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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

December 9, 2013 

 

 5 

Present:  Richard Huftalen, Chair; Adam Walburger; Anne McDowell; Diane Webb; and Jennifer 

Gavilondo. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Paul Parpard; Daniel Schallmo; Bob McAllister; 

Dianna Slodowitz; Susan Berger; Chris Heberle;Don Ferlow; Ted Bartlett; Pringle Symonds; Phil 10 

Byrnes; Sally Ryan; Tom Dougherty; Deborah Barnes Dougherty; Charles Macaulay; Simon Hurley; 

Bill Danehy; Fred Rogers; Dorothea LaGinestra; June Haley; Virginia LaRose; Steve Fisher; 

Cathryn Newton; Beth Carroll; Peggy VanArnam; Donna Widrick; Paul Widrick; Will Hartley; Nick 

Kagey; Mary Fedorko; Elizabeth Druke; Mark Dennis; Rob Poznar; Lisa Poznar; and many others 

who did not sign in. 15 

 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:34 p.m. and introduced the Board.  R. Huftalen asked for 

any changes to the November 11, 2013, minutes.  D. Webb noted that according to the minutes, a 20 

motion had been made for the National Grid retaining wall, but there was no second or vote.  The 

Recording Secretary volunteered to listen again to the recording.  R. Huftalen made the motion to 

review the draft minutes again at the next meeting  A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried five 

(5) in favor and zero (0) opposed. 

 25 

* * * * * 

 

Northborough Ridge Development, Burton St., Sign Request. 

No representative came forward.  R. Huftalen  commented that the proposed sign was not part of the 

site plan and that Mr. Stokes had previously recommended that the Planning Board make a 30 

recommendation to the Village Board to make an amendment to the Planned Unit Development 

(PUD). 

 

D. Webb questioned whether the name of the development is Northborough Ridge or Greenleaf 

Station since she has seen both names associated with this project.  R. Huftalen answered that the 35 

application says Northborough Ridge.  The application also depicts the placement on the site and the 

type of stone proposed for the2-1/2 ft. by 2-1/2 ft. by 5 ft. high sign pillar. 

 

R. Huftalen asked the Board if there is enough information in the file to make a recommendation. 

 40 

J. Gavilondo wondered what the sign would say.  Mr. Stokes said that would be clarified for the 

Village Board.  R. Huftalen believes that it is written somewhere that the Village does not want to 

have named subdivisions, but they already exist. 

 

J. Gavilondo questioned the rationale for not having named subdivisions.  R. Huftalen replied that it 45 

fosters a greater sense of community and it is less intrusive. 

 

J. Gavilondo asked if there is a Code section about signs for named subdivisions.  Mr. Stokes 

answered that none could be found. 
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 50 

D. Webb queried whether the sign would be facing the street or some other direction or if there 

would be a sign on either side of the entrance to the subdivision.  A. McDowell said that it looks like 

there could be another sign on the other side.  R. Huftalen said that it is not clear from the 

application. 

 55 

J. Gavilondo observed that the application says sign AND pillar.  A. Walburger believes the pillar is 

part of the sign. 

 

D. Webb concluded that the Board does not know enough about the sign and she would not feel 

comfortable making a recommendation to the Village Board. 60 

 

R. Huftalen stated he would tell the applicant that more information is needed. 

 

* * * * * 

 65 

National Grid, Clark Street, Steel Retaining Wall. 

There was no representative present.  No discussion took place. 

 

* * * * * 

 70 

Kristi Andersen, 11 Rippleton Rd., New Garage Doors. 

R. Huftalen noted that this property is just before the first entrance to Lorenzo on Route 13.  This 

application was presented to the Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) and was approved by the 

HPC 4:0.  This is a standard set of garage doors.  They will be the same shade of green color. 

 75 

R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) 

617.5(c)10.  There is no other agency involved.  The approval of this application will not have any 

significant or adverse effect on the environment.  No further SEQR action is required.   

 

A. McDowell made the motion to approve the application as presented.  D. Webb seconded.  The 80 

motion carried five (5) in favor and zero (0) opposed. 

 

* * * * * 

 

Summit Church, 21 Lincklaen Street, New Sign. 85 
Paul Parpard and Daniel Schallmo were present.  R. Huftalen stated that this application was 

reviewed by the Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) and approved as presented.  A Certificate 

of Compliance was forwarded to the Planning Board with recommended approval.  The application 

is for a cornerstone, hand carved, mahogany sign 12 inches high by 24 inches wide with the words: 

“Summit Church, Sunday 11:15 a.m.,” to be placed on the church building at the corner of Lincklaen 90 

and Seminary Streets. 

 

Daniel Schallmo, Pastor of Summit Church, stated that his church organization was previously at the 

corner of Thompson Road and Route 13, but was invited to share the United Methodist Church 

building. 95 

 

R. Huftalen explained that this is in C-1 district and all signage is subject to Planning Board review 

and there are no regulations other than that.  Mr. Stokes confirmed that is correct. 
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D. Webb noted that there is an existing sign which lists events and wondered if that would be 100 

considered another sign and if the new sign should be part of the old sign.  R. Huftalen replied that it 

is at the Planning Board’s discretion. 

 

R. Huftalen asked for any questions or comments. 

 105 

Mr. Parpard said that HPC approved it and they were excited to know that the church building has 

two occupants to take care of it. 

 

Mr. Stokes advised the Board to put this application on hold until later in the meeting at which time 

a State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) determination would be made and the request put to 110 

a vote. 

 

(Later in the meeting, a recess was called for the Board to meet with legal counsel and then the 

meeting resumed.  See end of minutes for SEQR determination and vote on the application.) 

 115 

* * * * * 

 

William R. Bookhout, Attorney, 69 Albany Street, New Sign. 

Paul Parpard was the representative who explained that the application is for a 7-inch by12-inch cast 

bronze plaque to be placed on the column by the entrance to the Trush building at the corner of 120 

Albany and Lincklaen Streets.  The plaque says that the attorney is on the second floor.  R. Huftalen 

added that this is in the B-1 district. 

 

D. Webb questioned what type of sign this would be considered.  Mr. Stokes answered that this is 

considered to be a business identification sign.   125 

 

Mr. Stokes advised the Board to put this application on hold until later in the meeting at which time 

a State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) determination would be made and the request put to 

a vote. 

 130 

(Later in the meeting, a recess was called for the Board to meet with legal counsel and then the 

meeting resumed.  See end of minutes for SEQR determination and vote on the application.) 

 

* * * * * 

 135 

G. Robert McAllister, 16 Green Street, New Windows. 

Robert McAllister, building owner, and Dianna Slodowitz, tenant, were in attendance.  

Mr. McAllister gave some history of the building.  The windows were not in good shape.  He lived 

in the house for 37 years.  There is nothing uniform about the house.  It was originally built as a barn 

and then moved onto this property.  After it was moved, then windows and doors, etc., were put into 140 

it.  There were barn doors on it originally.  About the only thing that is authentic about the building 

are the two hooks for hauling hay up to the second and third levels.  As he understands it, the 

windows in question are the first floor front windows, which are six in number.  He was unable to 

attend the Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) meeting and he would like to know what the 

objection is so he can address it. 145 

 



Village of Cazenovia – Planning Board – December 9, 2013                       FINAL - 4 - 

R. Huftalen explained that this came to the attention of the Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) and it 

was suggested that a building permit needed to be applied for before replacing the windows.  If a 

permit had been applied for, the CEO likely would have referred it to the HPC prior to the start of 150 

construction.  That did not happen.  It went to HPC subsequently and that is irregular. 

 

Mr. McAllister claimed that he was unaware of the procedure and apologized for not following the 

proper procedure.  But he does not understand the objection to the present windows. 

 155 

R. Huftalen explained that the project has been segmented into three parts; windows in the rear of 

the house, windows in the front of the house, and the balcony.  No action will be taken on the 

balcony right now since more research is being done on that. 

 

The recommendation from the HPC was that a Certificate of Compatibility be issued for the 160 

windows in the rear of house.  The HPC voted two (2) in favor and two (2) opposed for the windows 

in the front of the house and sent the determination to the Planning Board.  Now the Planning Board 

has to determine whether the project should proceed or not.  The arguments in opposition probably 

stem out of lacking adherence to procedure. 

 165 

R. Huftalen opened the discussion to Board members. 

 

Ms. Slodowitz commented that Ted Bartlett found some old pictures that showed the same 

configuration of muntins at the top as the 1920s.  The bottom muntins just clip in and are not there. 

 170 

To avoid the words “mullions” and “muntins” being used incorrectly, Mr. Bartlett demonstrated the 

difference on the meeting room window. 

 

 
 175 

Mr. McAllister noted that the windows installed now are the same as the windows on the third floor 

that were installed later than the front windows.  There have been a lot of changes and remodeling in 

the building and things were done at different times.  They look similar, but are not necessarily 

similar. 

 180 

J. Gavilondo inquired as to why the HPC vote was divided.  Mr. Bartlett answered that the HPC is 

okay with the windows in the back.  For the windows in the front, if you look at the historic images, 

the character and shape of the panes are different.  It was a design issue that two members objected 

to; not the material, but the design.  One member was missing. 

 185 
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Ms. Slodowitz observed that the window that is still there is not an original window.  The original 

windows had the same exact pattern as the ones there now.  They are in the same holes.  The one 

that is remaining on the side is six over four. 

 

Mr. McAllister said that on the third floor above there are two windows that look like the first floor 190 

windows, but are of a different style and were installed in the 1950s, not when this building was 

built.  There have been numerous changes to this building over the years; 37 of which he made the 

changes. 

 

R. Huftalen wondered about shutters.  Ms. Slodowitz stated that she took them off to paint them and 195 

did not realize she needed permission to put them back on. 

 

A. Walburger questioned whether it is the desire to have all the windows be consistent.  

Ms. Slodowitz answered yes and continued that she understood there was no issue with the sides and 

the back, only the front. 200 

 

D. Webb asked if the windows in the front would have the muntins inside the panes on the top and 

the bottom would have snap-in muntins.  Ms. Slodowitz replied yes. 

 

A. Walburger inquired if the windows are vinyl.  Ms. Slodowitz answered yes.  The trim is all 205 

original inside the insert. 

 

R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) 

617.5(c)9.  There is no other agency involved.  The approval of this application will not have any 

significant or adverse effect on the environment.  No further SEQR action is required. 210 

 

J. Gavilondo made the motion to approve replacement of the windows in the front and side of the 

house, contingent on having muntins in place on the bottom of the windows in the front of the house. 

 

A. Walburger wondered about approving something that is removable.  He asked if there are 215 

muntins for the side windows too.  Ms. Slodowitz replied yes, so they would all be the same, except 

the back does not have any. 

 

J. Gavilondo restated her motion to approve replacement of the windows in the front and side of the 

house, contingent on having muntins in place on the bottom of the windows in the front of the house.  220 

D. Webb seconded.  The motion carried with a vote of four (4) in favor and one (1) opposed. 

 

R. Huftalen made the motion to approve as submitted the second part of the project, the replacement 

of windows in the back of the house.  A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried five (5) in favor 

and zero (0) opposed. 225 

 

R. Huftalen cautioned the applicant to get a building permit before starting any construction next time. 

 

* * * * * 

 230 

Michelle Crawford, 2 Green Street, Fence Replacement. 

No representative was present.  R. Huftalen gave some history.  The fence was started before a 

building permit application was made.  At issue was the question of whether it was an in-kind 

reconstruction.  The Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) reviewed this and recommended 
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Planning Board approval with a vote of three (3) in favor and one (1) opposed.  A Certificate of 235 

Compatibility application was forwarded to the Planning Board. 

 

D. Webb commented that the fence looks better than it previously did and fits better with the house. 

 

R. Huftalen stated that the issue was that if it went to the HPC prior to construction, it would have 240 

been a different style fence. 

 

R. Huftalen made the motion to approve the application as presented.  D. Webb seconded.  The 

motion carried three (3) in favor and two (2) opposed. 

 245 

* * * * * 

 

Cazenovia College, Site Plan Review, Athletic Facilities Fence. 

Susan Berger and Chris Heberle were the representatives.   

 250 

R. Huftalen:  The application was filed last Monday (December 2, 2014) at the Village Office.  The 

application is substantially similar to the application that was reviewed by the Zoning Board of 

Appeals and was the subject of other associated action.  Now the application is in front of the 

Planning Board.  After discussion with counsel, Jim Stokes, the Planning Board is reviewing this 

application. 255 

 

Ms. Berger:  This is a fairly routine thing that occurs in the Villages and Town and other places.  We 

are proceeding with a site plan application.  This is for perimeter fencing.  We have a survey which 

has been updated.  We have chosen black fencing, open, not privacy fencing, in order to maintain a 

little bit of disguising within the landscape, but let air, light, and other things through.  It is not our 260 

opinion that this would be the same as constructing a residence hall or other building, and things of 

that nature.  We are proceeding in good faith with the determination that was made as a result of a 

recent court case. 

 

R. Huftalen:  My understanding of the determination was that we have to consider this application as 265 

a separate site plan review.  Fences are subject to site plan review.  It is a structure.  It talks about 

buildings and everything else.  Under that construction, I think the judge determined that this will 

require separate site plan review.  Specifically, he cited Code Section 180-142D(2)(b)[1][m], which 

refers to the requirements of a site plan.  As part of the application for site plan review, there are a 

number of things you need.  You need to have a survey and other items in the list.  There are several 270 

things we do not have.  For instance, we do not have names of the owners of adjoining lots, 

easements, and things like that. 

 

Ms. Berger (handing out a survey):  This is dated December 5
th

.  I apologize it was not ready before.  

Tonight I would like to talk about the fact that we submitted an application and understand the 275 

process and what others go through and it would be the same for us.  Now you tell us if there is 

something more that is needed.  We do have a detailed survey.  As far as the site plan, we accept that 

and we submitted that.  It is our understanding it is the short form until told otherwise and the 

preliminary could be a sketch.  As I read the zoning, it does not have to go through all the expense of 

detailed planning at the first meeting.  There is an opportunity to have a conversation and then we 280 

understand where we have to go. 

 

R. Huftalen:  This is more like a sketch plan meeting rather than a formal application.   
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Ms. Berger:  This is a formal application.  It is my understanding is we get an opportunity to 285 

understand the process, answer questions, and ask questions.  We assume you will ask for other 

things.  We did not have the updated survey until December 5th.  I understand there is a discussion 

of the developer’s fee and we believe that is a little excessive. 

 

R. Huftalen:  A big part of the process we are going through is trying to make a State Environmental 290 

Quality Review (SEQR) determination.  In my reading of the SEQR regulations, I believe, in order 

to protect the process and keep a public and open process with as much information available as 

possible, my initial review of it without consulting our attorney was that this was going to be a 

Type I action because of its proximity to the Historic District and historic properties and would 

require a long Environmental Assessment Form (EAF). 295 

 

Mr. Stokes:  I would agree with that.  It is an otherwise Unlisted action that is substantially 

contiguous to established historic districts, so it would be a Type I Action and would require a long 

EAF. 

 300 

R. Huftalen:  We do not have the long EAF and we want it in place to have as much information as 

possible about the project so it can be discussed in a public setting. 

 

Ms. Berger:  Information like what?  Help us understand what more we need. 

 305 

Mr. Stokes:  Clearly, under the regulations, and specifically Code Sections 180-45, 180-100, 

180-109 and 180-110 a buffer area is required as part of a post secondary educational use.  The 

Planning Board will be looking for a detailed plan describing the buffer area. 

 

Ms. Berger:  In that regard, we will refer it to our attorney. 310 

 

Mr. Stokes:  At this point, I recommend a motion to declare it a Type I action with no other involved 

agencies, declare the application incomplete at this time and not go any further tonight. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Because it is a SEQR Unlisted action adjacent to an historic district, I make a motion to 315 

declare it a Type I under SEQR.  There are no other involved agencies.   

 

D. Webb:  Second. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Aye.  D. Webb:  Aye.  A. McDowell:  Aye.  J. Gavilondo:  Aye.  A. Walburger:  Aye.   320 

 

R. Huftalen:  The motion carried five (5) in favor and zero (0) opposed. 

 

Ms. Berger:  Code Sections 180-109 and 180-110 require a nonresidential district adjoining a lot in a 

residential district to have a screening device. 325 

 

D. Webb:  A strip of land at least 25 feet in width, a buffer area. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  A screening device can be part of a buffer. 

 330 

Ms. Berger:  Does zoning require us to install a buffer?   
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Mr. Stokes:  It is specifically required in the C-2 district, Code Section 180-145 and 180-100. 

 

Ms. Berger:  There is another section of the zoning that allows or actually suggests that fencing 335 

could be part of a landscape buffer.  You might understand why somebody might be confused with 

the zoning where all at once fencing could be in your buffer zone and be a reason for your buffer 

zone.  Some clarification there might help.  As the applicant, we would like to request copies of all 

correspondence.  We have an updated survey.  I would like to go on the record as of now that there 

is encroachment on the property.  Many are permanent structures.  What remains to be done about it 340 

is, of course, up to our counselor to advise us. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  For the record, I would like to have the Board make a motion finding the application 

incomplete. 

 345 

R. Huftalen:  I make a motion finding the application incomplete.  D. Webb:  Seconded.   

 

Ms. Berger:  The college respectfully requested that Ms. Gavilondo recuse herself because of a 

conflict of interest. 

 350 

R. Huftalen:  Aye.  D. Webb:  Aye.  A. McDowell:  Aye.  A. Walburger:  Aye.  J. Gavilondo:  I 

recuse myself as a bordering landowner. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The motion carried four (4) in favor, (1) recused. 

 355 

Simon Hurley:  Is it possible to share the encroachment?  R. Huftalen:  No, it is not in our scope. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Anything submitted is part of the public file.  You can come into the Village Clerk’s 

office to review the file. 

 360 

Fred Rogers:  Does Type I mean that it borders the Historic District?  What does Type I mean? 

 

R. Huftalen:  The State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) asks us to make a determination 

about projects and their environmental impact.  There is a code that helps us determine what types of 

actions there are and what type of review is dictated.  A Type I review is more in depth and requires 365 

more information to be provided by the applicant.  We found this to be an Unlisted action, which 

means it was not specifically provided for in the SEQR regulations.  Because it is Unlisted action 

adjacent to an historic district or substantially contiguous to an historic area, it bumps it up to a 

Type I action and that is our finding. 

 370 

* * * * * 

 

Due to many audience members leaving and making a lot of noise, R. Huftalen made a motion to 

take a recess to speak with legal counsel.  J. Gavilondo seconded.  The motion carried five (5) in 

favor and zero (0) opposed. 375 

 

The Board returned from consultation with legal counsel at 8:45 p.m. and R. Huftalen called the 

meeting to order once again. 

 

R. Huftalen made the following motion:  Pursuant to the authority of Section 617.5(b) of the State 380 

Environmental Quality Review (SEQR), the Planning Board hereby adopts its own Type II action 
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list to include all sign applications submitted pursuant to Chapter 180 of the Village Code.  

J. Gavilondo seconded.  The motion carried five (5) in favor and zero (0) opposed. 

 

* * * * * 385 

 

The Board revisited the two applications that were put on hold during the meeting. 

 

Summit Church, 21 Lincklaen Street, New Sign (Continued). 

R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR).  390 

There is no other agency involved.  The approval of this application will not have any significant or 

adverse effect on the environment.  No further SEQR action is required.   

 

J. Gavilondo made the motion to approve the sign as submitted.  A. McDowell seconded.  The motion 

carried five (5) in favor and zero (0) opposed. 395 

 

* * * * * 

 

William R. Bookhout, Attorney, 69 Albany Street, New Sign (Continued). 

R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR).  400 

There is no other agency involved.  The approval of this application will not have any significant or 

adverse effect on the environment.  No further SEQR action is required.   

 

A. McDowell made the motion to approve the sign as submitted.  A. Walburger seconded.  The 

motion carried five (5) in favor and zero (0) opposed. 405 

 

* * * * * 

 

J. Gavilondo made the motion to adjourn the meeting.  R. Huftalen seconded.  The motion carried 

five (5) in favor and zero (0) opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 410 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 415 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 


