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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

December 14, 2015 

 

Present:  Richard Huftalen, Chair; Adam Walburger; Jennifer Gavilondo; Anne McDowell; and 5 

Stephen McEntee. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Bill Carr, Zoning Enforcement Officer; Phil 

Byrnes, ZBA Chair; Dan Kuper; Dennis Gregg; Mason Stehle; Cole Willard; Katie Davis; Racheal 

Devine; and Derek White. 10 

 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. and introduced the Board.   

 15 

R. Huftalen asked for any changes to the minutes of November 9, 2015. There were none noted.  

A. McDowell made the motion to approve the minutes as submitted.  S. McEntee seconded.  The 

motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

* * * * * 20 

 

Cazenovia Hospitality, Lakers Lane, Signage for Hampton Inn by Hilton. 

Dan Kuper was present.  R. Huftalen explained that the applicant is back before the Board because 

when the Board approved the site plan initially, the last paragraph of the resolution read as follows:   

 25 

AND IT IS HEREBY FURTHER RESOLVED, that no approval of any signs is included in this 

resolution. All requests for sign approvals shall be the subject of a future submission to this Board.   

 

Mr. Kuper came forward and presented some sign options.  He commented that there are two 

approved sign makers for Hilton.  Two signs are proposed--one on the side of the building (a 30 

business identification sign) and one next to the sidewalk (a directional sign) on the opposite side of 

the sidewalk from the road.  It will be 4 feet off the ground.   

 

R. Huftalen noted that in the Village Edge South (VES) there are a couple of sections of Code that 

are pertinent.  There is a provision that allows for a directional sign.  As part of the site plan review, 35 

a sign at the entrance to the property was discussed.  This would be considered a directional sign, 

which is allowed by the Code.  The Code also allows one business identification sign, but there is a 

prohibition of signs more than 20 feet above the ground 180-117(C)(14):  Sign heights. No sign shall 

be installed or maintained on the face of a building so that any portion of the sign extends above the 

base of the roofline or above the first story of a multistory building, and in no case shall any 40 

building-mounted sign extend more than 20 feet above the ground, measured to the top of the sign. 

Except as otherwise expressly permitted in this section, no ground sign shall extend more than eight 

feet above the ground, measured to the top of the sign. 

 

R. Huftalen continued that the applicant will need to seek a variance for the building mounted sign, 45 

but wanted to get the Board’s input on the sign’s make up and appearance and potentially add some 

comments as the Board refers this to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA). 
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A. Walburger observed that based on the elevation drawing, the building identification sign would 

be more than 50 feet above the ground, but architecturally there is no other place for it to be located 50 

on the building. 

 

J. Gavilondo asked if the building identification sign would face Route 20.  The answer was yes. 

 

S. McEntee commented that he saw a drawing with lights.  Mr. Kuper said the sign would have 55 

gooseneck lights and not be internally lit. 

 

R. Huftalen asked Board members for their preference of two lines of lettering versus one line.  

A. Walburger said he prefers two lines of lettering. 

 60 

Mr. Stokes cited the Code:  180-117F(1)(d):  A business identification sign affixed to a building 

which is more than 250 feet from the street line, shall not exceed three feet in height, and the total 

area of the sign shall not exceed 8% of the front building face area owned or leased by the business 

operator, or 75 square feet, whichever is less. 

 65 

A. McDowell asked if the letters would be white.  Mr. Kuper answered the letters are red.  

Originally, the lettering was going to be white, but it would not show up against the light colored 

building, so that idea was discarded.  S. McEntee pointed out that the new Hampton Inn in East 

Syracuse has red lettering and he presumes it would be the same shade of their corporate color red, 

which is not a bright color. 70 

 

Mr. Stokes inquired if red is the only option for color.  Mr. Kuper said lettering could be either red 

or blue.  A. McDowell voiced her opinion that blue would be more attractive and she would prefer 

blue or black over red.  Other Board members had no preference of red or blue. 

 75 

J. Gavilondo asked Mr. Kuper if he had asked the Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) about 

their preferences for the sign.  Mr. Kuper answered no.  The Board urged Mr. Kuper to seek input 

from the HPC. 

 

Mr. Stokes advised that no State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) determination is needed. 80 

 

R. Huftalen made a motion to approve the non-illuminated directional sign at the intersection of 

Route 20 and the entrance to the hotel.  Since the Planning Board cannot approve the sign proposed 

for the façade of the building due to the Code provision prohibiting signs above 20 feet, the Board is 

referring the application to the ZBA.  The Board is expressing its preference for the single line of 85 

lettering as represented by the Laurentano Group drawing that shows 2-foot 10-inch high lettering by 

25 feet 6-1/2 inches wide in a single line.  The Board is indifferent whether the color is red or blue.  

The applicant is urged to seek input from the HPC concurrent with his application to the ZBA.  

A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed.  

 90 

S. McEntee wondered about the proposed placard to the right of the front door of the hotel.  

R. Huftalen answered that sign is not allowed per the Code as it is a second business identification 

sign.  Mr. Stokes added that a directory sign is allowed in addition to the directional sign. 

 

* * * * * 95 
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South Meadow, Discussion on Concept for Architectural Review 

Dennis Gregg was present on behalf of Dan Bargabos.  R. Huftalen said he received electronic 

submissions from Dan Bargabos of Heritage Homes just today so there were not copies in the file for 

everyone to review.  This Board has seen a number of designs, and since this looked similar to the 100 

other designs, he allowed it on the agenda for tonight.   

 

Mr. Gregg believes that carriage style doors will be used on the garage.  Lot 20 backs up to what will 

be the Village park. 

 105 

R. Huftalen noted that the Board has looked at similar designs with less detail than this.  The Board 

talks about siding and windows.   

 

A. McDowell inquired what type of siding is proposed.  Mr. Gregg answered vinyl siding with the 

thicker gauge as outlined by the Village. 110 

 

R. Huftalen made a motion to grant architectural approval subject to modification of the drawing 

presented to include carriage style doors on the garage.  The siding shall be the upgraded vinyl .046 

gauge siding minimum.  Architectural type shingles shall be used.  The drawing is The Gleason by 

Heritage Homes, issued 12/4/15 and labeled “not for construction,” and marked up by R. Huftalen.  115 

There are front and rear elevations and right and left elevations.  Sheets A-1 and A-5.  A. Walburger 

seconded.  The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

Bill Carr inquired if the Board cares where the house is located on the lot.  There is no survey with 

the application, so the location of the house is unknown.  R. Huftalen said the Board would consider 120 

the elevation facing the street as the front.  It needs to meet the setback requirements for an R-6 

zone.  Mr. Stokes added that if it does not meet setback requirements, no building permit can be 

issued.  A location survey is required for a building permit. 

 

R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR). 125 

 

R. Huftalen made the motion to adjourn the meeting.  S. McEntee seconded.  The motion carried 

with 5 in favor, 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:48 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 130 

 

 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 135 


