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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

March 10, 2014 

 
 5 
Present:  Richard Huftalen, Chair; Adam Walburger; Diane Webb; and Jennifer Gavilondo. 
 
Absent:  Anne McDowell. 
 
Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Jo Anne Gagliano; Steve Breitzka; Bee Tolman; 10 
Carlos Gavilondo; Don Ferlow; Pringle Symonds; Leanne Burrell; Eric Burrell; Alicyn Hart; Harris 
Lindenfeld; Helen Stacey; Dick Mitchell; Donna Widrick; David Widrick; Dorothea LaGinestra; 
Marty Moore; Wayne Westervelt; Chris Heberle; Fred Rogers; Mary Fedorko; Dan Kuper; Bob 
Lucas; and many others who did not sign in. 
 15 

* * * * * 
 
R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. and introduced the Board.  R. Huftalen asked for 
any changes to the February 10, 2014, minutes.  J. Gavilondo requested that the word “confirmed” 
be changed to “asked” on page 15. 20 
 
R. Huftalen made the motion to approve minutes.  A. Walburger seconded.  The motion carried with 
4 in favor, 0 opposed. 
 

* * * * * 25 
 
Public Hearing, Cazenovia College, Site Plan Review of Proposed Perimeter Fence. 

R. Huftalen explained that this is a public hearing regarding consideration of an application by 
Cazenovia College for site plan approval for a proposed perimeter fence on the college’s athletic 
field. 30 
 
J. Gavilondo:  I recuse myself at this time.  (She left the front table.) 
 
Jo Anne Gagliano and Steve Breitzka of EDR came forward.  
 35 
Ms. Gagliano:  My name is Jo Anne Gagliano and I am representing Cazenovia College in this 
matter.  I am the President of EDR.  Standing beside me is Steve Breitzka, also of EDR.  We were 
here the last two meetings and we have been reviewing some progress on the fence drawings.  My 
understanding is the public hearing is continued.  I will give an overview of where we were and what 
we brought to you tonight.  The last time we were here, we took some comments about the type of 40 
fence.  It was originally proposed as a wood fence, 6 feet, board-on-board wood fence, which we 
assumed the Code was accepting of.  We learned while we were here at the first meeting that other 
options could be considered and we came back with a chain link fence.  At our last meeting, we 
talked about further options that folks might like to see in the way of an ornamental metal fence.  In 
addition to that, we had gotten some comments from the CACC (Cazenovia Advisory Conservation 45 
Commission), which we incorporated.  We understood from the Board that there was some 
flexibility in the Code in the planting species because it was difficult to find something of a native 
variety that was in character with what was there and also had the evergreen characteristics that were 
asked for in the Code.  The other thing was in finding some of those plants in order to meet the 
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Code, they could be deer browsing plants.  We have gone ahead and modified that again so the 50 
character of the plant material is similar to what is there.  Although there are evergreen trees to be 
planted there, and deciduous trees, again we are in keeping with the native species there.  They are 
not species that would be invasive or otherwise not desirable.  There were questions about the 
location of the fence as it was drawn up last time.  We are here with a final location within the 
25-foot buffer.  We did not remove any vegetation, other than maybe a small amount of limbs, if 55 
need be when they are installing the fence.  For that location, what you see here in green (pointed to 
a mock-up) is the location that we showed you originally and the planting incorporated around it.  In 
addition, a question was asked about any of the soil materials that may be encountered in the 
construction of the fence or debris piles that may have to be taken away that are currently out on the 
site and we addressed that in the plan as well and made sure there would be no drainage issues that 60 
would arise from those soils.  We have proposed small foundations for the posts and that soil would 
be removed, probably, by an auger type machine and hand machine when we put the posts in and 
that soil would be spread in a planting bed if it is suitable material.  The debris piles would be looked 
at and determined whether or not they are suitable to be spread.  If not suitable, the college would 
remove them from the site.  With that, I think we have answered all of the questions.  We have come 65 
back with a simulation because that was asked of us.  Our simulation includes an ornamental fence 
in all locations where there are backyards abutting the fence.  One small section on the west side 
property line would be a chain link fence.  We have two simulations in your packets.  We will take 
any questions you might have. 
 70 
A. Walburger:  In the bottom photo, the fence shows a gap.  Is that intended on the right-hand side?   
 
Mr. Breitzka:  That is not a gap.  We stopped it to show a section view through.  The fence would 
continue through.  It is a photo simulation. 
 75 
D. Webb:  Is some part of the fence wood?  Mr. Breitzka:  No.  It is aluminum black powder coated 
ornamental.  Ms. Gagliano:  One part on the west side is very densely vegetated.  We had some 
concerns about falling limbs and getting in and out to repair the damaged fence, so we are proposing 
chain link.  A chain link fence is a little more structural.  That section does not back up to a property 
and it is not that visible. 80 
 
Bee Tolman:  It does back up to a property.  Ms. Gagliano:  It is adjacent to the side of the property, 
whereas these are right off the back yard.  That is the section you see right here—between that 
wooden fence and a corner post of that fence. 
 85 
A. Walburger:  And your site plan doesn’t go too much farther past that.  In this photo, it looks like 
there is a grade.  Is there a grade?  Is the grade up above that 6 foot height?  Ms. Gagliano:  Yes.  
That area even behind the college fence behind the parking lot is elevated higher than the fence.   
 
Ms. Gagliano:  We did also bring along a simulation of what the plants would look like as they 90 
grow.  There was a question about what it would look like in five years or so, if you would see the 
fence.  We have brought along something that would replicate them.  They are shown here in a 
winter scene to give you an idea of what it would look like in a more mature state than what it is 
right now.  It nicely obscures the fence.  The Code that you have for that 25-foot buffer is a nice 
dense planting.  It really does provide a nice buffer. 95 
 
D. Webb (pointing to a simulation):  Is this chain link here?  Ms. Gagliano:  No.  We used the old 
simulation just because we already had it prepared.  These are all the new plantings.  In the 
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wintertime, they would all be this color, or in the summer, all this color.  You can see how the Code 
requirement makes a lush, dense buffer. 100 
 
R. Huftalen:  Ms. Gagliano, can you address the maintenance of the buffer plantings and the 
selection of the height of the fence.  We talked about potentially altering the height.  I would like to 
have you address that. 
 105 
Ms. Gagliano:  The current area along the fence right now is in a natural condition where the plant 
materials are growing.  A lot of it was volunteer species originally and has been treated as a 
hedgerow.  So the plants that are being placed in here, as I said earlier, we looked to find plants that 
would be consistent with that so people would feel like what they see there in the future is very 
similar to the character they see today.  The college is going to take care of these because they are 110 
investing a lot into them.  But the intent is not to go in and trim and clip and create shapes out of 
these plants.  It will have a natural character.  That is the idea of the planting.  All the forms of the 
plants we have chosen are conducive to natural growth—a neat, natural appearance.  What is there is 
quite screening and the new plantings will be the same way.  As far as height of the fence, the fence 
is there for security and protection of the facility, so it is a 6-foot high fence for that reason.  We 115 
really want to keep it at 6 feet and don’t want to lower it.  6 feet is harder to get over. 
 
D. Webb:  I just want to make the comment that, in my opinion, it is a nicer looking fence than any 
proposed before. 
 120 
A. Walburger:  The fenceline location and setback are sufficient to maintain a mostly straight run?  I 
see 6-foot sections.  It is easy to get helter-skelter when they are laying it out.  Ms. Gagliano:  That’s 
right.  For the most part, we GPSed those plants so we would know where they were so we could 
strike a line to allow it to be as straight as possible throughout.  It is not uncommon to shift and angle 
a panel slightly if they had to for a small section.  The intent is to be, as much as possible, a straight 125 
line.  We don’t want to take trees out.  It would be staked out first and then we could look at that 
stake-out and make sure that everything is just as it looks on the plan. 
 
A. Walburger:  Does the top rail run with the grade?  Ms. Gagliano:  It would be tough to make that 
work.  It is stepped.  In the position across the back, it will run somewhat at an angle.  Where there 130 
are big jumps in grade, it would step at the top. 
 
A. Walburger:  The finish on the powder coated aluminum is matte black and it lasts forever?  
Ms. Gagliano:  It is black powder coating.  It is not supposed to rust because it is aluminum.  The 
powder coating will help even further.  I can’t guarantee it will never rust.  It is meant to be 135 
maintenance free for many years. 
 
R. Huftalen:  Are there any other questions from the Board?  (There were none.)  We will now take 
public comments.  Anyone wishing to address the Board should identify themselves. 
 140 
Carlos Gavilondo:  My name is Carlos Gavilondo.  I live at 93 Lincklaen Street in the Village.  I 
have a question for EDR.  Could you clarify the design of the gates on the right-of-way?  Are they 
the same design?  Mr. Breitzka:  They are same detail as the three-rail pickets and they would blend 
in. 
 145 
Mr. Gavilondo:  I did prepare a brief letter I would like to read into the record, if I could.  The 
revised fence proposal by Cazenovia College dated March 3, 2014, is a significant improvement 
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over prior proposals.  The black powder coated aluminum fence design is more attractive than the 
chain link and wood designs submitted previously.  The proposed design integrates better with the 
surrounding residential neighborhoods and will be an attractive feature of Christakos Athletic Field 150 
long into the future.  The March 3, 2014, proposal places the fence within the 25-foot landscape 
buffer.  The Village Code requires that a landscape buffer at least 25 feet wide be incorporated in 
“all construction, reconstruction, development and/or redevelopment” in the C-2 zone.  Caz Village 
Code Section 180-45, 180-100(F), 180-110.  In its appeal to the State Supreme Court, the College 
successfully argued that the fence and the field were separate projects.  Thus, the construction under 155 
review by the Planning Board—and the project that is subject to the buffer provisions of the Code—
is the fence.  The fence is a stand-alone project from the field.  Under the Code, the fence should be 
at least 25 feet from the property line.  The 6-foot height of the fence also is taller than needed to 
achieve the College’s security objectives, particularly in the context in which it will be placed (in 
backyards).  The C-2 zone requires that development be done “in a manner compatible with 160 
surrounding properties.”  Because of its location, development in the C-2 zone requires “particular 
precautions” to avoid “adversely impacting residential neighborhoods and the character of the 
Village.”--Cazenovia Village Code Section 180-42.  The fence, therefore, should serve the college’s 
interests but also be compatible with the surrounding residential neighborhoods.  A 5-foot fence 
would adequately serve the college’s interests of keeping uninvited guests off the field while also 165 
providing a friendlier interface between Christakos Field and the neighbors.  The March 3, 2014, 
proposal does not describe the design of the gates along the right-of-way.  The college should clarify 
that the design will match the black powder coated aluminum fence design proposed for the rest of 
the fence.  Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  Sincerely, Carlos Gavilondo. 
 170 
Bee Tolman:  I live at 68 Sullivan Street.  I am the lucky person that will have the chain link fence at 
the edge of our property.  To the members of the Cazenovia Village Planning Board:  As a 
Cazenovia Village resident, I am dismayed by the college’s current proposal regarding the proposed 
athletic field fence and its proposed setback from the abutting property lines.  The fence is now 
proposed to be between 10 and 12 feet from abutting properties, which is most certainly a unilateral 175 
interpretation of the Village Code, as in:  We don’t like the 25-foot setback specified in the Code, so 
we will do a 10 to 12-foot setback instead.  This sets a terrible precedent.  Can any resident do this?  
This is a “Cazenovia College proposal.”  Who is actually making this proposal?  The college 
students?  No.  The college trustees?  I don’t think so.  In fact, about a month ago, when one of the 
college neighbors approached a college trustee about the ongoing fence battle, the neighbor reported 180 
that the trustee “was not aware of many of the details” of the proposed fence and that the trustee 
seemed “genuinely understanding of our concerns.”  Is the proposal coming from the legal or design 
team that has come before you?  No.  They are simply paid to follow directives.  Who is directing 
this proposal?  My husband and I visited the college president last year when the fence was first 
proposed.  The president talked of his irritation with the Village residents crossing the college 185 
property, athletic fields, and elsewhere and told us, my husband and I, “You stay on your side and 
we’ll stay on our side.”  I’m afraid the fence proposal comes essentially from one person.  It appears 
to reflect one person’s own view.  Here’s the problem with this:  If one person has the means, 
whether personal resources or the resources of an institution’s legal budget to wear down the 
Village’s own legal budget and the Village’s appetite for drawn-out conflict, that person can 190 
essentially unilaterally interpret Code.  Although that one person may be gone from the college in 
one year, or two, or five, a fence that changes the feeling of a neighborhood and the sense of the 
community will remain for decades.  And as bad, or worse, the success of a single well resourced 
individual’s ability to bend Code to seek personal wishes will set a precedent that will last even 
longer.  The Village Code refers to post-secondary use in Section 180-100.  In this particular case, 195 
the use is the fence.  The required 25-foot buffer is to be between the residential neighborhood and 
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the use, i.e., the fence.  The fence is not part of the buffer.  The fence is the use that is to be buffered.  
I urge you to require the college to follow the Code for post-secondary educational uses from 
180-100.  “The use shall not reasonably threaten or impair the health, safety and general welfare of 

surrounding residents . . . or by other adverse impacts on the livability, value or character of 200 
surrounding dwellings or neighborhoods.”  I urge you to require the college to follow the Code for 
landscaped buffer requirements:  “A strip of land of at least 25 feet in width shall be established and 

maintained.”  That is 180-110.  “A complete buffer consisting of overstory (which is not there), 
understory and ground cover vegetation.”  That is 180-110A(2).  “Where a natural buffer exists, it 

is to remain undisturbed with no removal of lower limbs or undergrowth except as required to 205 
maintain the health and vigor of the vegetation.”  That is 180-110B(3).  It will be interesting to put a 
6-foot chain link fence through the woods on the west side without coming amiss of that Code.  This 
one, to me, is particularly important because I think this is where the fence, regardless of chain link 
and vegetation, has a problem in this community:  “Wherever practical, pedestrian access may be 

provided through the buffer area.”  That is 180-110B(11). 210 
 
Dorothea LaGinestra:  I live on Lincklaen Terrace.  You propose putting a 20-foot gate, two 10-foot 
sections, on the right-of-way.  This will be very visible from Lincklaen Terrace and South Ten Eyck 
Avenue.  It would detract from the view of the neighborhood.  I feel, and most of the residents feel, 
it should be set back 25 feet from the nearest property line.  I still have not seen a picture of this gate.  215 
You say it is two sections of the fence.  A gate has locks and hinges and posts and you have not 
shown any of that. 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  The scale of the drawings would be too small to see the lock.  There are line posts.  If 
you look at the details on the black and white plans, it shows the fence with the gates.  It would be 220 
the same construction.  It looks the same as the fence.  The upper one has the chain link that has an 
end post and a tension wire that holds up the whole line of fence.  The other ones are ridged fences 
that don’t have any cross members.  They are aluminum and they are light. 
 
R. Huftalen:  Will there be a rolling mechanism or anything at the base of it?  Ms. Gagliano:  No. 225 
 
A. Walburger:  It is a hinged gate?  You most likely would have a double post section at the end.  
Ms. Gagliano:  The hinges would attach to the post at the top and bottom, sometimes in the middle.  
It would have a latch.  There is no lock.  It is made for emergency vehicles to pass through. 
 230 
R. Huftalen:  Are there any further comments or questions? 
 
D. Webb (while looking at a map):  I’m trying to find where Ms. Tolman lives. 
 
Ms. Tolman:  My property is on the west side with the 10-foot chain link that goes through the 235 
woods there. 
 
D. Webb:  Is that currently there? 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  No.  The fence ends. 240 
 
D. Webb:  Is this the area you were speaking about putting a chain link fence because of the 
vegetation that is there? 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  There is a lot of vegetation there. 245 
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D. Webb:  What is the advantage of chain link over the aluminum ornamental? 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  It is more resilient to things falling on it because you would only have to replace the 
top rail.  If it fell on the aluminum, it would probably bend the whole section.  There were a lot of 250 
branches on the deciduous trees, so we were concerned about that.  It is an easier repair. 
 
A. Walburger:  Could the fencing in that section have wider post spacing? 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  Yes.  Even with the ornamental, we wanted to have the least posts possible.  We are 255 
trying to stretch the sections where feasible. 
 
D. Webb:  In some areas where the vegetation is quite thick, there is no fencing, is that correct? 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  Correct.  There are a few areas, most of it rhododendron.  Right here, there is a very 260 
thick line of rhododendron—a beautiful specimen.  We really could not go through it without 
damaging it.  Where the others are individual stems, this is one big mass.  You couldn’t get through 
it if you wanted to.  I wouldn’t want to damage it.  It is beautiful. 
 
D. Webb:  You have all this vegetation there.  This is all bordering on residential properties.  Is there 265 
a reason to even need a fence there?  Are the existing plantings sufficient? 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  It is a different situation.  It is a deciduous mix, so you can walk through it.  The trees 
above it have grown together as volunteers.  They are not branched like a tree that is out in the open.  
There are a lot of broken branches and falling branches. 270 
 
Leanne Burrell:  Is a chain link fence more easily climbable?  Is it really going to keep people out?   
 
Ms. Gagliano:  You would have to really get your feet into the very small holes. 
 275 
Ms. Burrell:  If you are going to put up a beautiful fence, why don’t you use that fence all the way? 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  For the reason that if you are buying an expensive fence and it gets broken 
constantly, it would look worse because it is always broken down.  How many times can you repair 
it?  How many times is somebody going to notice that it is not repaired?  It is a small area.  It made 280 
more sense for maintenance and to weave through the vegetation without cutting it because it is 
more flexible.  There is not a bottom brace.  It is a tension wire.  If I had to, I could pull the bottom 
out away from the bottom of the tree.  A lot of the trees are growing sideways.  It is mostly because 
they are not really planted, they are all volunteers.  It is easier to squeeze through without taking 
anything down.  The goal is to not remove any vegetation.  Honestly, I think there are one or two 285 
branches here that would have to come down in this section right here—small little branches that 
come out.  That’s how selective we were.  We GPS located every single tree so we could identify 
where to locate the fence where we weren’t going to disturb anything. 
 
D. Webb:  What is the college’s objection to having the fence 25 feet from the property line? 290 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  It does actually impact a lot of the trees because they are on the 25-foot line.  We are 
the ones who recommended where to put it.  It was originally proposed to put it 3 feet off the line.  I 
think it came up at the last meeting that it is an interpretation of the ordinance.  They are giving in to 
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allowing the fence to be in the buffer, in their perspective.  That’s what we asked you to help us 295 
with—to try to understand the Code better.  It doesn’t specifically say that you can have an 
ornamental fence at 25 feet.  You could interpret it as being the thing that you are buffering.  You 
could interpret it as part of the buffer, in our opinion.  It is not that we are putting it on the property 
line.  We are trying to be flexible and give space to buffer and space to maintain it without going on 
someone else’s property.  I think the main objection is that they don’t want people putting stuff on 300 
their land anymore—dumping on it.  It is still within a good distance from the property line for 
buffering and screening of it.  I don’t think it is an objection, per se.  They asked us, literally:  What 
is your professional opinion on where to put it and not disturb anything major?  Steve and I and a 
few other people went out there and trudged around in the snow to identify where it would have the 
least impact on vegetation.  Could all vegetation be avoided by putting it back on the property 305 
further?  Sure, because it is open.  But the college wants the most land as possible out there for the 
use of that field and associated activities.  They can’t really develop closer to it anyway because of 
the sizeable trees. 
 
Fred Rogers:  I live at 97 Lincklaen Street.  I wish to express my support for the 5-foot high fence 310 
with a 25-foot buffer and to express my puzzlement that the Board would even consider an 
exemption of something that is clearly written in the Village Code. 
 
R. Huftalen:  I would like to explain it.  Extensive discussion with Village Counsel has led us to the 
opinion that this is not an exception to the Code.  This is an interpretation, with paid counsel, of how 315 
we view the placement of the fence and is allowable within our Code.  The use being buffered is an 
athletic field.  There are provisions in the Village Code that expressly allow for construction of a 
fence within a buffer.  Not all of our Code provisions are consistent with each other.  Yes, there are 
also provisions that call for a 25-foot buffer for construction.  Where the Code is not consistent, we 
have to make an interpretation.  This submission does not place it inside, so we are considering this 320 
application as it is being submitted.  I would ask Mr. Stokes to comment if he has anything to add. 
 
Mr. Stokes:  I addressed it for the record last time. 
 
R. Huftalen:  Ms. Tolman, your house is immediately adjacent? 325 
 
Ms. Tolman:  Basically, this entire west side is our property line.  This is all woods and just above 
the woods, there is lawn and a garden. 
 
R. Huftalen:  How deep is the woods at that point? 330 
 
Ms. Tolman:  It is quite deep.  This is all mature cedar where they are putting the fence through. 
 
R. Huftalen:  Is it 100 feet or 25 feet? 
 335 
Ms. Tolman:  Probably 100.  The lot is very long and narrow.  The bottom part is wooded.  It doesn’t 
really grade up from there.  There is a little grade, but it is relatively flat. 
 
Dave Widrick:  9 Lincklaen Terrace.  Can you tell me how many feet you are going to come from 
my property line at 9 Lincklaen Terrace? 340 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  If you can show us your property. 
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Mr. Widrick:  There is a white picket fence.  Why so close? 
 345 
Mr. Breitzka:  There are some mature trees in that line that we are avoiding.  We are trying to keep 
as much as possible. 
 
Mr. Widrick:  You are devaluing my land, my property.  Having the fence this close is undesirable. 
 350 
Mr. Gavilondo:  I understand the interpretation of the Code by the Board and counsel.  I heard it at 
the meeting last month.  I think I also heard EDR indicate that when placing the fence, they would 
err on the side of locating the fence farther away from the property line, if need be, to avoid mature 
vegetation.  It is a straight line on the drawings, but in the field, chances are there will be 
opportunities to deviate because of mature vegetation.  I just want to confirm that the deviation 355 
would be away from the property line, as opposed to toward the property line. 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  It is hard to say without being there, but it would get staked out first for our approval 
to make sure it is not too close to the trees.  I would like to say yes, but some of the trees are quite 
big and the fence might be on your side and it will create a jog.  I would say that it would not be 360 
closer than is shown on the plan.  We will do everything possible to keep to the plan, but if there is a 
problem, we will err on the side away from the neighbor’s property.  We would not get closer.  We 
cannot get closer to the line than on the plan. 
 
Ms. Tolman:  I am going to speak to the only line that I’m really familiar with, which is ours.  I’m 365 
on the west side, and there is 12 feet between the property line and the fence.  And that fence goes 
right through mature woods.  In the future, regardless of what it says today, the college, because it is 
inside the fence line, they can remove the vegetation.  Right now, it looks like there is quite a thick 
buffer on that west side between the property line and the fence. 
 370 
Ms. Gagliano:  I don’t believe they can because the Code calls for that 25-foot buffer strip.  I think 
they would be in violation if they did.  Is that correct? 
 
Mr. Stokes:  Yes. 
 375 
Ms. Gagliano:  Their intent is not to take it down. 
 
A. Walburger:  Jim, for long-term maintenance purposes, if they needed to remove dead and dying 
trees, would the college be required to replant that section to maintain compliance with the buffer 
regulation?   380 
 
Mr. Stokes:  Yes, if the vegetation is lacking in density. 
 
D. Webb:  Where I’m getting a little hung up, and everything looks very nice, there was no talk 
about a vegetation buffer until a fence was proposed.  This is what is making it difficult for me.  385 
Maybe the college doesn’t want to see the fence.  Maybe that’s the reason. 
 
Ms. Gagliano:  No, they don’t mind.  The college knows they need a buffer.  The fence is attractive, 
but the Code requires us to plant a buffer.  A buffer was there to some degree because they didn’t 
remove any existing vegetation. 390 
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D. Webb:  It wasn’t until the separate application was made for a fence that anything came up about 
a buffer, therefore, the argument is that the fence is the project.  It is difficult. 
 
R. Huftalen:  There’s no doubt about that.  It is difficult. 395 
 
Ms. Tolman:  I did not put this in the formal letter.  It is hard to express it formally.  We are talking 
about a 6-foot fence that goes all through this neighborhood.  All the interaction that exists in that 
neighborhood will have to stop.  There is no way through it.  There is nothing else in this entire 
village that is fenced off to that extent, except the sewage treatment plant.  Even the high school has 400 
ways to get onto and off of the field.  In the past, it was likened to the feeling of a penitentiary.  I 
understand it has been dolled up.  I find it really disturbing and it really changes the character.  That 
character is the sense of community, the sense of neighborliness.  We all use it.  A 6-foot high 
fence--whether it is chain link, vertical posts, or matte brushed metal—it still has the same impact, 
the same effect.  It is essentially a chilling impact in the sense of community and neighborhood.  I 405 
find it really upsetting. 
 
D. Webb:  I would like the college to consider a 5-foot height. 
 
R. Huftalen:  That is something I asked representatives of the college and they declined.  They said 410 
they want a 6-foot fence for security purposes. 
 
D. Webb:  When you think about it, unless you think the neighbors are going to climb the fence, this 
means somebody out in the street is going to come through somebody’s property and climb the 
fence.  I would like the college to reconsider a 5-foot fence. 415 
 
Mr. Stokes:  The Code allows a 6-foot fence. 
 
A. Walburger:  I would like the college to consider a 5-foot fence, although I understand the reason 
for it. 420 
 
Mr. Stokes:  Rich, it is appropriate to close the public hearing at this point.  Then the Board can go 
through Part 2 of the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) Long Form this evening.  I would 
suggest putting off a formal decision until the next meeting. 
 425 
R. Huftalen:  The public hearing is closed.  At this point, I am going to ask the three Board members 
who are here and still involved in this case to help me with the SEQR determination.  This is a 
Type I action under SEQR.  As part of the SEQR determination, we need to complete Part 2 - 

Identification of Potential Project Impacts of the Full Environmental Assessment Form (Long Form 
EAF).  We will attempt to answer the questions by consensus. 430 
 
1. Impact on Land.  Proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of the 

land surface of the proposed site.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 
2. Impact on Geological Features.  The proposed action may result in the modification or 435 

destruction of, or inhibit access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, 

dunes,minerals, fossils, caves). Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 

3. Impacts on Surface Water.  The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other 

surface water bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes).  Consensus of the Board:  No. 440 
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4. Impact on Groundwater.  The proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground 

water, or may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer.  
Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 445 

5. Impact on Flooding.  The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to 

flooding.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 

6. Impacts on Air.  The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source.  

Consensus of the Board:  No. 450 
 

7. Impact on Plants and Animals.  The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna.  
Consensus of the Board:  No. 

 

8. Impact on Agricultural Resources.  The proposed action may impact agricultural resources.  455 
Consensus of the Board:  No. 

 
9. Impact on Aesthetic Resources.  The land use of the proposed action are obviously different 

from, or are in sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project and a 

scenic or aesthetic resource.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 460 
 
10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources.  The proposed action may occur in or 

adjacent to a historic or archaeological resource.  Consensus of the Board:  Yes. 
 

a. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to, 465 
any buildings, archaeological site or district which is listed on or has been nominated by 

the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the State or National Register of 

Historic Places. Consensus of the Board:  Small impact. 
 

b. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to, 470 
an area designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 

c. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to, 

an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO inventory.  Consensus of the Board:  475 
No. 
 

11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation.  The proposed action may result in a loss of 

recreational opportunities or a reduction of an open space resource as designated in any 

adopted municipal open space plan.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 480 
 

12. Impact on Critical Environmental Areas.  The proposed action may be located within or 

adjacent to a critical environmental area (CEA).  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 

13. Impact on Transportation.  The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation 485 
systems.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 

 

14. Impact on Energy.  The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.  

Consensus of the Board:  No. 
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 490 
15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light.  The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, 

odors, or outdoor lighting.  Consensus of the Board:  No.  
 

16. Impact on Human Health.  The proposed action may have an impact on human health from 

exposure to new or existing sources of contaminants.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 495 
 

17. Consistency with Community Plans.  The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land 

use plans.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 

18. Consistency with Community Character.  The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing 500 
community character.  Consensus of the Board:  Yes. 

 

a. The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas of 

historic importance to the community.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 505 

b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services (e.g. schools, 

police and fire).  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 

c. The proposed action may displace affordable or low-income housing in an area where there 

is a shortage of such housing.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 510 

 

d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized or 

designated public resources.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 

 

e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and character.  515 
Consensus of the Board:  Yes, small impact. 

 

f. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural landscape.  

Consensus of the Board:  Yes, small impact. 
 520 
R. Huftalen:  We will continue our deliberation and work on having a resolution prepared for the 
next meeting. 
 

* * * * * 
 525 

J. Gavilondo rejoined the Board at the front table. 
 
Pro-Tel Properties II, LLC, 4 Chenango Street, Zone Change Request. 

R. Huftalen explained that under consideration is a request for a zone change to Planned 
Development (PD).   530 
 
Eric Burrell came forward and introduced himself, his wife, Leanne Burrell, Alicyn Hart of Circa 
Restaurant and her attorney, Harris Lindenfeld.  Mr. Burrell stated that last week he submitted a 
5-page letter to the Board.  It was a summary of all of the objectives of planned development and 
how his project meets the objectives.  He took into consideration some of the comments of the last 535 
meeting.  He also spoke with Alicyn who agreed to limit the scope of the restaurant by limiting the 
hours to 10:00 p.m. on weekdays and 11:00 p.m. on Friday and Saturday evenings.  The size of the 
restaurant would be limited to the first floor of the proposed addition, 1,890 square feet, which 
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includes the covered porch area.  He presented new elevation drawings.  The restaurant would be 
limited to 15% of the 1,890-square foot addition.  He has agreed that he would give CPF (Cazenovia 540 
Preservation Foundation), or any organization like it, an easement for the historic creek trail.  He 
provided the Board with historic reference that the trail was open and used extensively by the public 
in the 1970s and 1980s.  The agriculture class at the high school built a bridge about 32 feet long that 
spanned across the creek.  He stated he would also agree to place the vast majority of the property 
into a conservation easement so the property can never be developed in order to preserve the 545 
park-like setting for the neighbors and the community.  The outdoor seating of the restaurant is in a 
very small portion of the building that faces the creek and that would help with sound abatement.  
There is also a deck upstairs.  He summed up the letter by saying that the party that benefits the most 
from this planned development is the public in gaining re-access to the historic trails, putting a 
conservation easement on the vast majority of the 4-acre lot, providing a new destination location for 550 
a restaurant that has unique outdoor dining that is covered so it can be enjoyed even in rainy 
weather, which cannot be done in Cazenovia now.  Increased tax revenue for the Village.  Increased 
jobs.  He continued that one of the reasons for the addition is that his business is growing and he 
needs more office space.  That creates jobs for the community.  He is asking that consideration be 
given as he feels strongly that it is a benefit for the whole community.  He expressed his appreciation 555 
for what the Board does.  He appreciates his neighbors because everyone has been very polite about 
this.  He promised his neighbors that if this gets approved he will work with them to make sure it is 
something they are very happy to see in the community. 
 
D. Webb voiced that the idea of the conservation area and reinstating the trails, etc., is wonderful.  560 
She inquired if that would only be considered if there is a zone change.  Mr. Burrell answered that if 
he does that, it will have an impact on the value of the property.  So the zone change is critical for 
that to happen. 
 
J. Gavilondo asked if there are areas other than the parking lot that could be developed as it seems 565 
pretty wet.  Mr. Burrell said yes.  There are plenty of dry areas for further development. 
 
R. Huftalen commented that the Board has received a lot of correspondence and there has been 
robust public input. 
 570 
D. Webb restated that the property is now zoned partially R-10 and partially R-20.  The main item 
the Board has to focus on is the zone change. 
 
R. Huftalen said the Planning Board would make a recommendation to the Village Board to say if 
this proposal is in the public interest and consistent with good planning and development of an area 575 
in the Village.  He kicked off the Board’s comments by saying that he feels that there is an 
opportunity in this particular area to take advantage of a tremendously underutilized resource (the 
creek side) and put the investment of an entrepreneur and an established restaurateur to enhance an 
underutilized part of the core of the Village.  The Board has received concerns about light, noise, 
hours of operation, and traffic.  The Village has tools to manage those issues.  If properly zoned, this 580 
is the type of project that other communities are trying to encourage with tax abatement--to try to get 
people to create these developments in the core of their town.  Cazenovia is fortunate enough to have 
people who are willing to invest without such inducements.  He said he recognizes the balance and 
that it definitely could have impacts, but feels the impacts could be mitigated. 
 585 
J. Gavilondo noted that the Comprehensive Plan talks about encouraging development within the 
Village business district.  This does not do that.  This is outside of the business district.  There is a 
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provision in the Comprehensive Plan about incentives for in-fill and reuse of existing commercial 
properties.  She was unsure if the Village actually has those incentives.  There seems to be a push 
toward trying to get people to remain in existing commercial structures rather than creating new 590 
structures.  She believes that is particularly important given that the downtown area is never fully 
occupied.  She understands that people cannot be forced to locate a business there, but thinks it is an 
important aspect the Board needs to consider for purposes of future development and future 
planning.  With this particular project, she understands there is an exception to the minimum of 
5 acres for a planned development, but there must be a reason why there is a 5-acre minimum in the 595 
Code.  In her view, if a plot of land is less than 5 acres, there should be even more of a reason to 
change the zoning on that piece of property.  Otherwise, that 5-acre minimum is meaningless.  She 
stated that she does not think the Board should issue a positive recommendation on this project. 
 
D. Webb verbalized that the property is not being annexed and it is an existing residential area.  600 
What spurred this on was the need for somebody to relocate.  She said she is not in favor of the zone 
change at all.  It is not a good precedent.  In looking back in history, the only time the Planning 
Board put in a planned development was when a piece of land has been annexed to the Village—a 
substantial piece of land of more than 5 acres—and it was developed according to PD zoning. 
 605 
R. Huftalen’s response to both points is that zoning is not something that is carved in a stone tablet.  
It is a tool for the community to try to achieve something good for the community.  From his 
perspective, the reason that an avenue exists to create a PD, the reason why there is flexibility in the 
Code in order to allow the Village to pursue something like that is just for such circumstances where 
we have talented young people who want to develop in the center of this community.  He stated that 610 
he treasures the historic downtown and the Village needs to be cognizant of creating alternatives to a 
downtown district.  But he views this as very different from a strip mall on the edge of the Village.  
He sees this as a unique opportunity—a unique alternative that does not exist now.  There is no 
outdoor eating facility next to the creek.  He reiterated that this area is a tremendously underutilized 
area and once was a well utilized part of the Village.  But now it is largely forgotten.  This is an 615 
opportunity to change that dynamic.  Those are the reasons he would be in favor of making a 
positive recommendation. 
 
Mr. Burrell added that his business is growing and if zoning is followed to the letter, an addition to 
his building to expand his business would not be allowed.  He currently has over $1.5 million in 620 
payroll working out of that building—individuals that are in this town, that live close by, that are in 
town spending money every day.  He would like to grow his business, but if the Code is followed to 
the letter, he cannot expand even his existing use.  He stated that he needs this to help Alicyn and to 
grow his business. 
 625 
A. Walburger expressed that he has a tough time getting past the constraints of the applicant and 
looking at it as a generic solution to the future.  Pro-Tel may not be the only owner of this property.  
There may be other owners in the future.  Hopefully the Circa Restaurant has a long run, but the only 
restaurant use, should the change to PD be approved. 
 630 
J. Gavilondo swung the discussion back to the residential district.  Everyone wants business there to 
be wildly successful, otherwise it will not last.  A wildly successful business will have a greater 
impact on the residential neighbors than a mediocre to unsuccessful business.  Nobody wants a 
restaurant there that is not going to attract people.  That will not be any good for anybody.  The 
Board needs to take into account the impact on the neighbors and how much the Planning Board can 635 
do to regulate that.  The Planning Board is fairly limited.  It is good that Eric and Alicyn will agree.  
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But looking forward, those regulations cannot be passed on to the next owner.  She posed the 
question to Mr. Stokes:  Is it true that Eric cannot expand his existing use? 
 
Mr. Stokes answered that if you look at Code Section 180-131D, it says:  A nonconforming use may 640 
not be enlarged to occupy additional existing floor area within an existing nonconforming or 

conforming structure or additional lot area. 

 
J. Gavilondo wondered if a third floor could be added.  Mr. Stokes replied that a third floor could be 
added to the building, although it would probably be cost prohibitive. 645 
 
J. Gavilondo cited Section 180-131B, which seems to allow it.   

B. Alterations or additions to a nonconforming structure may be made upon approval by the Planning Board and 
issuance of a building permit only to the extent that such alterations or additions do not significantly 
increase the impact of the nonconformity on adjoining lots, and only to the extent that any nonconforming use 650 
related to such structure is not significantly expanded. 

 
Mr. Stokes said that provision talks about adding to a nonconforming structure.  It is not necessarily 
the structure here that is nonconforming.  It meets all the setback requirements and lot coverage 
provisions.  It is the use that is nonconforming.  When first reading it, that provision seems to 655 
suggest—as long as the Planning Board decides it is not substantial—addition can be made to the 
existing building and expand the nonconforming use.  The other provision should be used, which 
specifically addresses expansion of the nonconforming use as opposed to expansion of the 
nonconforming structure.  There would be a height limitation for the building. 
 660 
R. Huftalen expressed his thinking that this is an opportunity that does not often come along to 
create a unique and different use that does not exist now.  He understands other people’s thinking 
that it might hurt the historic business district.  He believes an improvement to the community 
improves the whole community.  He feels that positive development can help to achieve critical 
mass and this community is getting close to developing that type of critical mass where it becomes a 665 
place people want to visit.  It does not need to be either/or.  In his view, it can be developed in a 
smart way and enhance the downtown historic business district.  Again, he is very cognizant of the 
impact to the neighborhood.  He does not take lightly putting a restaurant in an otherwise residential 
neighborhood.  But at the same time, he thinks there are steps that can be taken, that Mr. Burrell has 
volunteered, that could really safeguard the neighborhood. 670 
 
A. Walburger inquired about the level of restrictions, rules, and guidelines that can be imposed on 
this PD. 
 
R. Huftalen answered that limits can be put on size and use.  He recalled that the Planning Board put 675 
restrictions on the brewery with regard to noise and lighting and those details would be addressed in 
site plan review.  The Board spent a lot of time trying to mitigate the impact to the neighbors of that 
project. 
 
J. Gavilondo commented that noise and light restrictions can be written in, but they are governed by 680 
the Code anyway. 
 
R. Huftalen said that he had conferred with the Village Attorney and the Planning Board’s 
recommendation to the Village Board is nonbinding.  Procedurally, the Planning Board’s next step is 
to make a positive or negative recommendation to the Village Board. 685 
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A. Walburger asked if this proposal is a self-imposed hardship.  R. Huftalen replied that the 
flexibility the PD affords is why the applicant is going this route. 
 
R. Huftalen made a motion to make a positive recommendation to the Village Board to make a zone 690 
change to PD.  In the absence of a second to the motion, R. Huftalen withdrew his motion. 
 
J. Gavilondo made a motion to make a negative recommendation to the Village Board.  D. Webb 
seconded.  The motion carried 3 in favor, 1 opposed. 
 695 
Mr. Stokes suggested that the Board members add comments as guidance to the Village Board. 
 
J. Gavilondo repeated her view that a change to a PD in this area is inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan expresses a desire to reuse existing commercial 
space and there is a significant push to encourage commercial development within the Village 700 
business district.  She also thinks it would be a bad precedent.  As good as the intentions are of the 
current owner, intentions cannot be enforced in the event of sale or change in ownership of the 
restaurant or the property. 
 
D. Webb agreed that it would be a bad precedent. 705 
 
R. Huftalen stated that he would offer a dissenting view directly to the Village Board. 
 
Mr. Stokes posed a hypothetical question to the Board:  If the applicant wished to build the same 
addition to expand office space, but no restaurant use, what would the Board’s thoughts be on that? 710 
 
D. Webb stated that she is not at all in favor of the zone change here. 
 
J. Gavilondo said she would have less of a problem with that, but agreed with D. Webb that she is 
not in favor of a zone change.  From the neighbors’ standpoint, an expanded office use probably 715 
would not be as problematic for the individuals who live nearby.  She feels like this is spot zoning.  
She is not sure it can adequately satisfy the requirements for a PD that are outlined in 
Section 180-69C. 
 
R. Huftalen stated again that the zoning has to be a tool for the community to use to make it a better 720 
community.  He does not see it as something that is an end unto itself.  In order to allow businesses 
to expand, to allow development to occur, it is important to not get hung up with the zoning. 
 
J. Gavilondo pointed out that the zoning is meant to control uses.  She understands the need for 
flexibility, but the Code and the Comprehensive Plan talk about the primacy of residential use.  The 725 
reason why businesses are not allowed in residential areas is because of the primacy of residential 
use. 
 
R. Huftalen noted that the most recent Code revision incorporated mixed use.  Now that is viewed as 
one of the most important ways to develop. 730 
 
D. Webb agreed and said that in certain areas it will work, such as the Village Edge and the brewery.  
They were acquired into the Village. 
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A. Walburger fears that the Village would be stuck with a poorly zoned nonconforming property and 735 
no one knows what the future will bring. 
 
R. Huftalen countered that the Village has a great opportunity that should not slip away or it will 
continue to be a poorly developed parcel into future years. 
 740 
A. Walburger agreed that the creek is one of the crown jewels of Cazenovia and it is highly ignored.  
Most of the creek is highly unutilized. 
 
Mr. Burrell wondered what his next step would be to put the addition on his building.  He questioned 
if the Board is saying it does not want businesses to grow. 745 
 
Mr. Stokes responded that Mr. Burrell would still need to go to the Village Board because the 
Planning Board’s recommendation is nonbinding. 
 
R. Huftalen presumed that Mr. Burrell will continue pursuing his request for a zone change with the 750 
Village Board.  Mr. Burrell said he absolutely will. 
 

* * * * * 
 

Dan Phinney, 24 Chenango St., Replace Front Porch Posts and Railings, Architectural Review. 755 
This has been reviewed by the Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) and they would like to have 
the AZEK smooth side out and not the embossed grain (wood texture) side out for the posts.  Also, 
the posts being replaced should not be more than 6 inches x 6 inches.  The proposed railings will be 
AZEK Premier Pro Composite. 
 760 
J. Gavilondo asked if the project is to replace the existing front porch railings with the same design 
but replace them with composite materials.  The answer was yes. 
 
J. Gavilondo asked if the proposed color is gray.  A. Walburger answered yes. 
 765 
R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR). 
 
R. Huftalen made the motion to grant architectural approval and a Certificate of Compatibility in 
accordance with the HPC recommendations:  1)  The AZEK shall have the smooth side out.  2) The 
posts being replaced shall not be more than 6 inches x 6 inches.  D. Webb seconded.  The motion 770 
carried. 
 

* * * * * 
 

Ryan Homes, Lot 21 Emick Lane, New House, Architectural Review. 775 
Marty Moore of Ryan Homes came forward.  This is the second house in the development at 
Northborough Ridge (Greenleaf Station).  Mr. Moore explained that another representative of Ryan 
Homes, Todd Lipschutz, met with Village officials last week.  Specifications will come through with 
sidewalks, street lights, street trees in a public strip, rooflines will be extended 1 foot on the gable 
ends for a better architectural look.  Ryan homes has decided to switch to the thickest gage siding 780 
that is available.  They will be using a new vinyl siding product called Scenic Scape siding.  It is 
available in richer, deeper colors.  The deeper color and thicker gage eliminates the wavy look.  This 
house will have four bedrooms, formal living room, family room, morning room, and large kitchen.  
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The lot is just under 1/3 acre.  The house is 2,389 square feet.  One of the things recently modified, 
based on talks last week, customers will be given discounts for the upgraded look.  This house will 785 
have a partial stone front. 
 
J. Gavilondo asked if the house will have a three stall garage?  Mr. Moore replied yes.   
 
Mr. Gavilondo spoke to say that detail matters.  This community takes development very seriously 790 
because it has an impact.  These homes will last for decades and they will affect the character of the 
Village.  The Comprehensive Plan mentions that Cazenovia is deeply committed to maintaining the 
character of our residential housing, protection of the neighborhood character through design and 
development standards.  There are no homes in the Village with three stall garages fronting the 
street.  Mr. Gavilondo expressed his concern about creating a neighborhood that will affect the 795 
character of the Village.  He believes that creating an entire neighborhood with three stall garages as 
the first thing that is seen when entering the neighborhood is off-putting and not in character with the 
rest of the community. 
 
R. Huftalen said that he was part of an extensive meeting to specifically address those types of 800 
issues.  Also in attendance at that meeting were Todd Lipschultz of Ryan Homes; Mayor, Kurt 
Wheeler; and the developer, Tim Mahoney.  Discussed at the meeting were the recently enacted 
design guidelines and their role in helping to shape new development here and what capabilities 
Ryan Homes has and what the developer has.  Out of that discussion, a lot of these points being 
raised tonight were brought to the fore.  One of the ideas was offering upgrades to the façade to try 805 
to minimize or soften the visual impact of front-loading homes.  One of the features desired in trying 
to create an affordable community is smaller lot sizes.  It is difficult to put out a product that can be 
sold at a rate that is economically feasible, to get the desired return on investment, and have 
side-loaded garages.  It is nonstandard. 
 810 
J. Gavilondo questioned why it is nonstandard.  Mr. Moore answered that for a side-entry garage, 
30 feet from the side of the house is needed in order for the car to turn into the garage and these lots 
are too narrow to do that.   
 
J. Gavilondo said she has difficulty accepting that.  She pointed out that the Village and the 815 
community spent a lot of time on what they wanted to see in the community, and it is not what is 
being proposed.  She appreciates the economics of it.  She Googled “house plans for narrow lots.”  
She presented some printouts of her search results to Mr. Moore.  She commented that this particular 
floor plan is not the only option for a narrow lot and is wondering what else Ryan can offer that does 
not have a front-loading garage.   820 
 
Mr. Moore said that he does not see much difference between her plan and his plan, except for the 
third garage bay.   
 
J. Gavilondo observed that in one of her plans, the garage is underneath, there is a façade on the 825 
front, there is architectural detail of the entry, of the roof, and of the trim. 
 
Mr. Moore said that Ryan has agreed to carriage style garage doors to be standard.  Ryan calls this 
the narrow series and they are called Renaissance Series.  Ryan has been highly successful with 
them all over the country.  This is the same product that is offered in Brinan Fields in Manlius.  The 830 
architectural design that is available is very impressive.  Customers are given discounts to encourage 
them to buy the upgrades. 
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J. Gavilondo said she means no disrespect, but the community here has expressed a desire not to 
look like Brinan Fields and it is everywhere in everything that is written.  The Village Edge South 835 
talks about no front-loading garages, no townhouses, side windows, no blank walls. 
 
Mr. Moore stated that Ryan has agreed to add side windows to every house so there are no blank 
walls.  The success of the community depends on the house being pleasing to the eye.  Ryan gave up 
$1,000 profit to allow for stone on the front of the house. 840 
 
J. Gavilondo expressed her concern that the houses in this new development will lord over the 
houses on Burton Street. 
 
A. Walburger commented that there are a number of houses on Burton Street and Evergreen Lane 845 
from the 1970s and 1980s that have straight pull-in garages, but it is a different neighborhood from 
Lincklaen Street and Albany Street where there are detached barn style garages.  He asked 
Mr. Moore to speak to the quality of the upgraded garage doors.  Mr. Moore responded that they are 
insulated and difficult to dent Wayne Dalton doors with a 10-year warranty.  The window styles are 
interchangeable in the doors so they can be changed in the future. 850 
 
A. Walburger inquired if the corner trim on the house would be boards or caps.  Mr. Moore 
answered it will be vinyl caps.  Gutters are included on the house for proper drainage.  Architectural 
roof shingles are standard.  One of the rules Ryan Homes has for the community is that a neighbor 
cannot pick the same front elevation or color.  This is to avoid a “cookie-cutter” look in the 855 
community.  They could pick the same floor plan. 
 
A. Walburger mentioned that a large detractor on a previous plan was a single 16-inch x 16-inch 
window on one side of the house. 
 860 
D. Webb wondered about a basement.  Mr. Moore replied that there will be a full basement with 
solid concrete full wall foundation to support the house.  Every house is Energy Star certified, which 
is a much better product than one that is not Energy Star certified.  A 180-point inspection is done by 
a third party to ensure that it meets Energy Star standards.  A house like this will have an average 
utility cost of $189 per month and that includes the harsh winter months. 865 
 
J. Gavilondo asked if this house is the same size as the one on Route 92 in Manlius.  Mr. Moore said 
it is the same size, but that one has a finished basement.  This house will not have a finished 
basement.   
 870 
D. Webb inquired about the typical cost of one of these houses.  Mr. Moore responded that this 
house is just over $250,000.  The base pricing is in the low $200,000s.  Typical options are $30,000-
$40,000 on average.  Some customers will add more options than that.  He estimates that the average 
price will be in the $240,000-$250,000 range for this development. 
 875 
A. Walburger observed that the application states a cost of $210,000.  Mr. Moore said that does not 
include the land, which is an extra cost. 
 
R. Huftalen stated that the Board’s charge is architectural review and compatibility.  This is a 
separate neighborhood adjacent to an older 1950s style neighborhood.  It also creates some diversity 880 
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of choice in the community.  The reality is that a custom home would be around $500,000.  It is not 
economically feasible for this development.  And creating choice is an important element. 
 
J. Gavilondo asked if houses are available without garages.  Mr. Moore answered no.  The garages 
are built into the homes. 885 
 
D. Webb observed that the Hardie Board siding has separated in the South Village development.  
R. Huftalen added that in the past the Board has shown a strong preference for Hardie Board.  There 
are a lot of reasons why people say it is not superior to vinyl.  It flexes when being handled, it can 
start absorbing water, and shrink.  Vinyl does not have those problems. 890 
 
R. Huftalen made the motion to grant architectural approval for the house plan as presented.  
D. Webb seconded.  The motion carried with a vote of 3 in favor and 1 opposed. 
 

* * * * * 895 
 
Dan Kuper, Preliminary Proposal for New Hotel, Village Edge South. 

Dan Kuper came forward to explain the proposal.  He pointed to the plan that shows an allowance 
for a road that would come from Route 20 and then run east parallel to Route 20 up to the old 
Cazenovia Motel.  The portico would be off of the proposed road behind CAVAC and the hotel 900 
would have a side view to Route 20.  The hotel would have 80 rooms and be four stories with a 
basement.  From Route 20, four stories is close to the same height as the CAVAC building due to the 
slope of the land. 
 
J. Gavilondo asked if Mr. Kuper owns the land.  Mr. Kuper answered no, but he does have an option 905 
to purchase it from Bob Lucas. 
 
J. Gavilondo inquired if a national chain is associated with the proposed hotel.  Mr. Kuper replied 
that he is looking at Hampton Inn and Suites.   
 910 
J. Gavilondo wondered if there is a need for a hotel in the area.  Mr. Kuper said he has done some 
studies confirming the need.  Also, Hilton and Marriott will not allow building unless they determine 
there is a need and they have both determined there is a need.  Hampton Inn is a Hilton hotel. 
 
J. Gavilondo asked if each hotel chain has its own certain requirements.  Mr. Kuper answered yes.  915 
J. Gavilondo posed if the chains are aware of Cazenovia’s requirements.  Mr. Kuper again answered 
yes. 
 
A. Walburger inquired if the building would be stucco.  Mr. Kuper said no, not like the typical 
Hampton Inn, which can be seen on Erie Blvd., Syracuse, and across the country.  It will be 920 
clapboard or whatever is decided upon with the Village. 
 
J. Gavilondo asked about heating, venting, and cooling.  Mr. Kuper replied that they will all be 
PTAC units (package terminal air conditioner) in each room that are flush on the exterior of the 
building with trim.  There will be no central heating or cooling units.   925 
 
A. Walburger said that the hallways would be conditioned by air handlers from the roof or the 
basement and they would not be very big because they are only for the hallways. 
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D. Webb asked if there would be any suites.  Mr. Kuper said yes, but kitchenettes are not allowed by 930 
the Hampton.  There is a dining area in the hotel, but no full service restaurant.   
 
Mr. Kuper continued that there will be a 5,000-square foot conference center to accommodate 
seating for 300 people.  There could possibly be more than 300 people if there was a business 
conference or trade show.  He will be working with Morrisville State College and be involved with 935 
the Hospitality Management program and Travel and Tourism program there. 
 
Mr. Stokes suggested that the Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) be involved. 
 
J. Gavilondo urged that the design of the building not be a box-like design.  Mr. Kuper said it would 940 
have a pitched roof. 
 
Mr. Stokes asked if Mr. Kuper wants to get started on the subdivision application and the site plan 
review application.  If so, a public hearing is needed for the subdivision.  The Board can do site plan 
review concurrent with subdivision review. 945 
 
Mr. Kuper is concerned about going through the subdivision process if there is a chance that this 
project will not get approval.  Mr. Stokes advised that Mr. Kuper could at least get the process 
started and he always has the option of abandoning it at any time before completion. 
 950 
R. Huftalen asked the Board if they had any strenuous objections or suggestions for Mr. Kuper.  
J. Gavilondo said to make sure the design is consistent with 19th and 20th Century architecture as 
required in the Village Edge South. 
 
R. Huftalen requested an advisory opinion from HPC on this project.  Mr. Kuper said he would 955 
request an off-the-cuff reaction to the hotel photograph he presented. 
 
Mr. Stokes asked the Board if they wanted to consider conditionally scheduling a public hearing if 
subdivision maps are received by April 2 so that a public hearing can be scheduled for April 14.  The 
Board agreed to that. 960 
 
R. Huftalen made the motion to schedule a public hearing at 7:30 p.m. on April 14, 2014, contingent 
upon the application and preliminary plat maps being submitted to the Village no later than close of 
business on April 2.  D. Webb seconded.  The motion carried. 
 965 

* * * * * 
 
J. Gavilondo made the motion to adjourn the meeting.  A. Walburger seconded.  The motion carried 
and the meeting was adjourned at 10:05 p.m. 
 970 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Marlene A. Westcott 975 
Recording Secretary 


