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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

November 13, 2017 

 

Present: Rich Huftalen, Chair; Adam Walburger; Anne McDowell; Stephen McEntee; Don Raleigh. 5 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; David Muraco; Louis Muraco; T. Gerhardt; Phil 

Byrnes; Michael Mammano; James Owen; Judy Gianforte; Jamie Joseph; Lauren B.; Lucy Langan; 

and Delaney Yorks. 

 10 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and introduced the Board.  

 

* * * * * 15 

 

R. Huftalen asked for any changes to the minutes of October 9, 2017.  R. Huftalen made the motion 

to approve the minutes as submitted.  A. Walburger seconded.  The motion carried with 5 in favor, 

0 opposed. 

 20 

* * * * * 

 

Dollar Tree, Town & Country Plaza, Sign 

Michael Mammano, of Clinton Sign Company, came forward to explain:  I am representing Dollar 

Tree in applying for signage for the tower section of the plaza.  We are looking to put 22-inch letters 25 

up on the plaza, 19 feet across, approximately 38 square feet on both sides of that tower.  Internally 

lit LED letters.  No projecting lights.  No flood lights.  Just standard LED components.  We are 

talking about the double-sided tower. 

 

R. Huftalen:  We know that internally illuminated is allowed in Village Edge North (VEN).  The size 30 

complies with the regulations for signs up there.  Just to be clear, there are two Dollar Tree sign 

images brought in on this.  Are you applying for one? 

 

Mr. Mammano:  I would like to apply for both if I could.  I would like to have both.  If I can’t, then 

you will have to let me know what to do from there. 35 

 

R. Huftalen:  We are considering this application for the sign facing Route 20 only.  Because a 

second sign will require an application to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA).  There is one 

business identification sign allowed per the Code.  This sign appears to me to be in compliance with 

the pertinent regulations. 40 

 

Mr. Stokes:  It is important for the record, you can do it verbally, but the applicant needs to amend 

his application to make it for just one sign.  If he insists the application is for two signs, you have to 

deny it.   

 45 

R. Huftalen:  (To Mr. Mammano) Is that understood? 

 

Mr. Mammano:  Absolutely. 
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R. Huftalen:  It needs to be clear on the application. 50 

 

Mr. Stokes:  You can cross it out and initial it and date it that you are amending your application to 

include a single sign facing Route 20.  (Mr. Mammano marked up copy of the application for a 

single sign facing Route 20, initialed it, and dated it.) 

 55 

Mr. Mammano:  When is the variance meeting?  Who do I contact?  

 

Mr. Stokes:  They meet on demand, but the sooner you get your application submitted, the sooner 

they will meet.  There is a meeting coming up, but you may not make that one.  You can get an 

application form for the variance at the Village Clerk’s Office and it might be on the web.   60 

 

R. Huftalen:  Kathy Burns, Village Clerk, and Bill Carr, Zoning/Codes Enforcement Officer, will be 

able to help you. 

 

S. McEntee:  Just to clarify, we are considering just one sign at this point. 65 

 

R. Huftalen:  We need to make a State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) determination. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Site plan approval is needed, therefore, it is an Unlisted action under SEQR.  It also 

needs to go to the County because of the site plan approval requirement. 70 

 

R. Huftalen:  What makes site plan approval required? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  In the sign regulations, which is 180-117F of the Code:   

Signs permitted in . . . VEN Districts, subject to site plan approval by the Planning Board and 75 

issuance of a sign permit by the Code Enforcement Officer, . . .  

 

R. Huftalen:  I make a motion to declare this an Unlisted action under SEQR.  No other agencies are 

involved nor will approval have any significant adverse effect on the environment.  No further 

SEQR action is required.  A Negative Declaration should be prepared and filed.  A. Walburger 80 

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

 

R. Huftalen:  That means we need a referral back from the County before we can make an official 

approval.  We will be submitting this to the County because it is a site plan.  It requires site plan 

approval and we won’t be able to approve it until we get a determination from the County Planning 85 

Department.   

 

Mr. Stokes:  The Planning Board’s December meeting will be on the 11th.  If the Board can give the 

applicant a sense of whether you have any issues with the design so at least he can proceed with that 

subject to the formality of approval.  They want to open on the 15th.  If the sign is completed, that 90 

would give him a few days to get it up. 

 

S. McEntee:  A question for the benefit of the applicant.  It sounds like you have an interest in 

having a second sign on the tower.  When it comes back from the County, it is going to be based on 

just one sign.  Would it need to go back to the County for the second sign? 95 
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Mr. Stokes:  I can fill out the variance application and I can send them to the County at the same 

time.  I will send them as two separate applications. 

 

S. McEntee:  That would be pending ZBA? 100 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Right.  Then it would go as an application to the ZBA.   

 

Mr. Mammano:  I think I understand.  I will apply for the variance.  I will get the paperwork to you.  

I will wait to hear back from you to see if we are approved for the first sign. 105 

 

R. Huftalen:  The County has 30 days to return a determination to us.  If they don’t act within those 

30 days, then we can make a determination ourselves.  My sense from the Board is that there is no 

difficulty or problem with the sign as proposed.   

 110 

Mr. Stokes:  Just to warn you, obviously, there are not 30 days between now and December 11th.  It 

is only a couple of days short.  I believe the County will accommodate us and get it back to us.  

Theoretically, there is an outside possibility that if we don’t have something back by the 11th, the 

Board would not be able to act that night either. 

 115 

* * * * * 

 

CCLF Senior Housing, 24 Nelson Street, Sign 

There was no representative present.   

 120 

R. Huftalen:  In looking at the application for this sign, this is going in a Planned Development (PD) 

district.  I don’t think this sign, as depicted, meets the constraints of the Code for that district.  I will 

talk to the applicant or get Bill Carr, Zoning Enforcement Officer, to discuss it with the applicant.  It 

has a 72-inch high sign and the height limitation is 5 feet.  It is shown wider than it should be.  Since 

no one is here, we will table that. 125 

 

* * * * * 

 

New Venture Site Plan Modifications Village Edge South-Mixed Use (VES-MU) and 

Architectural Review 130 
David and Louis Muraco gave a presentation: 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  Since last time, we did meet with the Historic Preservation/Architectural 

Committee (HPC).   

 135 

R. Huftalen:  We are in receipt of comments from the HPC.  They just came today.  We got a couple 

of different sets of comments.  I can summarize their findings for you.  In general, they are pretty 

positive comments.  (R. Huftalen read aloud HPC’s comments.)   

 

As requested the HPC had Dave Muraco and Developers present their prospective plans for the 140 

mixed use building east of the Aldi store and the residential buildings to the rear in the same lot 

at our October 2017 meeting.  HPC had a good discussion with the developers and is pleased 

with all the effort that went into the preliminary and conceptual designs presented.  Since our 

comments are advisory to the Planning Board, I have included copies of each HPC member’s 
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email comments as an attachment for your use.  After discussion, the HPC makes the following 145 

summary observations:  The proposed buildings and locations appear to meet the intent of the 

VES guidelines.  The Cazenove Building, as a virtual copy of the McLaughlin Building seeks to 

relate to the historic architecture of the Village and works well in this location.  Its scale, 

massing and appearance work well at this site.  The siting is good in that it relates closely to the 

new street and it is important to maintain the visual storefront character of the building 150 

towards the new street.  Betsy (Moore) and Scott (Shannon) added additional comments about 

how that might be achieved.  It is important that the storefronts with doors also are actual glass 

and that passers by on the street will see into the stores like an actual storefront.  The proposed 

Cazenove Building upper level siding is shown as clapboard, it should be wood or an alternate 

material that mimics wood and be painted.  The siding should be smooth with no embossed 155 

wood grain.  Trim should be simple, similar to the McLaughlin Building and can be wood or a 

substitute wood material, no embossed grain.  Windows can match those in the McLaughlin 

Building.  The projecting cornice above the storefronts needs to be a bit larger and bolder to 

reflect those on Albany Street.  The actual one on the McLaughlin Building has been reduced in 

scale and is too small.  The new building is large and details need to be in proportion.  The 160 

storefronts need to closely mimic those historic ones on Albany Street, with transom windows, 

large store windows and panels below.  The panels below also need to reflect those found 

downtown in scale, boldness and size.  Small scale trimmed storefronts are not desired.  Doors 

should match the scale of the storefronts and lower panels with the bottom sections of the doors 

solid (similar to the Key) or full glazed doors.  Residential doors such as those replacements as 165 

those on the McLaughlin Building are not desirable.  Signage for the Cazenove Building will 

need to comply with sign guidelines and lighting.  The larger Cazenove sign, might be better if 

it were a bit larger in scale and relation to the larger building size.  This may require a ZBA 

approval, but in terms of appearance the size of the building could handle it.  As for the name, 

some comments suggested that maybe the name was not the best selection.  The name of the 170 

building is up to the owners and developers.  It is desirable to the east and north of the parking 

lot to have more trees and landscaping plantings to soften the view of the parking area and so 

on.  The Residential Buildings:  The HPC was also pleased with the rendering sketches of these 

buildings and siting at the rear of the lot.  The comment that one may be relocated to the west 

side of the street seemed to be a good idea.  Also the use of smaller indigenous stone masonry 175 

on the lower sections is a good change.  Understanding that these images are simple 

preliminary concept sketches, we will be interested in seeing the revised plans.  My personal 

comments run parallel with the attached HPC board member comments.  The HPC feels 

comfortable in recommending the conceptual plans as presented as appropriate for the site and 

generally consistent with the VES design guidelines.  HPC would like to see the revised 180 

drawings once finished so to be able to comment to the Planning Board.  If Planning Board 

members have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or any of the HPC 

members. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Ted Bartlett, Chair 185 

Village of Cazenovia Historic Preservation and Architectural Review Committee 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  We did a lot of changes since that meeting.  As you can see on these plans, we 

actually detailed every bit of material that will be used—from the roof to the masonry.  This is the 

front building we are talking about right now.  On that site plan, there is a typo.  It is actually 190 

7,000 square feet, not 5,400 square feet.  We will make that correction.  That was all taken into 

consideration from that meeting.  We made additional changes to what they saw.  If you flip through, 
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there are elevations of south, north, east, and west.  As far as facing the village street, that will be the 

back of the building.  If there is going to be retail or a bank, it will be really difficult to put doors on 

front and back for security reasons.  No one in retail wants a door where someone can run out the 195 

back.  If you are looking at A203, we filled it in with glass.  At one time, it was all solid.  We broke 

it up with some glass.  We boxed it out, but no doors.  That north view, I can’t really figure that out 

yet because I don’t have the tenant.  It may go down to a single door with solid to the right for a back 

room.  I know what they are saying because we had a lengthy discussion on it.  I said I have to have 

some solid walls.  I can’t do the whole building in glass.  So we added four windows to the village 200 

street side.  This whole building is going to operate facing the parking lot to the east.  The north 

elevation is facing Route 20. 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  I really don’t know, but it is probably going to go down to one storefront and one 

door with another door around the corner facing the parking lot. 205 

 

A. McDowell:  There will be glass in the middle and be empty on each side? 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  Or there will be a solid wall so there can be a back room instead of building a back 

room with glass and then you have to smoke all the glass.  I would rather not do that.  I have detailed 210 

everything.  They were asking for materials.  I understand what they were saying.  They were even 

referring to the apartments in the back, so we revised that elevation too for the apartments in the rear, 

which are totally different buildings from this proposed building out front. 

 

A. McDowell:  Did you say that you might have just one door because you need more bare walls?  Is 215 

that the only reason? 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  Yes.  This will be eliminated here (pointing).  It is also facing right into the 

landscaping.  There is no area where people would not be walking off of grass.  I would probably 

have to put in a sidewalk and I would only want to extend that just around the corner.  Or eliminate 220 

the two doors completely and fill it with glass and make that solid.  I think that’s going to be a back 

room.  It will be a solid wall broken up.  It would look very similar to this elevation here (pointing).  

It is facing grass.  The function of it is parking lot straight in because that is what was asked of me to 

design months ago when the buildings were right on the street.  We flipped this around.  At one time, 

we had the parking lot on the street, so we flipped the building.  That was months ago.  So I just 225 

stuck with that same design with the parking lot.  We are not building all of the parking that is 

required.  We are going to bank it because I don’t think we are going to need it.  It will be less 

impervious surface. 

 

A. McDowell:  Probably if there were doors, you would put a sidewalk so people could go that way?   230 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  I think they are going to come right in the front.  So that would be glass.  And it 

would be solid back in the corner closest to the street.  There is a lot of landscaping here.  That is 

going to be blocking the storefront to some degree.  Here, you will be able to see in, the displays. 

 235 

A. McDowell:  This is just so nice.   

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  But it’s a bad design per the site plan.  I don’t where the people are going to be 

coming in from. 

 240 
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A. Walburger:  Dave, it’s important that modifications in this area, just that portion of the façade, is 

broken up to some extent.   

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  That’s why we did this.  It is broken up.  It’s not unlike the Aldi deal where we 

have broken up the wall and boxed it out.  So there was a lot of thought.  We could do a little more 245 

to it.  I would like to see glass wrap the corner.  It just won’t have a door half way back. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I was at the HPC meeting, and one of the important features in that zone is having this 

façade that is facing the village street really look like it is fronting on that village street.  I know you 

have the challenge that your entrances are coming from the other side.  I’m just curious.  As you say, 250 

this portion is going to have a lot of landscaping in front of it.  It is not going to be as prominent.   

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  We showed it two different ways because I’m trying to talk about a tenant I don’t 

have yet.   

 255 

R. Huftalen:  Some of the detailing that exists here, if you could incorporate on this face of the 

building.  Maybe you have a tenant here and a tenant here, but you have something that suggests 

there is some fronting on that village street.  That is pretty explicit in the Design Guidelines. 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  But we didn’t do it with Aldi.  We just broke up that wall.  Are you talking about 260 

glass, about glazing? 

 

R. Huftalen:  In the same way you have represented some awnings, or some detail like on this.  This 

is the north elevation or to be determined.  Something like that in one of these areas just to give the 

suggestion that it is fronting on the street.  I think that was one element that was important.   265 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  We don’t want to make it too inviting because there is no sidewalk.  I don’t want to 

confuse people that you walk around on the street, through the grass and through the trees.  But we 

can do more on that elevation. 

 270 

A. Walburger:  That is good advice, Rich. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I know you have a drive-thru contemplated there.  That is not depicted on these 

elevations.   

 275 

Mr. D. Muraco:  We can do it.   

 

R. Huftalen:  I sent an email to Louis on October 31.  We do need to get a special permit application 

on file for the drive-thru.  In general, there is a lot of positive feedback from HPC.  Are there other 

questions or comments from the Board? 280 

 

S. McEntee:  I like all of the comments about making it look like a streetscape rather than parking in 

the back and entrance in the back, which you are calling the front.  It seems to me that going back to 

the Design Guidelines, the vision was a working streetscape.  That is my impression of it.  That 

would mean parallel parking on the street and entrance from the village street.  I understand the 285 

difficulty to businesses because you have very little parking on the street.  But I think that was the 

vision. 
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Mr. D. Muraco:  Just so you know, my original plan had the building back here and the parking over 

here.  It would have been facing the street.  You would have walked in.  You would have driven in.  290 

I would have liked that a lot better.  I’m not changing this because we already went through the site 

plan.  But I was asked to flip the building about six months ago.  So I flipped the building.  We could 

have had it facing the street, which would have been much more viable.   

 

S. McEntee:  But you would have parking between the street and the building?  Is that what you had 295 

before?   

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  We had the parking along the village street—a parking lot. 

 

S. McEntee:  That’s not the vision either.  The vision is a streetscape with front doors on the village 300 

street like you have downtown.  That’s my impression. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The purpose here tonight is for architectural review.  It requires a modification to the 

site plan.  The site plan has been approved.  The angst we went through in determining all the 

compromises that go into trying to create the mix that meets the Design Guidelines and serves the 305 

needs of the developer has been discussed at length.  In my mind, this is a good attempt at improving 

what was approved from an architectural point of view.  And the site plan compromises still exist, 

but I don’t think we are here to discuss those again. 

 

S. McEntee:  I agree with that. 310 

 

A. Walburger:  We are dealing with a more concrete project for this portion of the development.  

Before, we had a box that was called the money building.  Now we have to deal with the situation at 

hand.  Not to keep kicking this back to HPC, but I noticed that in none of their comments today have 

they considered carrying the divided light windows down onto the first floor for part of breaking it 315 

up—even if they are blanked out on the backside.  That would work well if you were to side in this 

section—three windows that are blanked off.  You still get a blank wall for tenant storage space, but 

carries it down and gives it that block type feel that we have at the Aldi structure.  These are just 

thoughts.  I am in agreement with Rich.  This has nice consistency with the column details, 

symmetry with the other side.  It is not the blank wall that we are all worried about.  I feel there are 320 

some additional details we can work out for this ground floor façade that would include that. 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  You know that part of the 7,000 feet of this building will be the community room 

for the apartments.  Right away, that area there has flexibility.  I would like to put glass there.  It will 

break up the middle.  I just can’t speak for this tenant.  If it does end up being a bank or credit union, 325 

they are just not going to want a door that people are running out both sides.  They will want one 

doorway. 

 

A. Walburger:  Just so I’m clear, you are committed to this wrap around glass?   

 330 

Mr. D. Muraco:  Yes.  I would eliminate that other (pointing) immediately looking at the site plan 

now.   

 

A. Walburger:  Incorporating something in this space here is under your control.  That’s pretty easy 

for you to manage.  I think that will go a long way toward breaking this up. 335 
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Mr. L. Muraco:  Different colors and such.  I know it is printed and it looks the same, but we can do 

different stuff with that. 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  I want to extend the sidewalk from what is built now, maybe to a doorway.  I would 340 

do a doorway on the back side.  If folks are coming down from the back side, they could walk the 

sidewalk and walk right in and sneak in the back side because that is going to be fitness and people 

using it 24 hours. 

 

A. Walburger:  That would go a long way toward answering HPC’s comments.   345 

 

R. Huftalen:  Do you want to talk to us about the back building?   

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  In the rear, we also did elevations of those buildings.  There will be a total of 

48 units, 4 separate buildings.  They fit the site plan well.  There is very little change—miniscule 350 

changes in the footprint.  They will be 3 stories.  We talked about that with HPC.  We showed all the 

colors and materials.  Everything they asked me to do, I did.  That is a front elevation and we did a 

back elevation.  These are balconies that are all solid.  It’s a solid wall for privacy instead of just 

open railings where you are looking at furniture and people storing their goods.  We spent a lot of 

time on this.  We had one design.  We did a lot more to this since their meeting.  Again, I didn’t have 355 

their comments. 

 

A. Walburger:  No change in the footprint. 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  Miniscule.  Changes were 2%.  Bedrooms are larger to handle bigger furniture.  360 

Seniors are bringing in their whole house.  We have added about 200 square feet to the original plan. 

 

R. Huftalen:  So it’s 4 apartments per floor and 12 apartments per building.  These end facades are 

bedroom, bathroom.  It has been suggested to us in other instances that blank façades need to be 

broken up.  Can you break it up with a window?  Would it make sense if you reconfigured that?   365 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  Maybe linear windows, up 6 feet, transom windows over the bed 2 feet.  That’s a 

good idea. 

 

A. Walburger:  I agree with Rich, on a building this size something more than just squeezing in a 370 

corner window is appropriate.  Something with some size to it.   

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  Maybe six, 5-footers. 

 

A. Walburger:  Dave, refresh me how these are going to be oriented on the site plan.  No change 375 

from what we have discussed? 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  No.  We accommodated the parking.  They are facing back.  The front elevation is 

facing back.  These are facing each other.  Balconies are back into the green areas.   

 380 

A. Walburger:  When I am looking at this, these are the ones facing the green grass.  This is the view 

people are going to see coming down that street and that’s fine.   
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Mr. D. Muraco:  The one side is going to be facing east to the distillery, but facing the street.  On all 

these sides here, we will do those transom windows. 385 

 

R. Huftalen:  Presumably, the east and the west elevations would include those transom windows.   

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  I have no problem with that. 

 390 

A. Walburger:  It is symmetrical.  That sounds good to me. It is a fine looking structure. 

 

D. Raleigh:  Looks good. 

 

S. McEntee:  I agree that it is a fine looking structure, but I don’t think it is in keeping with the 395 

Design Guidelines, which is a streetscape.  I’m just making the point that orientation to the street is 

not utilized. 

 

R. Huftalen:  From an architectural perspective, if there was a way to create more, especially on the 

façade that is facing the street, more of the effect that there is some limitation to that sidewalk there, 400 

some orientation to that side there. 

 

S. McEntee:  You mentioned transom windows and I would be curious to see how that would look.   

 

A. Walburger:  I have always found it hard to reconcile how you would have first floor residences 405 

with a streetscape configuration.  It is extremely tough.  I guess I agree with the general sentiment 

that is being sounded.  Addressing these two end walls with blank façades with some details is going 

to be super important.  And maybe the west-facing one gets whatever else you can think of to dress 

that up. 

 410 

R. Huftalen:  Maybe if you orient the bed the other way, maybe you could have a balcony over the 

streetscape.  I don’t know what the implications of that are.  I’m just throwing it out there as an idea.  

I’m saying, trade that window on this façade for a window on this façade.  Maybe in one end or the 

other. 

 415 

Mr. D. Muraco:  I would hate to do that.  That would be saying to eliminate these windows and put 

them around the corner.  I would like to keep it where it is going.  I will do the transoms.  We will 

dress up the side of the building better.  This is the second round on these.  I’m getting ready to go 

right to full drawings.  After this meeting, I’m going to move on it if you are good with it.  We will 

make the changes and get it back to you.  Is there a public hearing? 420 

 

A. McDowell:  Will you explain the patio? 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  That is the first level.  Up above will be decked and have solid half walls.  There 

will be some weeps (cutouts) at the base of it that don’t show. 425 

 

R. Huftalen:  We will set a public hearing.  There is no reason not to set a public hearing for our next 

regularly scheduled meeting on December 11.  We will make it for 7:00. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Are there any comments?   430 
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Mr. Stokes:  Go ahead and schedule the public hearing.  It needs to be referred to John Dunkle 

(Village Engineer) to make sure it doesn’t affect the ground water. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Make sure John Dunkle has a copy of the engineering letter from Matt Napierala.  If 435 

Mr. Dunkle has any response or questions, they need to be addressed before a public hearing next 

month.  It was not totally clear to me if this would trigger another special permit application.   

 

Mr. Stokes:  Because there was a drive-thru on the original one?  To the extent that it is an 

amendment to the site plan, it is an amendment of the special permit.   440 

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  So we are not filling out the special permit application?  We already did that.   

 

Mr. Stokes:  I have not actually seen an application form.  There ought to be an application form.  

Check the box:  Special permit amendment and Site plan amendment if it is an amendment of both.  445 

By definition, if you amend the site plan, you amend the special permit.   

 

Mr. D. Muraco:  So there is nothing I need to do on that right now?  You are looking for an elevation 

of the south side drive-thru.  It is just a small overhang.   

 450 

A. Walburger:  We need to see it. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The public hearing is set for 7:00 p.m. on December 11. 

 

* * * * * 455 

 

Mahoney Design & Build, 129 Emick Lane, New House, Architectural Review 

James Owen, attorney, came forward to explain:  This is Lot 16, which is toward the end of Emick 

Lane as you drive down to the end.  It is the last lot on the left, just before the turnaround.  It is a 

similar design to the house on Lot 20 with the walk-out basement.  It is 1,750 square feet, single 460 

story with walk-out basement.   

 

S. McEntee:  Is it similar to the one on the right when you drive in?  Mr. Owen:  Yes, similar to that 

one as well.  That one is not a full walk-out, only a partial walk-out--windows minus the door. 

 465 

A. McDowell:  The garage comes out in front a ways?  Mr. Owen:  Yes.  The overhead door is right 

there and it faces the street. 

 

R. Huftalen:  It has broken up façades on both sides.   

 470 

D. Raleigh:  Are there any other features on the garage?  Mr. Owen:  The doors will be carriage 

house style doors with windows on the top panel, raised panels, and the hardware straps and handles. 

 

A. Walburger:  We would be looking for the same level of detail that has been on the other houses.   

 475 

A. McDowell:  Is that a little deck?  Mr. Owen:  Yes, on the back corner there is a covered porch 

with a railing. 
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R. Huftalen:  Materials?  Mr. Owen:  Vinyl siding, Certainteed siding products, asphalt roof 

shingles, pretty much in keeping with the palette that is up there now. 480 

 

R. Huftalen:  Are there any suggestions or questions? 

 

R. Huftalen:  I declare this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR).  No 

further SEQR action is required. 485 

 

R. Huftalen:  I am marking up the drawings to include carriage style doors, windows, and hardware.  

Mr. Owen:  Those will be shown on the next drawings that come through. 

 

A. Walburger:  With all that we have discussed, I am happy to make a motion to grant architectural 490 

approval.  S. McEntee seconded the motion.  The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

* * * * * 

 

Aldi Sign Discussion 495 
R. Huftalen:  We all received the minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) meeting.  We are 

going to discuss the Aldi signage, what we have done so far and what we are thinking about with 

regard to the application for signage that is in front of the ZBA.  One of the questions that arose at 

the ZBA was about the other signage on site.  That is something we made pretty clear to Mr. Muraco 

and the Sphere people.  When we identified a plaza identification sign on the site plan, they are not 500 

going to get another identification sign for this project or for the other tenant.  That sign that he has 

proposed is the limit. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  They could replace this with a bigger one and fit more tenants on it because they are not 

at their maximum, but this is what they have proposed.  It is what the Planning Board reviewed last 505 

month. 

 

R. Huftalen:  So that was one point of clarification we wanted to get on the record.   

 

Mr. Stokes:  If you look at your minutes from last month, we discussed this and the Board was in 510 

consensus that the design was acceptable, but did not actually approve it.  I was thinking, and the 

minutes confirmed it, that we had to send this to the County and get it reviewed.  I do not believe the 

Village received a new application from the applicant.  They did come to Bill Carr (Zoning/Codes 

Enforcement Officer) and asked him to issue a building permit.  I took another look at the 

regulations.  I think we can reasonably interpret this as you already granted site plan approval for the 515 

location.  For this, you are just approving the design.  But I do think it would be helpful if we had 

something in the minutes to say that you are approving the design based upon this design.  I think 

that would have to be conditioned upon submission to Bill Carr of the actual construction documents 

showing the lighting, etc., to issue a building permit.  I think we should have something in the 

minutes to tie that up.  If you read last month’s minutes, it was kind of left open. 520 

 

A. Walburger:  My thoughts on this are:  If this is what is presented and it’s smaller than the 

maximum, then I would urge us to act on what is presented tonight as a constraining size to limit it 

from getting any larger.  They presented it as adequate, so let’s go with that. 

 525 

A. McDowell:  I agree. 
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Mr. Stokes:  If somebody wants to make a motion, it is Matzo Electric Sign, client Aldi, dated 

September 28, 2017, last revised October 3, 2017.   

 530 

A. Walburger:  I would like to make a motion to approve this sign as the plaza identification sign for 

the development presented on that drawing as referenced by Mr. Stokes.  A. McDowell seconded.  

The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  The other thing Rich and I talked about is what Aldi proposed and what is before the 535 

ZBA, the building-mounted signs.  They have asked for two.  The ZBA did not take any action on 

that.  I’m not sure if the applicant is going to resubmit.  My guess is they may do that and they might 

go with one sign of the same size or still propose two signs with smaller sizes.  But reading their 

plans to open December 15th, by time December 11th comes (next Planning Board meeting), if the 

ZBA approves it on November 20, the Planning Board still needs to approve it.  Rich and I thought it 540 

would be helpful to have a discussion tonight.  In terms of the design of this, putting aside the size 

and the number, which is going to be determined by the ZBA, it will come back to the Planning 

Board.  If you have any issues with that, they ought to be shared.  Most of the sign is simply 

graphics.  Just the bottom part identifies Aldi. 

 545 

R. Huftalen:  I sure appreciate the challenge that Phil (Byrnes, ZBA Chair) is dealing with.  The 

architecture originally proposed had an angled front.  By going to the squared-off front, that is what 

they are saying necessitates the two signs.  You are dealing with a height variance, the height of the 

lettering, and the square footage.   

 550 

Mr. Byrnes:  They are within tolerance of the square footage per sign.   

 

R. Huftalen:  In reading your minutes, I know the concern there is with the precedent.  This is my 

view on the concern about the precedent.  In a way, I feel that the squared-off edges on the building 

actually enhance the design and make it look less like a modern strip mall.  My fear would be if 555 

there is a precedent set that the next developer that comes in says:  I’m going to need an angled front 

because I’m only going to get one sign.  Then we are going to end up with something like the 

Manlius Rite Aid where that becomes an element of the building that I think is less appropriate to 

that Village character than a second sign would be.  Again, that is from my watching the evolution of 

the project.  That is the way I’m looking at it.  Because of the shape of the building, it is a unique 560 

circumstance.  A blank façade without a sign might almost be more jarring than an appropriately 

sized sign on that façade. 

 

P. Byrnes:  My Board does not favor that option for a second sign. 

 565 

R. Huftalen:  I think it matters what precedent you want to set.  Then the precedent is:  Regardless of 

how we got there, you are going to be limited to one sign.   

 

P. Byrnes:  We don’t know what the next developer’s building is going to look like.  If they have one 

sign and have a square building, they might be fine with that.  I think part of the reasoning for that 570 

second sign is for traffic coming up the hill to see that it is Aldi.  If you drive up that hill, you have 

Cowherd’s building, you have a fairly mature tree, there is going to be a line of trees.  You don’t see 

that façade until you are on top of the building as it is.  They say that sign is needed because the 

survival of the Aldi store depends on it.  That reasoning doesn’t sink in with me at all.  Personally, I 
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can live with one sign that is this size.  I asked if they have a smaller sign package.  They said they 575 

would check and see.  I know Dollar Tree is going to come to us.  Years ago, Sears was there and 

they wanted a second sign on the tower.  We did not grant it with the reasoning that you are only 

going to see that sign when you are already in the parking lot.  The business identification that you 

granted approval on is going to give Aldi another marker that says:  Here we are. 

 580 

D. Raleigh:  What is wrong with that?  I don’t see why they shouldn’t have the second one. 

 

S. McEntee:  The point is, you are granting a variance for something that is probably not needed.  

You have seen the sign on the road.  You know where you are.  Why do you need a second sign 

facing the parking lot?  In their mind, what is the primary sign?  The one facing Route 20? 585 

 

P. Byrnes:  They want one facing north.  And they want one facing west, which is the second sign.  

The thinking of the ZBA right now is that it is really not necessary.  I don’t think they will change 

their minds—me included.  If they agreed on one sign, I would think they would pick the one facing 

north. 590 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Just so you know, when they were pressed by the Board with that question, they didn’t 

answer it.  Phil is just stating an assumption, which would be common sense. 

 

D. Raleigh:  In the minutes, I read they had taken away the food market signs. 595 

 

P. Byrnes:  Initially, they wanted 2 food market signs and a monument sign.  Rich and I met with the 

developer and told him we did not think that would be approved. 

 

R. Huftalen:  That was in early July.   600 

 

P. Byrnes:  So they knew the inclination was there.  They weighed heavily on the fact that HPC 

strongly recommended it.  But that is a recommendation to the Planning Board. 

 

R. Huftalen:  One façade would be blank.   605 

 

P. Byrnes:  They are putting clapboard there and they can dress it up somehow.  We have to look at 

the fact that sooner or later somebody is going to want more signs. 

 

R. Huftalen:  They initially presented an angled front.  Then HPC wanted a squared-off front.  That 610 

became part of their application going forward.  When we approved it, that’s how it was.  The HPC 

meetings were all prior to the Planning Board.   

 

A. Walburger:  All those meetings happened in summer and we voted in December.   

 615 

R. Huftalen:  Any of the architectural elevations they submitted to us included the signs, but they 

knew we were granting architectural approval and not granting approval for signs.  Phil and I 

discussed that at length with them in early July. 

 

A. McDowell:  In my opinion, I just don’t want more and more signs.   620 
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P. Byrnes:  That is where our Board is headed.  Part of the consideration is:  Do they need to identify 

where they are?  Everybody knows where they are.  They say it is their brand.  I would have 

preferred the angled front. 

 625 

A. McDowell:  In this day and age, people have GPS units.  It opens doors if we let this go.   

 

R. Huftalen:  If we look at C1-C10 prepared by Napierala April 2016 and revised November 22, 

2016, it shows the square front. 

 630 

A. Walburger:  The ZBA is going to act on the one attached to their application.  Just to reiterate 

Rich’s point for consideration, I have concerns about odd shape geometry trying to satisfy all of the 

disparate needs of the various boards and the Design Guidelines, etc.  We have an overall village 

structure that is very rectilinear and oriented square to streets with square corners.  I am concerned 

about a precedent that drives someone toward a misfit in geometry.   635 

 

R. Huftalen:  Phil says he would have preferred an angled front because it conforms to Code.  But 

HPC said they wanted a square front because they feel it is more appropriate.  To me, the Rite Aid at 

Enders Road in Manlius, where they have an angled front entrance, is the poster child for a strip mall 

signature and something that HPC was trying to avoid. 640 

 

A. Walburger:  The fact of the matter is now they have a rectangular building and they are allowed 

one sign without any action.   

 

P. Byrnes:  The sign is still too big.  They would need a height variance because they are above 645 

20 feet.  They would need a variance for distance from the highway—2 feet.   

 

A. McDowell:  I feel so bad for the Hampton Inn.  They were not given a break.   

 

Mr. Stokes:  They didn’t ask.   650 

 

P. Byrnes:  They knew it wouldn’t happen. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Are there any further comments?  Absent any further comments, I make a motion to 

adjourn the meeting.  S. McEntee seconded.  The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed.  The 655 

meeting was adjourned at 8:26 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 660 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 


