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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

May 9, 2016 

 

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

Stephen McEntee. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Keith Berger; Greg Widrick; Kurt Wendler; Matt 

Napierala; Keith Berger; Mark Biviano; Diane Webb; Sarah Webster; Chuck Macaulay; David 

Burch; Christina Preston; Anne Ferguson; Bill Hall; Adelaide Krumsiek; Howard Krumsiek; 10 

Kathleen Bennett; Carlos Gavilondo; Denise Lucas; Jim Lucas; David Muraco; Louis Muraco; 

Lindsey Cowherd; Bob Cowherd; Jason Emerson; Roger DeMuth; Dave Porter; Bob Ridler; Don 

Ferlow; Jane Nicholson-Dourdas; Bob Lucas; Christina Liberatore; Fritz Keonnecke; Dave 

Mehlbaum; John Ninos; Judy Gianforte; Kurt Wheeler; Todd Ha______ (illegible); and several 

others who did not sign in. 15 

 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:26 p.m. and introduced the Board.  He let everyone 

know that the Planning Board was in attendance at the joint Town Board and Village Board meeting 20 

earlier this evening to gather information about the Aldi project.  This is now the regularly scheduled 

meeting of the Planning Board.  The Board will hear an update from the developer, but public 

comment will not be solicited regarding the Aldi project.  Continued public comment will be through 

the Town Board and the Village Board.  As the Mayor said, this is early in the process.  The 

annexation process is ongoing and it would be premature for this Board to get public comments. 25 

 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen asked for any revisions to the minutes of April 11, 2016.  There were none noted.  

A. Walburger made the motion to approve the minutes as submitted.  A. McDowell seconded.  The 30 

motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

* * * * * 

 

Bob Kent, 47 Albany St., Special Use Permit 35 
Keith Berger, representing Bob Kent, came forward.  The request is to change occupancy of 

47 Albany Street.  Currently, Emma’s Café is on the street level and that will remain unchanged.  

The upstairs, which has been Teitsch-Kent-Fay Architects for about 30 years will change to 

residential use.  No exterior changes will be made.  There is already existing heating, plumbing, and 

sewer.  Some partitions need to be moved to make two bedrooms, kitchen, living room, and an extra 40 

bathroom. 

 

J. Gavilondo asked how many living units there will be.  Mr. Berger replied just one unit with two 

floors. 

 45 

R. Huftalen explained that this application is for a special use permit, which requires a public 

hearing to solicit public comment.  Residences are an allowed use with a special use permit.  He 

suggested setting a public hearing for the next regularly scheduled Planning Board meeting.  Absent 

any further questions or comments, the public hearing was set for 7:00 p.m., June 13, 2016. 
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 50 

* * * * * 

 

Adelaide Krumsiek, 44 Lincklaen St., Special Use Permit, Dog Grooming 

Adelaide Krumsiek came forward and gave her background and explained her request for a home 

occupation.  She has been involved with dog grooming, dog safety and care for 12+ years.  She is 55 

AKC certified in grooming and dog safety and handling.  The business will be out of the front of her 

home.  There is ample parking in the back out of sight where clients will park.  It will be by 

appointment only with one client at a time.  It will be a quiet home-based business. 

 

A. McDowell inquired if there would be any boarding of dogs.  Ms. Krumsiek answered there would 60 

be no boarding at all or any type of day care.  She will have a small kennel/crate and a large 

kennel/crate inside the grooming facility in case of an emergency when a pet parent cannot make it 

back in time to pick up their dog.  There could be a brief holding period of a couple of hours.  There 

will be no extended boarding or kenneling available.  There will not be any outside facilities. 

 65 

J. Gavilondo asked if Ms. Krumsiek had talked with her neighbors or gotten any objections.  

Ms. Krumsiek replied that she had talked to one, but not the other.  She has not gotten any 

objections, but has received a lot of support. 

 

R. Huftalen stated that as part of the Village notice requirements, a sign will be going up.  He 70 

advised that it is generally good practice to talk to the neighbors before the sign goes up.   

 

R. Huftalen explained that this request will need a public hearing.  He suggested setting a public 

hearing for the next regularly scheduled Planning Board meeting.  Hearing no further questions or 

comments, the public hearing was set for 7:00 p.m., or as soon as can be heard, on June 13, 2016. 75 

 

* * * * * 

 

Site Plan Review of 2364 and 2390 U.S. Route 20 (Aldi, etc.) 

Greg Widrick and Kurt Wendler of Sphere Development were present.  R. Huftalen explained that 80 

this is the second visit to the Planning Board by the developers proposing the project that is the 

subject of the annexation public hearings.  They briefly touched on site plan items previously.  When 

an application comes before the Village/Town Board or a Planning Board, to the extent practicable, 

it is to be considered in parallel and this Board is holding concurrent review.  He could not stress 

enough that the process is in its very early stages.  The applicant presented an initial plan last month, 85 

has been in contact with a number of community constituents, and has continued to educate this 

Board and accept feedback.  They are presenting an updated proposal tonight. 

 

Sarah Webster asked:  This is being considered as one project, one application.  Is the Planning 

Board only reviewing one piece of it?  R. Huftalen answered that the Planning Board will review the 90 

materials the applicant presents and get the information that is available.   

 

Ms. Webster:  Are you able to rule on input from just that one project or give any recommendations?  

R. Huftalen said the Planning Board is not going to make any rulings or recommendations.  This is 

very preliminary in the process.  It is more for the education of the Board members and the public in 95 

attendance to see changes made to the plan.  The property is not even annexed yet.  The Planning 

Board is acting concurrently with other involved agencies.   
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Mr. Stokes said that the property is not even annexed yet, so the Planning Board does not have 

jurisdiction.  It is preliminary and informal.  This is similar to the process the developer is going 100 

through with the Cazenovia Advisory Conservation Commission (CACC) and other organizations.  

The developer is continuing to get input and is adjusting the plans.  This is not an official application 

to the Planning Board at this point.  Once the property is annexed, there will be a formal process that 

takes places.  This is all preliminary. 

 105 

Bob Ridler:  Is the annexation being driven by the desire of the Village and Town?  Or is it being 

driven by the need to annex the property for the benefit of the developer? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  The annexation process is initiated by the applicant.  It is not initiated by the Town or 

the Village, nor is it driven by the Town or the Village.  If there is property that adjoins the Village 110 

boundary, the owner can petition for annexation.  Once the petition is submitted, there is a process 

that kicks in automatically.  That is the process that is going on between the Town Board and the 

Village Board.  It is actually separate from this.  Because of the State Environmental Quality Review 

(SEQR) process, the Planning Board may give some insight or recommendations informally 

regarding environmental aspects.   115 

 

Mr. Ridler:  If annexation goes through, does that mean the developer has the exclusive right to build 

on that property?  Mr. Stokes:  No.  It simply means the property becomes part of the Village.  

Whether it is this developer or another, they have to obtain the necessary zoning approvals. 

 120 

R. Huftalen:  Mr. Ridler makes a good point that bears amplifying.  An applicant can propose 

whatever they want to propose.  The owner of the property, or someone who has an interest in the 

property, is the one making the proposals.  They are entitled to propose whatever they want.  It is the 

process we go through that requires public input and thoughtful consideration of the Planning Board, 

the Town Board, and the Village Board that ultimately determines what happens. 125 

 

Mr. Wendler and Mr. Widrick:  We wanted to give an update from last time.  Some of the comments 

we heard from the Planning Board last month were:  The large asphalt sea between the Aldi and 

retail 1.  There was concern about being in the well head protection area.  Another comment was to 

add increased green space to the overall site plan.  Curb cuts need to be considered was another 130 

comment.  The Planning Board directed us to work with the Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) 

to refine the Aldi elevations and to work with the CACC to refine the site plan.  Mr. Stokes had 

asked that we resubmit our application as one application as opposed to two applications and we did 

that.  Tonight we will be looking at just one site plan as opposed to what Mr. Muraco is developing 

versus what we are looking to do.  Another comment was to provide a narrative describing how the 135 

redevelopment complies with the Village Edge South (VES) Code.  That has been drafted, but we 

are not ready to disclose it to the Planning Board because we just brought on new Counsel and we 

want her to have time to review it first.  On April 19, we had an informal meeting with the HPC, the 

Aldi architect, the Aldi real estate contact, and all of the developers.  As a result of that meeting, 

there were changes to the elevations and they were presented to the HPC on April 25.  That process 140 

is ongoing.  Public opinion was solicited and received.  At the conclusion of that meeting, 

approximately 11 comments were made for the elevation changes.  Those changes were made by the 

Aldi architect and resubmitted on May 3 to the HPC.  This is something that continues to evolve.  

Ted Bartlett of HPC has reached out to Jamie, the Aldi architect, for additional comments.  We are 

awaiting the HPC comments. 145 

 



Village of Cazenovia – Planning Board – May 9, 2016                       FINAL - 4 - 

J. Gavilondo inquired if the HPC recommendations are binding.  R. Huftalen answered that the HPC 

is advisory.  J. Gavilondo wondered if it might be wise to provide the changes to the Planning Board 

concurrent with the HPC.  She wants to avoid any misunderstanding and unnecessary work.  The 

Planning Board takes the HPC’s input seriously, but they are not the board that makes the decisions.   150 

 

Mr. Stokes commented that the request to work with the HPC and the CACC is not to the exclusion 

of the Planning Board.  Things should be shared simultaneously.  Mr. Widrick said he understands it 

is the Planning Board that makes the decisions. 

 155 

Mr. Wendler:  There was a discussion with the HPC involving sight lines as it relates to seeing 

rooftop units.  The HPC asked for a line-of-sight study and one was done.  From 50, 100, and 

200-foot sight line, the heating, ventilating, air conditioning (HVAC) units cannot be seen.  Part of 

that is because the height requirement of the buildings under the VES is so high that there is a 

considerable parapet wall above the roofline.  It aids naturally in preventing people from seeing the 160 

units on the roof.  We met with the CACC, Don Ferlow, on April 19.  Present at that meeting were 

Aldi; the developers; and Carl Stearns, a member of the Cazenovia Preservation Foundation (CPF).  

The meeting was held at our engineer’s office in Manlius.  Don offered many different topics during 

the meeting.  These are by no means all inclusive of his comments.  We tried to summarize some of 

his main points.  Various comments to the plan were offered including the creation of “meaningful 165 

green space,” protection of the aquifer, thoughtful landscaping, creation of a Village street character, 

and the need for an inventory of the existing vegetation on the site.  Aspinall’s Landscaping went out 

and identified and measured everything, which is being put on the plans.  A revised site plan was 

provided to the CACC on May 5.  This morning, we met again with Don Ferlow to discuss the site 

plan and he did provide additional comments.  CPF is an organization within the community that we 170 

want to respect and try to work with.  We reached out to CPF President, Carlos Gavilondo.  He had 

put an opinion letter in the Cazenovia Republican outlining his concerns.  We met with members of 

CPF, including Carlos, and some of the take away concerns expressed at that meeting were 

architectural review with Aldi, protection of the natural resources, and both pedestrian and vehicular 

connectivity to the Village across the entire 10 acres.   175 

 

Mr. Wendler:  There are considerable changes to the site plan.  The first section we want to talk 

about is green space considerations.  There was a comment that the large shared asphalt area looks 

like a sea of asphalt.  We beefed up the islands and the ends of the parking splines and created two 

more.  So 10 spaces in, there are two more 10-foot by 40-foot each green spaces.  In addition, a 180 

10-foot band from the front of Aldi, that was previously concrete, has been removed, and a 

considerable piece of green space has been put in with landscaping.  Probably the most significant 

piece of change in trying to come up with a community character, is to put Cazenovia’s first traffic 

circle in place.  It is a real unique feature that could come into the project.  It offers green space 

opportunities that would normally be a pretty benign intersection.  It also creates some traffic 185 

calming efforts for the future development of the residential property in back.  In addition, we put a 

considerable amount of landscaping along this limited parking area in front of retail 1.  In a 

redevelopment situation, the Code does call for and allow for opportunities to put some limited 

parking across the front, however, it requires that it be screened.  Our landscaping efforts have been 

increased considerably, but they are not where they need to be yet.  We hired Matt Vredenburgh last 190 

week for consultation.  He has done other landscaping projects that the Village seems pleased with, 

so we thought it was wise to bring him in.  This is not our final plan.  This is a work in progress.  A 

big change in the plan is the residential portion of the development.  We reduced the number of 

residences.  We redesigned that whole area to try to make it so the driveway would function more 

properly to the rear parcel at some point in the future.  By doing this change, we reduced the number 195 
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of parking counts on the residential portion from 80 to 48, which is a substantial reduction in asphalt 

and a large increase in green space.  As a result of our investigations of the existing vegetation on the 

site, we realized that our design for the stormwater mitigation system was actually encroaching on 

the conservation area.  On a previous plan, there was a green space between the loading dock and the 

access drive.  We pulled the access drive tight to the loading dock and pushed the green space 200 

opposite this side to allow for more area for the stormwater mitigation.  That allows us to stay away 

from the conservation area.  Another big part of the change in the plan is that previously there were 

two proposed crossings over the stream.  Besides being expensive, it disrupts the conservation area 

twice.  We think it makes sense to cross it once and it allows additional green space.  By pulling 

Drive Lane B in close to the loading dock, we were able to straighten it.  The previous plan had turns 205 

in it.  We have made it look more like a street.  Of course, village streets have parking off of them.  

Pedestrian connectivity was addressed.  There is a substantial increase in the pedestrian network.  

Every store has a sidewalk or pathway that leads to the storefront.  It goes all the way down to the 

residential piece.  The entire site can be navigated by walking or biking.  As part of our meeting with 

the CACC, we were made aware of the Link Trail.  That is a huge benefit for the community.  We 210 

thought it only natural to link to the Link Trail with our pedestrian pathways to allow any residents 

in the development to enjoy that Link Trail, as well as anyone on the Link Trail that wants to come 

to our establishments by walking.  The Link Trail goes to Stone Quarry Hill Art Park, so it seemed 

obvious that there would be a natural link.  We dedicated a 10-foot diameter section on the eastern 

edge of the proposed Aldi that would be dedicated for the purpose of displaying a piece of sculpture 215 

or artwork that would hopefully highlight the connectivity of the Link Trail over to the art park.  

Then we focused on vehicular connectivity.  The biggest change is the traffic circle.  This is a unique 

feature I think will grab the attention of people in the Village and the Town and hopefully be 

something they are very proud of.  We added, at the southern edge of the property off the residential 

portion, an access drive to be dedicated for future connectivity to all back lands.  At the far western 220 

edge of the site, we are offering connectivity to the Cowherd property.  At some point when that 

property comes on line, in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and other designs, that road can 

continue straight through.  Street character was the last thing we took a look at.  We have added 

street lights for pedestrian walkways.  These will be in character with Village street lights.  They are 

not parking lot lights.  They will be along Route 20 and down Access Drive A.  The red circles 225 

indicate places where pedestrians can take a break—sit down on benches—with trash receptacles at 

every bench that will help to create that street character.  We put bike racks throughout the site.  If 

someone does want to shop at any of these establishments, they can ride their bike and put it in a 

rack and know it is safe and out of the way of other pedestrians. 

 230 

Mr. Widrick:  It is important to note that the dark green area is the conservation area around the 

edges.  There was some public comment at the other meeting tonight about wishing the buildings 

were farther back.  But under the VES guidelines, we are almost at that maximum distance from the 

road.  There is no pushing those back any farther, especially with the conservation area. 

 235 

Mr. Ridler:  How far back from road are they?  Mr. Wendler:  These buildings are in the required 

distance, so no more than 65 feet away from the road.  The VES does not allow the building to go 

any farther back than 65 feet. 

 

J. Gavilondo:  There is still too much parking between the two retail buildings.  The Code actually 240 

says that given the interconnectivity and the desire of this area that parking should be limited to what 

is actually necessary versus what is calculated for maximum parking.  The parking for the retail is 

overblown.   
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Mr. Widrick:  The Code does establish a formula for calculating those numbers based upon square 245 

footage accessible to the public.  This is a massive reduction from what the Code allows.  

Mr. Wendler:  If we built to the Code, we would have 265 spaces.  So we have made a substantial 

reduction in the parking as it relates to the Code in accordance with the VES, which is to minimize 

parking.  In addition, we have designed it so there is shared parking.  There is already an easement 

that is signed, executed, and in place for sharing that parking.  It does not matter who the owners are, 250 

there will be a permanent easement in place.  So the most efficient way to reduce parking is to share 

parking, which is what we are doing.  Based on our industry experience, we feel this is the minimum 

we can live with.   

 

J. Gavilondo:  Have you reviewed the Design Guidelines?  Are you using that in working with the 255 

HPC to design a building?  Mr. Wendler:  We are hoping the HPC is guiding us to what is 

acceptable.  We are relying on the HPC and the architect. 

 

R. Huftalen:  We have to remember that this property is not annexed yet.  This is not going to 

happen instantly and all information cannot be shared instantly.  We need to make sure we are 260 

digesting the information.  It is legitimate to raise any concerns proactively to help the developers 

understand what is important to the Planning Board.  We are not in a position to make any findings 

or to do anything other than have an information exchange.  We are not in a position to make any 

decisions.  There is a lot of specific guidance within the Code, the Design Guidelines, stormwater 

considerations, impervious surface considerations, and a whole host of things that continue to be 265 

considered. 

 

J. Gavilondo:  My point is that if they are looking for our input, one of my comments is I think there 

is still too much asphalt.  My guess is that probably a large segment of the public will think it is too 

much asphalt.  I appreciate the other items you have done with the landscaping and shifting of the 270 

stormwater retention. 

 

Mr. Widrick:  We are not picking the 80 parking spaces out of the air.  That is what Aldi says they 

need to be able to serve its customers on Thanksgiving and Super Bowl days.  It is coming from the 

industry, not the developers. 275 

 

Mr. Wendler:  We tried to incorporate a lot of Mr. Ferlow’s comments in this revision.  There were 

seven additional comments.  I would characterize them as not too difficult to achieve.  I think they 

are very achievable.  I will say it is a bit of a challenge to work with so many boards.  We were 

directed to go to the HPC, but now it sounds like we need to go to the Planning Board.  We would 280 

appreciate clear direction on how to get to the end point.  I would hate to go through the process in 

one direction and be derailed to another process.  My point is, Don has comments, but they may not 

be your comments.  We want to understand the comments to make sure the plan makes sense to 

everyone. 

 285 

R. Huftalen:  We appreciate Ms. Gavilondo’s comments.  We appreciate all the comments from the 

public.  We appreciate you taking input from the HPC.  We recognize that it is not an easy process.  

It is an important project to the community, as you have seen tonight and will continue to see.  It is 

part of our role to help make it a better project by incorporating the various constituents.  

 290 

A. Walburger:  My only comment on this much revised site plan is reconciling the number of curb 

cuts with the requirements.  The exceptions for redevelopment and the specific wording in 180-63 

F(1), which allows for retention of one existing curb cut subject to New York State Department of 
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Transportation (DOT) approval and other curb cuts to be removed.  I know this is still preliminary.  I 

know we need input from DOT.  I know further information will come out, but that is something you 295 

heard about during the annexation meeting tonight.  We are still going to be looking for clarification 

from you.  That is definitely on our radar. 

 

Kurt Wheeler:  There is a new regional manager of DOT and they have asked us to hold off 

contacting them.  Sometime in the next week or ten days, we will be reaching out to have a 300 

combined meeting with the Village, DOT, and developers. 

 

J. Gavilondo:  Is the residential section apartments?  Are there 8 per each big rectangle for a total of 

32?  Mr. Muraco:  Yes. 

 305 

R. Huftalen:  Are there any other comments or questions?  We appreciate the information shared and 

the time and effort you put into soliciting comments from all of the boards.  There will be 

opportunity for public input at the continuation of the public hearing for the annexation on May 25 at 

6:30 p.m. 

 310 

R. Huftalen asked for any other business to be brought before the Board.  There was none.  

A. Walburger made the motion to adjourn the meeting.  S. McEntee seconded.  The motion carried 

with 5 in favor, 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:18 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 315 

 

 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 320 


