation which would mitigate traffic somewhat. Mr. Stach advised that the
Board take a hard look at the impacts because it has discretion in determining if an impact is significant.
Traffic Engineer Ron Reimann said that his study anticipates about twenty percent of the traffic will make
a right onto North Airmont Road from Rella Boulevard.

Mr. Spence presented his review memo dated October 21, 2025 and said that there are a number of minor
engineering comments that must be addressed, and after a brief discussion with Mr. Nyitray on the truck
turning spaces within the site, Mr. Nyitray agreed to have a clearer diagram for the next submission.

After Mr. Spence finished his review, he reminded the Applicant that, as he mentioned in previous meetings,
the Village Board is now requiring that a sidewalk be constructed along the frontage of the property on
North Airmont Road and Rella Boulevard. Chairman Caridi added that the Village Board personally
conveyed their wishes to him. Mr. Emanuel bristled at this, stating that the area will not generate pedestrian
traffic, and that his clients should not be compelled to provide a sidewalk for [assisted living facility] The
Sentinel. Ms. Terhune agreed that the conditions have to be reasonably related to the use of sidewalks, but
to say that no pedestrians will visit the site is misleading.

Mr. Spence noted that Rella Boulevard is a private road where many pedestrians walk. Mr. Emanuel
maintained that the project won’t generate a significant amount of pedestrian traffic. Chairman Caridi
countered that it will generate truck traffic that will pose safety issues for pedestrians. In any case, he
continued, this is a policy decision directly from the Village Board in that any projects moving forward must
install sidewalks.

Mr. Emanuel said that he hasn’t seen this policy change, and that there needs to be a nexus between the
conditions and the project. This isn’t a large issue and we will address it when it’s appropriate. He added
that they can show a site plan with a sidewalk but asked to see that written directive for the policy change
from the Village. Chairman Caridi instructed the Planning Board clerk to reach out to the Village Clerk,
Joan Will, first thing in the morning to request said directive.

Mr. Stach advised the Board that if they adopt a Neg Dec that includes the fact that there will be no impact
to pedestrian safety, then it will color any future decisions to the contrary when considering pedestrian
safety. Ms. Terhune agreed, and said that adopting a Neg Dec now and then having to amend it is not
advisable.

Mr. Emanuel said that some order that comes down from on high has nothing to do with SEQR and this has
never come up during any SEQR discussion throughout this process. This is the first serious discussion
about it, he said.

Ms. Terhune said that all zoning law comes down from on high based on a comp plan. Mr. Emanuel argued
that the comp plan is just a wish list and does not have laws regulating such. Ms. Terhune said that a local
law on this could be passed before the Board grants an approval, and Mr. Emanuel said that at the moment,
it hasn’t. After reciting everything that was done for SEQR, Mr. Emanuel stated that they deserve a Neg
Dec, but Ms. Terhune disagreed, explaining that the Board needs to protect itself. After a very brief
conference with his client, Mr. Emanuel stated that the Applicant was willing to install a sidewalk along
Airmont Road, but not Rella Boulevard. The Village cannot tell us to add one to a private road, he said.

Chairman Caridi opened the public hearing.



Shavy Freund, 7 Divot Place, Montebello, NY wondered who would enforce the hours of operation. Noting
the earlier discussion on annual traffic studies and inspections of pavers, she was dubious that any of these
activities will occur once approval is granted. She expressed her dismay and unhappiness over the prospect
of many box trucks driving up and down North Airmont road at all hours, which she fears will change her
life forever. There are no barriers to protect her property from the sound coming from trucks, and she
wondered who will prevent drivers of 18-wheelers from idling for hours waiting for the warehouses to open.

Ms. Freund explained that she and her husband visited a similar flex park on Spook Rock Road in Airmont
and counted eighty vehicles parked there, and witnessed people arriving in their own cars, parking, and
jumping in their commercial vehicles. Based on these observations, she challenged the Applicant’s
assertions that only 20% of traffic from the project will travel west on North Airmont road, and stated that
most days it is difficult to exit Par Road onto North Airmont Road because of the congestion, which will
only get worse and will negatively impact her quality of life.

No one else from the public having comments, Member Dickman made a motion to adjourn the public
hearing to the next meeting. Member Materna seconded the motion and upon vote, all were in favor.

Zalmen Rubin—PUBLIC HEARING continued

66 Mile Road. Montebello, NY 10901

Stream and Wetlands Protection Permit
Application of Zalmen Rubin, 20 Algonquin Circle, Airmont, NY 10952 for a Wetlands and Stream
Protection permit to construct and addition to an existing home that lies within the buffer to the
wetlands. The parcel is located on the east side of Mile Road, 1500 feet north of Montebello Road, and
is shown on the Ramapo Tax Map as Section 48.19 Block 1 Lot 15 in the RR-50 Zone.

The Applicant Zalmen Rubin and his attorney Paul Baum were present. Mr. Baum explained that the
Building Inspector has determined that, moving forward, development coverage must be calculated using
net lot area instead of gross. This determination was recently supported by the ZBA, and Mr. Zalmen,
therefore, scaled back the addition greatly to avoid having to go for a variance. Mr. Baum emphasized the
fact that the entire property is in the buffer to wetlands, but that the wetlands themselves will not be
disturbed.

Mr. Spence reviewed his memo dated October 21, 2025 in which he notes that test pits were completed, a
wetlands report and the NYC DEC jurisdictional letter was submitted and that most prior engineering
comments were satisfied. Mr. Spence asked the Applicant to address minor items, including identifying
the types and quantity of trees to be removed, and stated that all remaining items can be addressed during
the check print process.

Member Materna asked if the elevations of the structure will change. Mr. Rubin explained that it will
change because he is still unsure whether he will do an addition or knock the house down, build a new
foundation and move his home at 3 Senator Levy to the property. Chairman Caridi took this all in and said
that the only thing this Board is considering is the Wetlands and Stream Protection permit. Ms. Terhune
agreed, noting that the application meets all the requirements of Section 191 of the Village Code for a
Wetlands permit and said that the Applicant is required to go to the Historic Preservation and Parks
Commission per Section 195-64.1 for a Certificate of Appropriateness.

Chairman Caridi opened the public hearing.

Allan Leeds, 4 Brigadoon Drive, Montebello, NY said his home is close by and is concerned about
stormwater runoff. He said he noticed that originally the plan proposed four or five drywells and now it
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proposes only one, and there are no details on how much runoff it can contain. This year so far there were
upwards of fifteen heavy rainstorms, each dumping 10,000 gallons of water, he continued and explained
that the stream next to his home quadrupled in size in the past twenty years, and FEMA redrew the flood
maps designating more of his property in the flood zone.

Mr. Spence explained that the drainage design is based on the net increase of impervious areas, noting that
the Applicant is removing patio and straddling hardscapes. The Applicant provided details on the plan for
a 1000-gallon 6° X 6’ seepage pit and calculations show that it is substantially adequate to handle increased
stormwater runoff. Mr. Spence said that the Applicant will have to perform perc tests, which is a standard
practice, to measure how well the ground absorbs water.

Mr. Leeds said he didn’t think that was adequate and asked where the seepage pit empties. Mr. Spence said
it will empty into the stream and that the 100-year storm scenario is applicable here, and it satisfies all
stormwater regulations. Ms. Terhune added that the seepage pit can be increased in size if the infiltration
rate is different from the perc test calculations. Member Materna asked is the velocity of the runoff is
included in the calculations. Mr. Spence said that the rate of the increase in runoff is included.

Mr. Rubin pointed out that he meets the FAR, development coverage and drainage requirements, that he
does not need any variances and therefore has the right to build the addition. He added that the stream is at
a mere trickle most of the time.

No one having further comments, Member Dickman made a motion to close the public hearing, seconded
by Member Materna and upon vote, all were in favor.

Member Dickman made a motion to grant a Stream and Wetlands Protection Permit to the Applicant.
Member Materna seconded the motion and upon vote, the motion passed unanimously.

RESOLUTION PB-07 OF 2025
Granting Approval of a Wetlands and Stream Protection Permit Application for
66 Mile Road

WHEREAS, application has been made by Zalmen Rubin (the “Applicant”) for approval of
a Wetlands and Stream Protection Permit pursuant to Chapter 191 of the Montebello Code,
affecting premises designated on the tax map of the Town of Ramapo as Section 48.19, Block 1,
Lot 15; and

WHEREAS, said application seeks to alterations to and construction of an addition to a
single-family home, which addition shall encroach within the 100-foot stream and wetland buffer
regulated area adjacent to a wetland; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted plans and studies detailing the impacts proposed
on the wetlands and the regulated area, and also proposed mitigation measures; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act, this Board
classified the action as a Type 2 action pursuant to 6 NYCRR 617.5(c)(11), “construction or
expansion of a single-family, a two-family or a three-family residence on an approved lot”; and

WHEREAS, said application has been reviewed by the Village Engineer and the Village’s
Planning Consultant, who have issued reports to this Board with respect thereto; and



WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirements of section 191-6B of the Montebello Code, a duly
noticed public hearing on this application was held on July 8, 2025, which hearing was closed on
October 22, 2025, after receiving comments from all concerned; and

WHEREAS, the application did not meet any of the criteria set forth in General Municipal
Law § 239-m and, therefore, no referral to the Rockland County Department of Planning was
necessary,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that this Board hereby grants to the Applicant a
Wetlands and Stream Protection Permit for premises designated on the Town of Ramapo Tax Map
as Section 48.19, Block 1, Lot 15, to allow the disturbance shown on the “Plot Plan for Rubin,” 66
Mile Road, Montebello, New York” prepared by Paul Gdanski, P.E.,PLLC, dated October 20, 2021,
last revised October 5, 2025, subject to the following conditions:

1. Applicant shall comply with Technical/Site Engineering comments S-1, S-2, and S-5 of the
memorandum of Martin Spence, P.E., Village Engineer, dated October 21, 2025; and

2. Applicant shall comply with any outstanding comments contained in the memorandum of
the Village Planner, Max Stach, AICP, dated October 20, 2025; and

3. All other requirements of the Village of Montebello, including, but not limited to, the
payment of any and all required fees, obtaining building, floodway development, and/or soil
disturbance permits, and compliance with all appropriate orders of the Village Engineer and
other agencies and officers having jurisdiction over the proposed work.

On the Motion of Member Dickman, seconded by Member Materna, the Planning Board granted
final subdivision approval on a roll-call vote of 3 yeas, 0 nays, and 1 absentee as set forth herein:

MEMBERS PRESENT: NAY ABSENT

Anthony Caridi, Chairman
Stan Shipley, Member
Joan Materna, Member
Marlo Dickman, Member
Nancy Doon, Member
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September Meeting Minutes
Member Dickman made a motion to approve the meeting minutes of September 9, 2025 and to adjourn the
meeting at 8:10 p.m. Member Materna seconded both the motions and upon vote, all were in favor.




