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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

September 8, 2014 

 
Present:  Richard Huftalen, Chair; Adam Walburger; Anne McDowell; Jennifer Gavilondo; and 5 
Diane Webb. 
 
Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Susan Berger; Dan Fay; Dave Jahsman; Phil 
Byrnes; Dennis Gregg; and Don Ferlow. 
 10 

* * * * * 
 
R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. and introduced the Board.  R. Huftalen asked for 
any changes to the August 11, 2014, minutes.   
 15 
A. Walburger made the motion to approve the minutes as presented. J. Gavilondo seconded.  The 
motion carried and the minutes were approved. 
 

* * * * * 

 20 
Cazenovia College Jephson Campus, 10 Albany Street, Recommendation on Variance Request 

and Site Plan Review. 

R. Huftalen gave some background on this application:  In late August, the college appeared before 
the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA).  As part of that meeting, the chair of the ZBA asked for a 
formal recommendation from the Planning Board pertaining to the variance.  In addition to that, the 25 
Planning Board has some site plan issues to review.  Also, the Planning Board will be the lead 
agency for State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) purposes.  There is an application request 
for a variance.  There are 25-foot and 50-foot setbacks required on the property.  Presently, there is 
parking within the 25-foot required buffer zone.  The college is seeking relief on the 25-foot required 
buffer.  The Planning Board began a preliminary review last month and is continuing with that 30 
review now. 
 
D. Webb asked if relief is sought for a certain number of feet.  Mr. Stokes answered that it varies, 
but it is 6 feet at its closest point. 
 35 
J. Gavilondo expressed her puzzlement of the procedural structure of this:  The Planning Board is 
giving the ZBA a recommendation. 
 
R. Huftalen explained that there are several site plan issues that tie in with the variance.  The 
Planning Board is responsible for some of the site plan.  In order to get a more holistic view of the 40 
application, ZBA wants the Planning Board’s input and recommendation on the request for variance.   
 
J. Gavilondo asked if the Planning Board has the authority to do that and if the Board is charged with 
doing that because it seems backwards to her.  Mr. Stokes cited Code Section 180-135C and read it 
aloud: 45 

 

The Planning Board shall also function in an advisory capacity in reviewing, recommending 

and reporting to the Board of Trustees on any application for amendment of these 

regulations, and to the Board of Appeals on any application for a variance, interpretation or 
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other appeals under these regulations, following referral of such applications to the 50 
Planning Board.  The Planning Board shall report to the Board of Trustees or to the Board 

of Appeals as soon as possible following receipt of the application prior to the public hearing 

required for such application. The Planning Board may submit its report to the Board of 

Trustees or to the Board of Appeals at the public hearing. 
 55 
R. Huftalen continued:  Several issues were addressed at the ZBA meeting on August 26.  There was 
basic discussion of the variance request as well as lighting plan, landscaping plan, and stormwater 
management.  The applicant has been in dialogue with the Village Engineer and presented some 
plans to him.  The Village Engineer, John Dunkle, gave some preliminary opinions.  R. Huftalen 
read Mr. Dunkle’s summary aloud:   60 

 

The overall impervious area appears to be reduced by 13% with a similar reduction of runoff 

anticipated.  The method of managing and discharging rooftop runoff should be determined.  

The new plan reduces parking spaces to 20.  The fire department should review the proposed 

layout for emergency accessibility.  A lighting plan and photometrics should be submitted 65 
showing compliance with the Code.  Additional landscape screening is proposed along the 

eastern property line.   

 
R. Huftalen noted that some of the above items have been addressed.  The Planning Board has the 
photometric plan and a revised site plan. 70 
 
D. Webb asked how runoff from impervious surfaces was reduced by 13%.  Dan Fay, one of the 
architects for the college, explained that there is currently pavement all along the wall of Building A 
and a section of it will be removed to add green space. 
 75 
R. Huftalen said that because this application is back and forth between the Boards and the Village 
Engineer, he called upon Mr. Fay and Dr. Berger to add the college’s perspective. 
 
Dr. Berger began by stating the college’s expectation in terms of the process:  We are dealing with 
three boards and things sometimes seem out of synch—go to one, go to the next, go back to the 80 
other, then go back to yet another.  Have we made any progress?  We have been to the Historic 
Preservation Committee (HPC) and they have issued their approval of windows, doors, and elevation 
design.  We hope we understand how the variance works.  We understand that granting the variance 
is also dependent on the Planning Board’s input on the site plan and architectural review.  At some 
point, we need to know we are making progress toward approval.  Tonight, can we get your opinion 85 
on the variance and the project as a whole?  Can we make some progress on the site plan?  Hopefully 
in October we can get approval. 
 
R. Huftalen said that the plan has developed a lot since the last Planning Board meeting and in his 
opinion, it has progressed.  Some input from the Village Engineer is still needed.   90 
 
Dr. Berger stated there are some ongoing drainage issues that have nothing to do with this project.  
The ponding water will be taken care of as part of this project.  Pipe measurements and elevations 
from the southeast corner of the property have been obtained.  If pavement resurfacing or a pump or 
some other fix is required, the college will take care of it.   95 
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Mr. Fay stated that Terry Horst, landscape architect, is working with Mr. Dunkle now to determine 
the most appropriate water plan for the site.  One of the problems is getting sufficient cover.  The 
existing catch basins have been cleaned out.  Locations of the inverts are known. 
  100 
R. Huftalen commented that the Planning Board will be heavily influenced by the outcome of those 
discussions and Mr. Dunkle’s recommendations. 
 
D. Webb asked:  The parking is within the buffer area?  Mr. Fay answered yes and continued that the 
parking area is existing, but because a change is being made on the property, a variance is needed.   105 
 
Mr. Fay said that consultants are working their way through the planting plan and the water plan.  
The site plan shows the buffer wider.  The driveway needs to be this width for safety. 
 
R. Huftalen inquired if there would be some kind of rain garden feature at the south end of the 110 
parking lot.  Mr. Fay said he would need to check into that.  Mr. Dunkle was concerned about 
managing roof runoff and discussed using a French drain/stone drip line around the base of the 
building with no gutters and that is shown on the current plan. 
 
R. Huftalen asked if the plan addresses the snow shelf issue.  Dr. Berger answered that there have 115 
not been any concerns to date.  Snow gets pushed over behind Building B.  If space gets tight and 
there is concern about melting and runoff, it is hauled away.  D. Webb wondered where the hauled 
away snow gets taken.  Dr. Berger replied that the snow is dumped elsewhere on college property, 
such as horse pastures, etc. 
 120 
R. Huftalen said he would request a report from Mr. Dunkle regarding his discussions with the 
landscape architect. 
  
J. Gavilondo addressed the 50-foot setback line running through the building and asked if any 
neighbors were concerned.  Mr. Fay stressed that the proposed addition does fit within the 50-foot 125 
setback.  R. Huftalen noted that the neighbors were at the ZBA meeting and were not concerned. 
 
Mr. Stokes advised that the Board should look at the details of the planting plan.  Also, an 
engineering drainage analysis should be submitted to Mr. Dunkle.  Mr. Fay stated that was submitted 
today. 130 
 
J. Gavilondo commented that the L-4 plan is an improvement over what is currently there. 
  
Mr. Stokes requested clarification of how many feet of buffer zone is available now.  Mr. Fay 
answered that it is more like 10 to 12 feet now as opposed to the previous 6 feet, but he will get that 135 
dimension for the Board. 
 
J. Gavilondo asked if there would be new plantings and a new fence installed.  Mr. Fay replied that 
there would be new plantings and that the existing wooden fence would be repaired in kind with 
board-opposite-board fencing.  There is an iron fence with historic quality in the front that is a 140 
decorative fence that will be maintained.  Dr. Berger said that part of the discussion with the 
landscape architect was to be careful not to fill in too much because it could compromise the existing 
trees.   
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J. Gavilondo voiced that the new plantings and the repaired fence will do a lot to reduce headlight 145 
glare.  Dr. Berger added that parking will be eliminated where the iron fence is. 
 
R. Huftalen recalled a discussion about configuring the parking so headlights are pointed inward.  
Dr. Berger said they investigated having two rows of parking, but 60 feet of space was needed and 
the area was too narrow.  It would be a mistake to take too much parking away because people 150 
would be parking on Albany Street and the college wants to manage its own parking. 
 
J. Gavilondo made the motion to recommend approval of a variance by the ZBA based upon L-4 and 
dimensions depicted in that drawing.  The existing wooden fence will be repaired in kind as needed.  
D. Webb seconded.  The motion carried unanimously 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 155 
 
Mr. Stokes advised that the Planning Board needs to make a SEQR determination before the ZBA 
can grant a variance. 
 
R. Huftalen made a motion to declare this a Type I action under SEQR.  With ZBA being the only 160 
other involved agency and ZBA passing a resolution declining to act as lead agency, the Planning 
Board will take the role of lead agency.  A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried unanimously 
with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 
 
R. Huftalen stated that the Board has the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) 165 
Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) that has been filled out by the applicant.  As the lead agency 
for this project, the Board is responsible for completing Part 2 of the EAF and making an impact 
assessment.  He read aloud the instructions for filling out the form:   
 
Answer all of the following questions in Part 2 using the information contained in Part 1 and other 170 
materials submitted by the project sponsor or otherwise available to the reviewer. When answering 

the questions the reviewer should be guided by the concept “Have my responses been reasonable 

considering the scale and context of the proposed action?” 

 
R. Huftalen continued that there are two choices of boxes to checkmark on the form:  No, or small 175 
impact may occur OR moderate to large impact may occur. 
 
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:  Yes. 180 
 

a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is less than 

3 feet.  Consensus of the Board:  No, or small impact may occur.  Engineers are working on a 
plan and there is an existing drainage system in place.  Also, the impervious area is being 
reduced. 185 

 

b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater.  Consensus of 
the Board:  No. 

 

c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or 190 
generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
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d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons of 

natural material.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 195 
e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year or in 

multiple phases.  Consensus of the Board:  No, or small impact. 
 

f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical disturbance or 

vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides).  Consensus of the Board:  No. 200 
 

g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area.  Consensus 
of the Board:  No. 

 

h. Other impacts: Consensus of the Board:  None. 205 
 
2. Impact on Geological Features 

The proposed action may result in the modification or 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. 210 
 

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. 
 215 
4. Impacts 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. 
 220 

5. Impact on Flooding 

The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding.  Consensus of the 
Board:  No.  It is not in a mapped flood plain and there is no history of flooding. 
 

6. Impacts on Air 225 
The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source.  Consensus of the Board:  
No. 
 

7. Impact on Plants and Animals 

The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 230 
 

8. Impact on Agricultural Resources 

The proposed action may impact agricultural resources.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 

9. Impact on Aesthetic Resources  235 
The land use(s) 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. 
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10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources 240 
The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological resource.  

Consensus of the Board:  Yes.  This is the reason for the Type I determination.   
 
a. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to, 

any buildings, archaeological site or district which is listed on or has been nominated by the 245 
NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the State or National Register of 

Historic Places.  Consensus of the Board:  No, or small impact may occur. 

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

area designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation 250 
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:  No. 
 255 
d. Other impacts:  Consensus of the Board:  None. 
 

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 260 
Board:  No. 

 
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. 265 
 

13. Impact on Transportation 

The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems.  Consensus of the 
Board:  No. 

 270 
14. Impact on Energy 

The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.  Consensus 
of the Board:  No. 
 

15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light 275 
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 280 
sources of contaminants.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 

 
17. Impact Consistency with Community Plans  

The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.  Consensus of the Board:  No. 
 285 

18. Consistency with Community Character  

The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character.  Consensus 
of the Board:  No. 
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Regarding the flooding question above, Mr. Ferlow commented that the State rule of thumb is that if 290 
a property is in a flood plain, a building must be built at least 2 feet above the flood plain.  If water 
backs up the pipe, will it cause potential problems? 
 
Mr. Stokes inquired if it is possible to use storm drains with backflow preventers.  Mr. Ferlow 
answered yes.  Mr. Stokes suggested that this could be something for the Board to think about or ask 295 
the Village Engineer. 
 
Mr. Stokes advised that the Board did not need to evaluate impacts because no moderate to large  
impacts were identified.  If the Board is considering making a negative declaration, there are two 
issues of concern:  The width of the buffer zone itself and the additional screening or lack thereof 300 
and whether that is creating an adverse impact or improving on the existing condition.  He believes 
the buffer zone would be an improvement on the existing condition.  The other issue is the drainage.  
There is not currently an engineer’s drainage report, but the existing condition is being improved 
upon by significantly decreasing the amount of impervious surface, the addition of the plantings and 
landscaping, particularly around some of the existing catch basins, and the work on the storm drains 305 
and pipe system that is already in place.  If that perspective is shared by the Board, then a negative 
declaration is recommended.  The Board still has ultimate authority for site plan approval, and the 
Board would certainly want the engineer’s report before then.   
 
R. Huftalen added that the Board does have the Village Engineer’s initial comments, which were 310 
positive.  The applicant is working with the engineer to improve the design and R. Huftalen believes 
that any adverse impacts will be mitigated and conditions will be better than they were before the 
project began.  All members concurred.  Given that, R. Huftalen made a motion to file a negative 
declaration since there will be no adverse environmental impacts.  D. Webb seconded.  The motion 
carried 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 315 
 
Mr. Stokes stated that is all the Board can do tonight.  This application has been sent to Madison 
County Planning Department.  Then the ZBA can consider granting the variance if the County’s 
comments come back in time.  Then next month, the Planning Board might be in a position to grant 
final site plan approval. 320 
 
Mr. Stokes requested that the drawings be sent electronically to him and to the County.  R. Huftalen 
also requested electronic drawings, which he would then forward to Planning Board members. 
 

* * * * * 325 
 
South Meadows, Lot 1, Architectural Review. 

Dennis Gregg came forward.  R. Huftalen gave some background.  Mr. Gregg has been in touch with 
the Village Attorney.  There are some architectural drawings in the file.  The South Meadows 
development already has preliminary plat approval.  Mr. Gregg is asking for architectural approval 330 
on a single house.  In conferring with Mr. Stokes, it is clear that Mr. Gregg has the right to put the 
application in front of the Planning Board, not as part of the overall plat, but as a single home on a 
50-acre unsubdivided property with water and sewer.  He would like to get the Board’s opinion on 
architectural compatibility of this one house in order to be able to proceed and get another step in the 
direction of getting final plat approval for the rest of the development.  This would be a model home.   335 
 



Village of Cazenovia – Planning Board – September 8, 2014                       FINAL - 8 - 

D. Webb inquired why the Board would grant architectural approval before final plat approval.  
R. Huftalen answered that this lot, Lot 1, has water and sewer and it is a buildable lot.  It is not 
subdivided. 
  340 
J. Gavilondo asked if Mr. Gregg could construct this house now.  Mr. Stokes replied that he can 
build it once the sewer and water service are dedicated to the Village, which has not happened yet.  
He can build one house on that lot without subdividing. 
 
D. Webb said the thing that really strikes her about the plan is the lack of windows on the side and 345 
back elevations of the house.   
 
Mr. Gregg explained that adding windows is expensive and he needs to make these houses 
affordable to hit a certain target market.  In this particular house, the wall with no windows will be 
facing the steep side hill of the cemetery.  This house will be 2,356 square feet, have a side load 350 
garage with an unfinished bonus room of 300 square feet upstairs above the garage.  It will have 
three bedrooms; one downstairs and two upstairs.  The price point is $250,000 including the lot, 
landscaping, and driveway. 
 
A. Walburger inquired about the type of siding.  Mr. Gregg answered that vinyl siding would be 355 
used.  R. Huftalen recalled that while considering another development in the Village, not having 
any blank (windowless) walls and the use of vinyl siding were discussed.  In that development, the 
builder used upgraded siding and offered incentives to buyers for choosing upgraded facades.  Even 
though Mr. Gregg is conscious of the price point and the additional cost of the upgraded vinyl, he 
offered to use the upgraded vinyl so the house will look nice.  He wondered what gauge vinyl siding 360 
the Planning Board would like to see.  R. Huftalen answered that .046 gauge vinyl was used in the 
other development. 
 
Mr. Gregg commented that the upgrade for this house would be the porch.  A. McDowell asked if 
the porch will be vinyl or wood.  Mr. Gregg replied that he does not know for sure, but does not 365 
think it will be wood due to the maintenance required. 
 
R. Huftalen wondered if a color has been selected.  Mr. Gregg supposes it will be some kind of gray.  
D. Webb inquired if there would be just one builder and if all the houses would be all the same color.  
Mr. Gregg said he is talking to multiple builders and he wants a variety colors and levels of one- and 370 
two-story houses.  He wants it to be a village neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Stokes pointed out a condition in the preliminary plat approval: 

 
5. Development of Lot 1 as shown on the Plan shall be required to include a residential home 375 

that faces Nine Road, but shall have vehicular access only from the new road to be 

constructed to serve the subdivision. 
 
R. Huftalen commented that he finds this house to be architecturally compatible.  He asked if the 
porch is part of the package.  Mr. Gregg answered yes, it is part of the package.  A. McDowell added 380 
that she likes the price range and style.   
 
D. Webb wondered how the bonus room over the garage is accessed.  Mr. Gregg replied that it is 
accessed from upstairs inside the house. 
 385 
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R. Huftalen made the motion to grant architectural approval with the condition that it have upgraded 
vinyl siding at least .46 gauge and be consistent with the photo presented to include a front porch.  
A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 
 
R. Huftalen called for any other items of business to be brought before the Board.  There were none. 390 
 
J. Gavilondo made the motion to adjourn the meeting.  R. Huftalen seconded.  The motion carried 
5 in favor, 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 395 
 
 
 
Marlene A. Westcott 
Recording Secretary 400 


