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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 
July 11, 2016  

Present:  Richard Huftalen, Chair; Adam Walburger; Anne McDowell; and Stephen McEntee. 5 
 
Absent:  Jennifer Gavilondo. 
 
Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; William Zupan; Tom Driscoll; Jimmy Golub; Don 
Ferlow; Jim Steinberg; Dave Muraco; Dennis Gregg; Anne Saltman; David Vredenburgh; Miriam 10 
Weber; John Cawley; John Clarke; Barbara Clarke; Adelaide Krumsiek; Howard Krumsiek; 
V. H. Krumsiek; Keith Berger; Sarah Webster; Jing Zheng; David Katleski; Marie Knapp; Charles 
Amos; Lauren Lines; Gail Mitchell; Peter Mitchell; Roger DeMuth; Bill Carroll; Kurt Wendler; 
Greg Widrick; David Muraco; Kathleen Bennett; Federico Meira; Anne Ferguson; and several others 
who did not sign in. 15 
 

* * * * * 
 
R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. and introduced the Board.   
 20 

* * * * * 
 
R. Huftalen asked for any revisions to the minutes of June 13, 2016.  S. McEntee noted misspelling 
of Krumsiek.  R. Huftalen mentioned that on page 10, line 439, the word “improved” should be 
“approved.”  A. McDowell made the motion to approve the minutes as corrected.  S. McEntee 25 
seconded.  The motion carried with 4 in favor, 0 opposed. 
 

* * * * * 
 

Cazenovia Restoration Corp., Public Hearing, 9 Chenango St., Subdivision 30 David Vredenburgh came forward to explain.  This is for Tax Map Nos. 94.81-1-1 and 94.68-1-2.  
The map shows the existing utilities that come in from Chenango Street and service the existing 
house.  It shows some lines that once served a former greenhouse.  The proposal is to take the 5+ 
acres of what was the former Cazenovia Greenhouse and subdivide it into three lots.  One lot being 
just under 1 acre with the existing house.  There would be an access easement to service the two new 35 
lots as well as the existing house at Rose Hill.  The owner, Dudley Johnson, had a company mark the 
location of the existing water line and gas line that run from Chenango Street and service the 
existing house and then dead end to where they used to service the greenhouse.  There were some 
other underground utilities present that could not be identified.  The two new lots will be serviced 
from Chenango Street.  They will have service laterals from the public utilities on Chenango Street.  40 
It will be a 25-foot easement strip. 
 
A. McDowell asked if there is contention with the neighbors about the easement.  Mr. Vredenburgh 
answered that the neighbors would use the easement as well.  The easement was in place before the 
greenhouse existed.  About 1936 was when the parcel was purchased and Rose Hill was subdivided 45 
off.  Then in 1968 it was sold to Pace who owned the greenhouse.  This is currently two parcels with 
the intention of becoming three parcels. 
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A. McDowell wondered if it will be a problem to move the water around from Chenango Street to 
get back into the new lots.  R. Huftalen replied that the laterals will come from Chenango Street 50 
through the easement to the lots. 
 
R. Huftalen opened the discussion to public comment. 
 
Jim Steinberg, a resident of 9 Chenango Street, spoke.  He would like to find a way to work with 55 
Mr. Johnson to find a solution.  The proposal is to create flag lots, which are prohibited under 
Village zoning.  He is prepared to make an offer to Mr. Johnson to buy Lot 3 to add it to his 
property.  This would solve the flag lot problem.  There is no road frontage at all for either of these 
lots.  Under Village regulations, this would create two flag lots.  He thinks it would be useful to put 
the subdivision on hold to see if an arrangement or deal can be reached with Mr. Johnson. 60 
 
R. Huftalen read the definition of flag lot from the Code: 
 
180-9{65}_FLAG LOT 
A lot which has limited, nonconforming frontage on a public street providing access to the lot, but 65 
has sufficient lot area and other lot dimensions which meet the requirements of the zoning district in 
which the lot exists. 
 
Mr. Stokes stated that the flag lot has existed for many years.  This Board is not creating it.  To 
remove any doubt before acting on it, the Planning Board can ask the applicant to go to the Zoning 70 
Board of Appeals (ZBA) to get a recommendation. 
 
R. Huftalen cited 155-10A(4) of the Code: 
The subdivision plan shall provide each lot with satisfactory access to an existing public street or to 
a subdivision street that will be ceded to public use at the time of final plat approval. 75 
 
R. Huftalen believes that interpreting that clause would be useful. 
 
Roger DeMuth, a resident of Chenango Street, spoke.  He is curious if plans call for access to these 
lots through the existing dual driveway.  R. Huftalen answered yes, it is described as the same 80 
easement that has been in place since 1936.  There will be no new entrance in the back. 
 
R. Huftalen made a motion to send this to the ZBA for their opinion.  A. McDowell seconded.  The 
motion carried with 4 in favor, 0 opposed. 
 85 

* * * * * 
 

Gregg Development Corp., Subdivision, Lots 69 and 70 South Meadow Dennis Gregg came forward.  He stated that he needs to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) 
because it does not have road frontage.  Someday the road will connect over to the Lucas property 90 
and he plans to get access through there.  For the purpose of subdivision now, he wants to get a 
chunk set aside to donate to the Cazenovia Preservation Foundation (CPF) in addition to another 
chunk to be donated to the Village.  He inquired if he needs to work out access at this point in time if 
he is going to the ZBA.  Right now, access is off of the trail and there is a right-of-way to the trail.  
The trail runs into the woods.  It runs along the eastern edge.  The plan is to have a right-of-way that 95 
will get deeded to the Village.  The trail runs to the Lucas land and he is planning access off of that.  
When he redraws the section, he will put the 60-foot right-of-way for the Village within a 20-foot 
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strip heading out.  In the meantime, he can do a 20-foot strip along the northern boundary between 
South Village and South Meadow.  An old hiking trail used to run up through the woods anyway.  
So it might be nice to go ahead and set aside the 20-foot right-of-way.  The trail used to run 100 
diagonally through the woods.  Now it runs along the eastern boundary of Lucas.  The North 
Country Links trail just has a right-of-way.  There is currently pedestrian access and no vehicular 
access.  There are no plans to have vehicular access because it is intended to be a park. 
 
Mr. Stokes suggested that Mr. Gregg work out with Cazenovia Preservation Foundation (CPF) 105 
exactly what they are looking for. 
 
R. Huftalen solicited questions from the Board.  There were none.  He stated that no action could be 
taken tonight.  There is already an application to the ZBA for a variance.  He would like to continue 
the public hearing until next month. 110 
 
R. Huftalen asked for any public comments.   
 
Roger Demuth asked:  If access is granted to connect Chenango Street to Nine Road and to 
Route 20, where would the road come out?  Would a bridge over the ravine be needed? 115 
 
Mr. Gregg replied that this is nowhere near the ravine.  No bridge is required. 
 
Barbara Clarke asked if the trail is in the vicinity of Nancy Proctor’s house and if there will be a 
road.  Mr. Gregg answered that it is just past Laidman’s house.  The trail used to go up through the 120 
boundary between South Village and South Meadow and cut diagonally through the woods and then 
up to the art park.  There will be no road. 
 
R. Huftalen clarified that Mr. Gregg is working with CPF to donate an area for their benefit and they 
want an easement to have access to it.  There will not be a road.  It will be for pedestrian access only. 125 
 
R. Huftalen made a motion to continue the public hearing until the regularly scheduled meeting on 
August 8.  S. McEntee seconded.  The motion carried with 4 in favor, 0 opposed. 
 

* * * * * 130 
 
Empire Farmstead Brewery, Modification of Approved Site Plan David Katleski came forward.  R. Huftalen gave some background.  These modifications came 
before the Board last month.  Site plan modifications included additional signs, an outdoor cooker 
(approved last month), lean-to, fence (approved by the Zoning/Code Enforcement Officer), two gas 135 
fire pits, and two flag poles. 
 
Mr. Katleski gave some history.  There was an application for consideration of signage.  The front 
sign was approved.  He did not understand that the signage on the building would need approval as 
well.  He authorized the silo to be branded.  It is a common practice throughout the U.S. for silos to 140 
be branded.  It has the name of the beer on the silo and it is in violation of the sign Code.  He has 
requested a variance to allow for the silo sign.  It is 850 feet from the road.  The hop poles will cover 
most of the silo sign.  This will be seen more when driving up to the building.  In addition, he would 
like to have a sign above the front door.  The front sign has been approved and part of it is an “e” 
and he would like to carry that same image to be suspended above the awning of the front door. 145 
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R. Huftalen commented that the Board was operating under a false impression last time.  The Board 
looked at the resolution and the annexation and was under the impression at that time that the 
Planning Board could handle sign requests.  Subsequent to that, R. Huftalen and Mr. Stokes looked 
at the Code and it does give some guidance.  In a Planned Development (PD), there can be only one 150 
business identification sign.  That is the governing language.  The illuminated sign will require a 
variance and will need to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA).  The Planning Board will look 
at the other items and make determinations on those. 
 
Mr. Katleski would like to protect the outdoor cooker with some type of basic lean-to roughly 155 
10 feet by 20 feet.  He would like to build a simple four post structure with an angled corrugated 
steel roof. 
 
R. Huftalen commented that the Board would consider that tonight.  It is not visible from the road 
and it is part of internal operations. 160 
 
Mr. Katleski mentioned there was an approved split rail ornamental fence that was supposed to go 
across the front of the property.  But after the site work was done, the landscape did not lend itself to 
that fence and he would like to remove it from consideration because it no longer makes sense and 
would look awkward. 165 
 
Mr. Katleski intends to put two flag poles at the end of the building.  The American flagpole would 
be 20 feet high and the New York State flagpole would be 18 feet high.  He does not believe they 
will be visible from Route 13 or Route 20.  The 20-foot pole would be consistent with the hop poles 
out front.  The flagpoles would be constructed from the same materials as the hop poles.  They will 170 
look rustic and “farmesque.” 
 
Mr. Katleski would like to have two fire pits in the back yard area.  He wanted to bring some Central 
New York tradition of brewing to Cazenovia.  He was able to obtain 20,000 bricks and a medallion 
from the original Haberle Brewery in Syracuse circa 1865.  This historic element has been brought 175 
to the patio area.  He has some extra bricks and he would like to use them around two gas fire pits 
where customers could to sit around them with Adirondack chairs and enjoy the back yard. 
 
R. Huftalen mentioned that directional signs are specifically allowed by the Code in a PD.  
Mr. Katleski stated that he wants them to be completely compliant with the Code.  They would be 180 
strictly for safety and directional purposes.  There are temporary signs now for parking and a trail 
sign.  Part of the original resolution was that everyone would be steered toward the Lorenzo property 
to head to the Burlingame trail at the end of the parking lot.  They would be very rustic and in 
keeping with New York State parks signage. 
 185 
A. Walburger cited 180-117(I)(2) regarding directional signs: 
On-premises directional signs for the safety of the general public, identifying direction of traffic flow, 
parking areas, fire zones, entrances and exits, not exceeding two square feet per face and mounted not 
more than four feet above grade.  Business names and logos only shall be allowed, excluding all other 
advertising messages. 190 
 
A. Walburger continued that some of the signs look bigger than that.  The trail sign is depicted as 
6 feet long.  So, unless it is 4 inches tall, it exceeds 2 square feet.  He suggested that perhaps this 
should go to the ZBA. 
 195 
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Mr. Katleski said he would be glad to go to the ZBA for the signs as they are completely educational 
and informative and something the public should be aware of.  Given the size parameters, he does 
not think that is enough space to convey the message. 
 
R. Huftalen asked for any comments from the Board.   200 
 
S. McEntee asked about the distance of the fire pits from the patio.  Mr. Katleski answered about 
20 feet.  He also wondered if there is lighting out back.  Mr. Katleski replied that for safety reasons 
there would be some small downward lighting in the pit itself, but otherwise none.  S. McEntee 
asked if the fire pits would only be used after dark.  Mr. Katleski said that is the intent and probably 205 
only seasonal, probably late fall when it gets dark earlier.  In the summer it is light until 9:00 and he 
closes at 9:00.  S. McEntee wanted to confirm that 9:00 would be the limit no matter what season.  
Mr. Katleski answered that he can’t promise that a later closing time won’t happen in the future, but 
so far 9:00 has been a comfortable time to close. 
 210 
R. Huftalen solicited comments and questions from the public. 
 
Don Ferlow, of Cazenovia Advisory Conservation Commission (CACC), spoke.  The original plans 
talked about a line of lilacs along the street frontage with the ornamental fence.  Now Mr. Katleski is 
asking to remove the fence.  The plan still shows vegetation.  Will the vegetation be removed also?  215 
Mr. Katleski answered that given the result of the site work and the landscape, he wants to remove 
that vegetation from the plan because the front is so much higher than initially anticipated.  That 
vegetation was intended to be purely aesthetic.  He has hired an arborist to do the tree work.  The 
final Certification of Occupancy is predicated on that. 
 220 
R. Huftalen clarified that Mr. Katleski has been working with Bill Carr on a temporary Certificate of 
Occupancy that expires at the end of this month and it has a renewal provision. 
 
Anne Ferguson asked if the patio was approved on the original site plan or if it is now an addition to 
the plan.  If so, is there now a lighting requirement for the patio?  How many people will be 225 
accommodated on that patio in terms of seating?  Mr. Katleski replied that the patio was approved to 
the size it is right now and it not being expanded.  There is lighting under the awning.  He believes 
they are 20 watt bulbs under the awning for safety. 
 
Ms. Ferguson asked if there was a specified closing time on the original application.  If so, what was 230 
the closing time?  Mr. Katleski responded that it is under the guidance of New York State law.  
R. Huftalen added that there was no specified closing time.  In the resolution, there was emphasis on 
provisions of the Village Code that enforce the noise ordinance and other items. 
 
Roger Demuth spoke.  He went to the Empire Farmstead Brewery the other night.  He believes it is a 235 
real asset to the community. 
 
Sarah Webster echoed Mr. DeMuth’s sentiments.  She added that more lighting along the driveway 
is needed for safety after dark.  Mr. Katleski responded that driveway lighting is ready to be wired 
and he is awaiting the lights.  Ms. Webster inquired if the lighting is dark sky compliant.  240 
Mr. Katleski answered absolutely.  She wondered what time the driveway lights would be turned off.  
Mr. Katleski replied that the panel timer was being installed today.  All lights will be turned off at 
the same time. 
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R. Huftalen recalled that there was a provision that differentiated the hop barn lights for employees 245 
to exit safely. 
 
Mr. Ferlow commented that for the last few evenings, cars have been parked along the edge of the 
road, across the front of the building, and in the service area.  He questioned if there might be a need 
for future parking expansion to avoid parking on the grass or the fringe of the road, which might 250 
have a stormwater impact.  Mr. Katleski said that parking expansion may be inevitable, but at this 
time he is not sure what could be proposed.  R. Huftalen noted that parking becomes a Code 
enforcement issue. 
 
R. Huftalen called for discussion by the Board of the aforementioned various items (fence, flagpoles, 255 
lean-to, directional signs, and fire pits). 
 
S. McEntee expressed his concern of the potential hours of outside activity.  There are other local 
businesses that have had issues.  If hours are flexible, there could be an issue. 
 260 
R. Huftalen stated that the noise ordinance governs the hours.  The Board previously specified that 
all architectural lights shall be off by 10:00 p.m. on Sunday through Thursday and 11:00 p.m. on 
Fridays and Saturdays. 
 
A. Walburger noted that the flagpoles were discussed.  It was recommended to limit flags only to a 265 
New York State and the American flag and disallow any logos, branding, or advertising.  He is also 
concerned about the increased activity in the back of the brewery compared to what was originally 
presented to the Board.  He is concerned about people and activities spilling out into the field in the 
area of the fire pits. 
 270 
Mr. Katleski gave more detail on the gas fire pits.  They are more architectural than anything else.  
They are common at hotels or high-end restaurants.  They are roughly 3 feet by 6 feet after the 
bricks.  They are about 2-1/2 feet tall.  There is no wood or open fire. 
 
Regarding the directional signs, Mr. Katleski asked if he needs to identify where each sign will be, 275 
as long as they follow Code.  He also wondered if he could add more signs.  R. Huftalen noted that 
five signs are identified on this proposal and they seem to be appropriately placed and the Board will 
consider these five signs as proposed tonight.  If Mr. Katleski wants to modify or add signs, he will 
need to come back before the Board. 
 280 
R. Huftalen asked if anyone had any thoughts about removing the ornamental split rail fence from 
the plans.  No one had an issue with that.   
 
S. McEntee said that removal of the vegetation (lilacs) along the fence should be included in the 
Board’s consideration.   285 
 
R. Huftalen voiced that he has no problem with removal of the ornamental fence, but removing the 
vegetation is a bigger deal.  All of the landscaping is a provision of the final Certificate of 
Occupancy.  The Board understands there are some other modifications to the drawings that have 
been suggested by CACC with regard to spacing of the trees.  He would prefer to consider all of the 290 
plantings all at once.  He suggested that the Board take a holistic view.  He is not comfortable 
approving removal of the lilacs.  He would rather have the Board consider the overall planting plan. 
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Mr. Katleski pointed out that when all of this was initially done it was only lines on paper.  There is 
now a better understanding from a topography standpoint.  He believes the plantings will be done in 295 
September when it is safer for the trees. 
 
Mr. Ferlow commented that from CACC’s standpoint the fence and the lilacs are not a meaningful 
element because the hop poles take precedence, which are the agriculture feature.  The planting in 
the back needs to be tailored to fit the needs of the two neighbors and he suggested that those 300 
plantings be worked out in more detail. 
 
S. McEntee inquired about the color of the roof on the lean-to.  Mr. Katleski answered that it is tin.  
It is an old barn roof that is being repurposed. 
 305 
R. Huftalen expressed his opinion that the fire pits are a more serious extension of the use than was 
originally proposed.  He would like to get more details of the fire pits for the Board’s consideration.  
What do they look like?  How are they fired?  He questioned that even with all of the detail, if it is 
appropriate. 
 310 
A. Walburger inquired how many chairs/seating locations would be around the fire pits.  According 
to the plans, there is a 60-foot expanse of lawn that could be open or it could be full of chairs.  
Mr. Katleski answered that it depends.  If there is a circle of chairs, there could be 8-10 chairs 
around each fire pit.  The view is off the back, so he believes most people would want to sit in front 
of it.  He would say that 20 chairs would not be excessive. 315 
 
R. Huftalen commented that this may be something that gets figured out over time and the Board 
could get comfortable with.  Maybe the fire pits could be incorporated with the landscaping plan.  It 
is not clear enough how much of an impact this will have and therefore, he would not want to take 
any action tonight. 320 
 
Regarding the fire pits, A. Walburger thinks they have potential to be great, given enough detail to 
know what can be expected.  He does not want to say no right now, but is willing to wait for more 
information.  A. McDowell said she feels the same.  S. McEntee also feels the same.  Mr. Stokes 
advised that it makes sense to hold off to get more details. 325 
 
Mr. Katleski commented that even though he likes the idea of sitting back and enjoying nature, the 
fire pits are not crucial to the existence of his business.  R. Huftalen said he would check with the 
Zoning/Code Enforcement Officer about the fire pits.   
 330 
R. Huftalen noted that these changes to the plan are not substantial enough to make an impact on the 
prior State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) determination.  Mr. Stokes agreed. 
 
R. Huftalen made a motion to approve the lean-to as described.  Approve removal of the ornamental 
fence in front.  Approve two flagpoles (one 18 feet high for a New York State flag, one 20 feet high 335 
for an American flag).  There shall be no branding, logos, or advertising on the flagpoles or flags.  
Approve directional signage as depicted on submitted drawings dated May 25, 2016, SK61.1 EFB.  
A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried with 4 in favor, 0 opposed. 
 
R. Huftalen stated that the illuminated sign and oversize signs would be referred to the ZBA for 340 
consideration.  The public hearing will be continued to the August meeting in order to get a 
determination from the ZBA. 
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* * * * * 
 345 

Adelaide Krumsiek, 44 Lincklaen St., Public Hearing Special Use Permit, Dog Grooming Adelaide Krumsiek came forward.  R. Huftalen gave some background.  A dog grooming business is 
being proposed at 44 Lincklaen Street.  This is a home occupation that is allowed under the Code.  
The Board did not take action at its last meeting when a public hearing was held, pending additional 
information.  A State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) determination was made.  In the 350 
interim, the Village Attorney drafted a resolution for the Board’s consideration. 
 
Ms. Krumsiek submitted a survey of her property.  There are 7 parking spots marked off on it.  She 
also submitted some photographs of cars parked in her driveway.  The parked cars are completely 
out of sight from Lincklaen Street.  There will be no more than 2 cars in her driveway at the same 355 
time (hers and a customer’s). 
 
R. Huftalen read the resolution as drafted by the Village Attorney:   
 

RESOLUTION 360 
OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAZENOVIA  
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE APPLICATION 

OF ADELAIDE KRUMSIEK FOR SPECIAL PERMIT APPROVAL  365 
FOR THE PREMISES AT 44 LINCKLAEN STREET    

WHEREAS, Adelaide Krumsiek (“Applicant”) has submitted an application for special use 
permit approval to conduct a home occupation dog grooming business located at 44 Lincklaen Street 
(“Premises”), and 370 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to section 180-98 of the Village Zoning Code, animal day care 
facilities, which include dog grooming services, are permitted in residential zones subject to the 
conditions set forth in section 180-98, and  
  375 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was duly scheduled, noticed and held on this application, 
during the course of which all those wishing to be heard on the application were duly heard by the 
Planning Board, and  

 
WHEREAS, the public hearing has been, or hereby is closed, and   380 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Board has previously made a negative declaration on this 

application under the regulations implementing the New York State Environmental Quality Review 
Act.  

 385 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED, that the Application for special use 

permit approval to conduct a home occupation dog grooming business at the Premises is hereby 
granted upon the following conditions: 

 
1. Hours of operation shall be limited to 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through 390 

Saturday. No business shall be conducted on Sundays. 
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2. No outdoor kenneling of dogs is permitted and all dogs must be on a leash while 

outdoors on the Premises.  395 
3. Patrons will be asked to use the on-site parking in the rear yard of the Premises.  
4. All services shall be by appointment only, with appointments scheduled to avoid 

overlapping client visits to the maximum extent practicable.  400 
5. All dogs on the Premises shall be current with their rabies vaccinations and parasite 

treatments.  
6. All animal waste shall be collected, stored and disposed of so as to prevent any 

noticeable odors. 405  
7. There shall be no animal noises disruptive to neighbors.  
8. This special permit shall be subject to review after one year as provided in Code 

section 180-98. 410 
 

Dated:  July 11, 2016 
 
A. McDowell made the motion to adopt the resolution.  A. Walburger seconded.  The motion carried 
with 4 in favor, 0 opposed. 415 
 

* * * * * 
 

Robert L. Kent, 47 Albany Street, Special Use Permit, Restaurant/Residence Keith Berger came forward.  R. Huftalen gave some background.  This is an application for a special 420 
use permit for the establishment of combined commercial (first floor restaurant) and upper floor 
residential use.  A public hearing was held last month.  The Board had not yet received a 
determination from Madison County Planning Department, so no action could be taken.  The Board 
has now received the County’s comments where they referred it back for local determination.  They 
cited no county-wide adverse impact. 425 
 
R. Huftalen asked for any questions or comments.  Hearing none, he made the motion to approve the 
application for special use permit.  S. McEntee seconded.  The motion carried with 4 in favor, 
0 opposed. 
 430 

* * * * * 
 
John and Melissa Clarke, 79 Chenango Street, Sidewalk Placement and Trees John Clarke came forward to explain.  He presented aerial views of the property.  The house is 
nearing completion and Heritage Homes is the builder.  Site work is almost done.  The two homes 435 
built prior to this one have clear sight to Chenango Street because there are no trees in front of them.  
The two trees remaining on this property looked dead.  Tom Tait, a tree expert, was contacted and he 
put some orange tape around some dead trees and some tape around one that is questionable, which 
is closest to this driveway.  Mr. Clarke would like to get rid of all of the trees there and push the 
sidewalk closer to Chenango Street and then plant new trees with better visual appeal.  Mr. Clarke 440 
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met with R. Huftalen and Bill Carr, Zoning/Code Enforcement Officer.  One consideration is the 
snow load from clearing snow from South Village.  He is not asking for the sidewalk to be right next 
to the road.  He measured from a tree to the centerline of the road, which was 33 feet.  His 
understanding is that the County removed a row of trees from the other properties.  R. Huftalen said 
he has the same understanding.  Mr. Clarke measured from the centerline of the road to the proposed 445 
front edge of the sidewalk, which is 41 feet, so there is some room to push it closer to the 33-foot 
line.  Mr. Clarke questioned if the County needs to be involved. 
 
A. McDowell inquired about the distance from the building to the existing sidewalk.  Mr. Clarke 
said he did not measure that.  A. McDowell asked if the sidewalks would be straight or crooked.  450 
Mr. Clarke talked with Bill Carr about having the sidewalk jog around the maple tree that will stay.   
 
R. Huftalen noted that having a crooked sidewalk impacts the neighbors more than the Clarkes.  The 
sidewalk jogs out to avoid a ditch created by the County or the developer. 
 455 
A. Walburger wondered about Mr. Tait’s assessment of the maple tree.  Mr. Clarke said the maple at 
the far end is fine.  The tree right next to the driveway has rot in the middle and it looks like the roots 
might have gotten damaged during excavation and it is leaning toward Chenango Street. 
 
R. Huftalen relayed Bill Carr’s concerns, which is to have a plowable sidewalk without twisting 460 
contours.  It appears that Mr. Clarke is asking for a reasonable accommodation to eliminate the trees 
that are deemed unfit.  The maple tree will be preserved.  And then push the sidewalk as close to the 
tree line as is recommended so he can keep it straight as it extends on the site plan diagram, all the 
way out to the last lot in the Koglmeier subdivision. 
 465 
R. Huftalen commented that there is guidance from the subdivision approval in 2008 with a 
provision for the preservation of mature trees in the no-build zone along Chenango Street.  
Mr. Clarke could comply with that and comply with Mr. Carr’s wishes to not impact the trees farther 
down, maintain a straight line for plowing, and stay out of the County’s way for snow load.  He 
would be happy to turn it over to Mr. Carr for his discretion and work with the excavator and 470 
developer to meet those conditions. 
 
Mr. Stokes advised that this is a modification of the approved plan.  The location in the approved 
plan was based upon preserving existing vegetation that is largely no longer there.  The Planning 
Board needs to make sure there is input from Mr. Carr.  Then the applicant should come back with 475 
something drawn out for the Planning Board to consider because it is a modification of the approved 
plan.  This will make sure that everybody is on the same page.  The existing sidewalks are on private 
property.  He does not believe the Village ever got an easement for the sidewalks and there should 
be an easement.  The Planning Board should make sure all property owners are on board now that 
some of the lots have been conveyed.  If the Board wants to approve removing that other vegetation 480 
tonight, that would be fine. 
 
A. Walburger agreed that would be appropriate and expedient since no other grading can be done 
until the trees are cut down.  The unsafe vegetation should be removed.  He wondered if there is a 
mechanism to let them do that. 485 
 
Mr. Stokes stated there could be a resolution of the Board finding that the original stipulation no 
longer has any merit due to the change in conditions in anticipation of the Board modifying the 
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approved plan to give the applicant permission to remove the existing vegetation as requested, with 
the exception of the one mature maple tree. 490 
 
A. Walburger suggested limiting the Board’s finding to Lot 3 so as to not impact other lots farther 
down. 
 
Mr. Stokes said that a new State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) declaration is not necessary 495 
as this is a modification of an existing plan.  The Board can rely on the original SEQR. 
 
R. Huftalen made a motion to allow modification of the plan as approved by Mr. Carr because the 
original 2008 restrictions to preserve existing vegetation no longer have merit due to the change in 
conditions.  The modification of the plan is limited to Lot 3 to avoid impacting lots farther down.  500 
The mature maple tree will be preserved.  The applicant will continue to consult with Mr. Carr.  The 
Planning Board will consider the modified site plan.  A. Walburger seconded.  The motion carried 
with 4 in favor, 0 opposed. 
 

* * * * * 505 
 

Cazenovia Hospitality, Laker Way, Landscaping R. Huftalen gave some background.  The Board has talked about landscaping modifications 
requested at prior Planning Board meetings.  He has an email from Bill Carr, Zoning/Code 
Enforcement Officer.  The plantings went in and it was determined that they were not of sufficient 510 
size.  The Planning Board received input from Mr. Ferlow and Cazenovia Advisory Conservation 
Commission (CACC).  R. Huftalen read Mr. Carr’s email:  All of the trees that were called for in the 
site plan for the Hampton Inn have been planted.  There was some question about the size of the 
trees.  I would ask that no more trees be planted in the right-of-way due to the snow load.  The 
current trees in this right-of-way need to be secured better due to the high wind load up there.  515 
R. Huftalen explained that there were a number of honey locusts identified as being undersized.  
This presents an opportunity for the Planning Board to look at what the actual plantings are and what 
suggested remedy might be put in place. 
 
R. Huftalen referred to marked up drawings showing plantings, original and proposed, and 520 
modifications initialed by Mr. Carr, R. Huftalen, and A. Walburger.  This was originally done 
May 31, 2016.  Subsequently, R. Huftalen identified some trees that were initially identified as pear.  
There was an additional crabapple that was on there.  He also marked some spots for potential 
additional trees.  R. Huftalen continued that Mr. Ferlow had presented a detailed report and called 
upon Mr. Ferlow to speak. 525 
 
Mr. Ferlow summarized the report.  There were several items based on meetings, reviewing the 
original plan, and reviewing the landscape with revisions of the original plan.  He went back and 
measured all the trees.  The honey locusts, which are the street trees, appear to be undersized based 
upon scaling.  The landscaper told me she had purchased 2-inch caliper trees and the minimum size 530 
specified on all the plans was 2-1/2-inch, which would have been by code of the American Nursery 
Association to be minimum of 2-1/2-inch caliper at a distance above the ground.  CACC made 
several suggestions.  The easy answer to this, but not necessarily the right answer, is there was a 
mistake, remove the trees and replace them with the right size.  We are in the middle of summer.  
The planting would not occur until the trees lose their leaves in the fall and would only start growth 535 
and even potentially not be planted until spring, so you would lose two seasons of growth.  They are 
in the ground and growing.  They are young and they have a good leaf set on them right now and 
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they need care.  CACC’s recommendation is to leave them there and let them grow.  Make up the 
difference in cost of what was saved by not buying the right size trees by adding some additional 
plantings to the site.  The landscaper agreed to that.  And then have someone provide a maintenance 540 
agreement for the 2016 and 2017 growing season.  This Board should have a plan in the file of what 
is actually planted on the site.  He explained the reason for the maintenance agreement.  A 
compacted urban type subgrade that occurs around new construction is almost concrete.  The soil 
should be 50% air and water combination, with 45% mineral matter, and about 5% organic matter.  
When that compaction is present, the air and water ratio goes down to very small numbers.  When 545 
planted in that type of pit, the plant roots hit a wall as soon as they start to grow and last about 
3-4 years before they die.  Normal proper landscape practice would be to plow, scarify, box blade, 
etc., about 12 inches of that urban soil, then put topsoil on top of that.  Then you have a growing 
medium into which those roots can move.  He spoke to the landscaper and asked how digging of the 
pits was.  The landscaper said “hard.”  One of the reasons for the maintenance agreement is not only 550 
watering and fertilizing, but they may need to use a system whereby they inject air and water into the 
soil to break up the hardpan so the roots can move and work their way into it.  By that time the trees 
are growing and they would possibly be almost the size they should have been and not have a loss of 
two years.  CACC’s recommendation is simple:  Maintenance, keep the trees in place, compensate, 
and put a plan in the file. 555 
 
A. McDowell wondered who would do the maintenance.  Mr. Ferlow answered ideally it would be 
the person who is responsible for the warranty, which is the landscape contractor, and who would 
have the wherewithal and the knowledge to do the maintenance, but somebody would have to pay 
for it. 560 
 
R. Huftalen said he identified a likely area for additional plantings.  There is a generator that is 
moderately screened by some Serbian spruce and that might be an appropriate spot to allocate some 
additional plantings.  It is out of the right-of-way.  He believes the owner does have a maintenance 
agreement in place and a guarantee with the landscaper.  Those are the big considerations to take 565 
care of.  Staking of the trees is a code enforcement issue.  R. Huftalen wants to give Mr. Carr the 
guidance that these are important to the Planning Board in terms of making sure the site plan is 
correct. 
 
Mr. Stokes stated that this is a modification of the landscaping plan.  Whatever the Board agrees to, 570 
there should be a specific resolution adopting the revised landscaping plan. 
 
A. Walburger questioned if as-built drawings are in the works for the plantings.  He believes that 
as-built drawings are needed. 
 575 
R. Huftalen made the motion to confirm with Mr. Carr that there is a maintenance agreement in 
place for 2016 and 2017.  Reaffirm that the trees do not need to be removed, but additional plantings 
are desirable off of the snow shelf to help screen some infrastructure (generator).  Get a final 
planting plan to consider/approve.  Modify the planting detail of the site plan.  A. McDowell 
seconded.  The motion carried with 4 in favor, 0 opposed. 580 
 

* * * * * 
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Empire Management/Sphere Development (Aldi) Site Plan/Subdivision Discussion 585 Kathleen Bennett, Greg Widrick, and Kurt Wendler were present.  R. Huftalen noted that there is no 
formal application on file. 
 
Mr. Stokes recommended that the applicant file a new application now that the property is formally 
annexed and under the jurisdiction of the Planning Board.  He does not feel it is necessary to pay 590 
another application fee. 
 
R. Huftalen stated he has had discussions with members of the Board and the Village Attorney about 
issues related to the site plan.  They recognize it is a work in progress.  He believes it would be 
helpful, while the applicant is here, to discuss some of those considerations going forward.  The 595 
Board has received a report from the Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) on the building and 
they had several comments regarding the building form, scale, and massing.  Those are important 
items of concern for the Board to consider.  There have been discussions about how the project will 
access sewer and water.  Those are critically important to the future of the project.  The Zoning/Code 
Enforcement Officer and a member of the sewer board are strongly in favor of a gravity fed sewer 600 
system.  There must be adequate water on site for fire protection in addition to the needs of the 
development.  There have been discussions about how Village streets are situated and how the 
buildings front on those streets.  It is necessary to make sure there is a bermed landscaped corridor 
along Route 20 that will help to screen parking.  Several members were concerned about the 
existence of parking between Route 20 and the buildings, as that is discouraged in the Code.  That is 605 
a major item of concern to Board members.  The number of curb cuts was a topic of discussion.  
Again, there were concerns about fronting of the buildings on village streets.  The potential for a 
loading dock fronting on a Village street was a big concern.  R. Huftalen asked if Board members 
would like to amplify any of the above or if they had any further questions or comments. 
 610 
Mr. Stokes advised that if Board members have any questions or concerns not already listed, they 
can feel free to ask the applicant while they here.  Otherwise, he would be happy to have a 
discussion with their counsel to the extent that some of the issues revolve around interpretation of 
the Code and such discussion is not appropriate for this meeting tonight. 
 615 
S. McEntee said he would like to have the bermed park-like area between Route 20 and the buildings 
defined a little better and believes that sidewalks and/or paths are important within that area.  Also, 
on the south part of the development, sidewalks and/or paths for future connectivity to the hotel 
development are important.   
 620 
R. Huftalen clarified that in the Design Guidelines, this is referred to as Village Street D.   
 
S. McEntee continued that sidewalks and/or paths are needed along any Village street.  If C and D 
are Village streets, then sidewalks should go alongside those.  To him, it is important that lighting be 
dark sky compliant.  The 50% greenspace guideline is also important to him in addition to the other 625 
things already mentioned. 
 
A. Walburger voiced that his big concerns are appropriately carving out and configuring the 
potential Village streets; their locations, and integration of those streets with the frontage of the 
buildings.  The Board’s current finding is that Route 20 is an arterial and not a Village street and that 630 
needs to be considered when interpreting the Design Guidelines.  Another of his concerns is the 
number of curb cuts proposed on the preliminary plan and reconciling the Design Guidelines, the 
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Code, and the Department of Transportation (DOT) requirements for the number of access points for 
this development. 
 635 
S. McEntee interprets that Village Street C is the main point of access from Route 20 for the 
development.  And then beyond that, only a secondary curb cut would be allowed as a secondary 
access point.  Village Street D would come across the south part of the property then head toward 
possible future connectivity with the hotel development.  It is important that Village Street D look 
like a Village street.  The way it is portrayed right now, it looks like it is part of the parking area.  He 640 
feels this needs some work.  He suggested that if a Village street is desired, maybe it could be a 
curbed Village street with a sidewalk beside it or near it, not just part of the parking area. 
 
A. Walburger noted that would require some reconsideration of the Village street structure compared 
to what is currently proposed. 645 
 
R. Huftalen commented that at this stage the Board wanted to get these concerns out on the table for 
the applicant’s consideration.  The Board has had discussions with the Village Attorney and 
familiarized themselves with the Code and how the Code interfaces with the proposal.  The Board 
faces challenges because each Board member has different priorities and sometimes there are 650 
conflicting resolutions of these priorities.  It is challenging in terms of interpreting exactly what the 
Design Guidelines call for.  The Board offers these concerns that are evident in an initial discussion.  
Each member has had an opportunity to confer with the Attorney and those items have come up. 
 
Mr. Stokes stated that the Board has given the applicant a lot to consider.  It makes sense now to 655 
give the applicant time to reflect on the issues, for counsel to confer on legal issues, and then let the 
applicant decide how they want to proceed from here. 
 
R. Huftalen said the next step is for the applicant to submit a consolidated reapplication.  Then there 
can be a more robust discussion about the specifics and concerns voiced tonight. 660 
 

* * * * * 
 

R. Huftalen asked for any further business to be brought before the Board.  Hearing none, he made a 
motion to adjourn the meeting.  S. McEntee seconded.  The motion carried with 4 in favor, 665 
0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:58 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 670 
 
Marlene A. Westcott 
Recording Secretary 


