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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

December 11, 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; 

Thomas Capozzi; and JoAnn Koberstein. 

 

* * * * * 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 November 13, 2017.  R. Huftalen made the 

motion to approve the minutes with this change on page 11:  I was thinking, and the minutes 

confirmed it, that we had to send this to the County and get it reviewed.  S. McEntee seconded.  The 

motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 20 

* * * * * 

 

CCLF Senior Housing, 24 Nelson St., Sign 

JoAnn Koberstein came forward as the representative.  R. Huftalen observed that this application is 

in a Planned Development (PD) District and is within 500 feet of Route 20.  This will require a 25 

determination from Madison County Planning Department.  The Planning Board will send this to 

Madison County for review.  The County is likely to say there is no county-wide impact and send it 

back to the Planning Board for local determination next month.  The Planning Board has to look at 

the sign and make sure it conforms to the Code.  The height limitation in a PD is 5 feet.  

Ms. Koberstein said she saw that 8 feet is the height limit somewhere in the Code.  Mr. Stokes cited 30 

Code Section 180-117(I)(1): 

 

Signs permitted in LM, RM and PD Districts, subject to site plan approval by the Planning Board 

and issuance of a sign permit by the Code Enforcement Officer, shall be as follows: 

 35 

(1) One business identification sign, either affixed to the exterior portion of the building owned or 

leased by the business operator, or a ground sign, not exceeding five feet in height, identifying 

each business, profession, industry or other use, other than a one-family or two-family 

dwelling, conducted within the building space owned or leased by the business operator.  Each 

such sign shall not exceed 24 square feet in sign area. 40 

 

Ms. Koberstein explained the sign will be on the same site as the existing sign.  

 

All Board members agreed that the sign should be fine as long as it meets the Code.  

 45 

R. Huftalen clarified that Ms. Koberstein should return on January 8, 2018, for the next Planning 

Board meeting when the sign will be discussed again. 
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* * * * * 

 50 

Carriage House Village Apartments, Sign 

Thomas Capozzi came forward.  R. Huftalen commented that this application is in a Planned 

Development (PD) District and is within 500 feet of Route 20.  This will require a determination 

from Madison County Planning Department.  This application will be sent to Madison County for 

review.  The County will probably say there is no county-wide impact and send it back to the 55 

Planning Board for local determination next month.  The Planning Board will look at the sign to 

make sure it conforms to the Code. 

 

R. Huftalen cited Code Section 180-117(I)(1): 

 60 

Signs permitted in LM, RM and PD Districts, subject to site plan approval by the Planning Board 

and issuance of a sign permit by the Code Enforcement Officer, shall be as follows: 

 

(1) One business identification sign, either affixed to the exterior portion of the building owned or 

leased by the business operator, or a ground sign, not exceeding five feet in height, identifying 65 

each business, profession, industry or other use, other than a one-family or two-family 

dwelling, conducted within the building space owned or leased by the business operator.  Each 

such sign shall not exceed 24 square feet in sign area. 

 

R. Huftalen noted that the proposed sign is 84 inches high.  Under the Code, sign height is the 70 

measurement from the ground to the highest point of the sign.   

 

Mr. Stokes stated that posts are excluded from determining the square footage of the sign, but are 

included for determining sign height. 

 75 

A. Walburger read the Code definition of sign: 

 

SIGN 

Any representation placed to identify, advertise or promote the interests of any person, 

business or other entity on a building or structure or elsewhere on a lot in view of the general 80 

public.  “Representation” shall include any lettered, pictorial or graphic matter, including 

letters, words, symbols, logos, colors, emblems and insignias, and any background panel, 

frame, structure, or other material or part thereof which displays such representation.  This 

term shall include all signs. 

 85 

Mr. Capozzi said he would make any necessary changes to the sign to conform to Code and bring it 

back to the Planning Board on January 8, 2018. 

 

* * * * * 

 90 

Dollar Tree, Sign 

David Muraco was the representative.  R. Huftalen said this application has been sent to the Madison 

County Planning Department for review.  The County has 30 days to respond.  It has been 28 days 

and no response has been received. 

 95 

https://ecode360.com/15789816#15789816
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Mr. Muraco asked for permission to put up one sign.  The store was due to open on December 15, 

but because of National Grid, the opening of the store has been delayed past Christmas.  Tonight’s 

proposal is to put up one sign facing Route 20. 

 

R. Huftalen noted that the original application requested two signs, but that would require a variance 100 

from the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA).  This application has been modified to request just one 

sign.  This one sign looks like it meets the Code.  He asked for any further questions or comments.  

None were heard. 

 

Mr. Stokes suggested a motion to approve the one sign based upon the drawing and the modified 105 

application contingent on response from Madison County Planning Department.  This can be ratified 

at next month’s meeting.   

 

R. Huftalen made the above motion as suggested by Counsel.  S. McEntee seconded.  The motion 

carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 110 

 

Mr. Stokes advised that a permit must be obtained from the Zoning/Code Enforcement Officer 

before the sign is installed. 

 

* * * * * 115 

 

New Venture, Site Plan Modification, Apartment Building 

David Muraco and Louis Muraco came forward and gave a presentation.   

 

David Muraco:  To make it a little easier for everyone, we have put all four sides of this office 120 

building on one sheet to make it easier to see instead of flipping from page to page.  I think we have 

accomplished everything that was asked of us at the last meeting and the Historic 

Preservation/Architectural Committee (HPC).  We have also added the signage, which are letters 

that do not exceed 24 inches.  The letters are inside of a box, which is about 30 inches in there.  The 

sign will have gooseneck lights with some type of LED with very thin illumination that won’t even 125 

be seen that will spread very low light.  They will be dark sky compliant.  But the goosenecks will 

still be there.  (Pointing) This is the front elevation facing the parking lot.  This is the back elevation 

facing the Village street.  I think we’ve made this look like a storefront.  We have broken it up.  

These are not doors, but glass.  But we did put doors in for the community room for the lofts.  The 

lofts are the apartments on the second and third floors and the apartments that are to be constructed 130 

in the back—the 48 units.  We’ve changed the color.  We’ve toned it down.  This is going to be 

dramatically different, but in a way it looks like we are following the same architecture but with a 

twist.  It is also bigger.  This building is twice the size of the McLaughlin building with roof lines 

that are different.  The apartments in the rear, same building, same elevation, we added those 

transom windows that were requested on the sides of the buildings.  Those are lined up perfectly 135 

over the layout of bedroom that is right there over an actual bed.  They are about 5 feet long.  They 

will be an awning style window that someone could open up and awning out and get air right over 

the bed.  I have done that before and people like it. 

 

R. Huftalen:  It looks to me like you have incorporated a lot of what we talked about last time—the 140 

transom windows and making the front look like a façade. 

 

A. Walburger:  Dave, this end is the same on both sides, right?   
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David Muraco:  Yes. 145 

 

A. Walburger:  Facing the street side or facing the woods side. 

 

David Muraco:  And the windows are high enough up over for privacy.  I think they are about 5-

6 feet up. 150 

 

A. Walburger:  I’m looking at the floor plan and on the rear elevation, the non-shuttered side, there 

are man-doors that open out to the patio.  There are windows on that side.  So that’s pretty broken 

up.  The details we had discussed at the last meeting have been added.   

 155 

A. McDowell:  You gave us a reason why it wouldn’t be prudent to have windows.   

 

David Muraco:  It’s a retailer.  That will be a back room.  For security reasons, I can’t put glass in a 

back room.  The back room needs a solid wall for security.  We could change material around.  That 

actually looks like windows.  It could be blackened or have a sheen to it. 160 

 

A. McDowell:  Anything to make it look less solid.  That is a real important view.   

 

David Muraco:  This is retail in the front and this is back room.  I have no way to get a back room in 

there.  I have a pretty good idea who the tenant is.  If you have stock in that back room . . .  There is 165 

a lot going on there.  There is a lot of glass.  We have changed this (pointing) dramatically and it 

looks great.  We have filled this in.  We have kept the glass here and not making that a solid wall. 

 

D. Raleigh:  Landscaping might soften that too, depending on what trees. 

 170 

David Muraco:  We’ve kept the blocking basically the same.  It is not like it is a smooth, blank wall.  

We did break it up from the original plans. 

 

A. Walburger:  It is paneled out now.   

 175 

David Muraco:  The sidewalk is going to end half-way down, mid-way. 

 

A. McDowell:  That would allow for heavy foliage if the sidewalk ends there.  I just don’t like that 

blank.  Maybe you could have a garden type thing or trees that could cover that.   

 180 

D. Raleigh:  I’m okay with that. 

 

A. Walburger:  Dave, your alternative is to build an opaque wall behind it and face it with black 

glass? 

 185 

David Muraco:  That’s a waste of money, a lot of money spent.  If I’m going to do glass, I’d like to 

have glass.  If the tenant changes, we can go back in with full glass and a very small back room.  But 

right now they are going to need 800-1,000 square feet of back room with 2,500 feet of retail floor 

space. 

 190 
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R. Huftalen:  The building and architectural detail in 180-63(C)(5) says: 

 

(5) First-floor façades should include a minimum of fifty-percent glass, while upper floors 

should have between fifteen-percent and forty-percent glass.  Glass area is measured per 

façade as inclusive of muntin and sash and exclusive of casings. 195 

 

R. Huftalen:  If you have four façades, it is clearly more than 50% if you included all four façades, I 

would say.  But that is something you want to make sure you can demonstrate per Code. 

 

David Muraco:  If you add this up (pointing), and all of that, and that, I can tell you it is 50% 200 

because that is one-half of the building.  Plus we’ve added more glass in here.  If that does become 

back room at that point there, we may have to block the glass, but it will still look like glass and 

meant to be there. 

 

R. Huftalen:  My point is, Dave, that is part of one of the things we want to have when we have the 205 

checklist criteria.  We want to be able to check the box that says 50% glass.  There is an issue with 

signage.  You have signage on both sides.  To my eye, it requires a variance.  You and I have spoken 

about alternatives—pushing the building back or doing something different.  I would like to hear 

from the rest of the Board.  We are not the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA).  I feel some 

responsibility in this because from my point of view, last month we were saying, “Make this façade 210 

look like a front façade.”  The elevation that is facing Aldi now looks like a front façade, including 

the signs.  But the reality is that people are driving to this development.  They are not walking down 

main street like we have right here.  If they are driving to that development, they are pulling around 

in the back and I think you need a sign back there.  To me, it’s one of those things that is written into 

the Code and the purpose of the Code and the Design Guidelines to give it that feel of a street front 215 

façade.  But the reality is this development is not main street.  If you pull behind Caz Pizza, it’s 

different than pulling behind this building.  To me, there is a compelling case as to why you would 

design it like this versus some other alternatives.  I want to hear what you all have to say.  At the 

same time, if he has a proposal like this, it’s the ZBA that has to make the determination.  Any 

thoughts? 220 

 

A. McDowell:  I think you have a good point.  There is going to be a good reason to have signs on 

both sides.  It looks like that will take the minds of the ZBA to figure that out. 

 

D. Raleigh:  I can see why you would want signs on both sides.  If you are in a car pulling in, you 225 

are going to want to be able to identify what that building is.  I can see why it would be.  But, again, 

with the Code, it’s probably going to land in the ZBA hands.  I would support as it is right now. 

 

A. McDowell:  It’s touchy though because we have had so many problems with signs in that area. 

 230 

Mr. Stokes:  On the west face, are those actually doors or just made to look like doors? 

 

David Muraco:  The west face is the actual drive-thru.  

 

Mr. Stokes:  I would consider that the south.  The one that faces Aldi, right to the left.  Are those 235 

actual doors?   

 

David Muraco:  They are not doors.  It is just glass.   
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Mr. Stokes:  In the B-1 zone, the Code specifically provides if you are a business in the B-1 zone and 240 

you have a back door, you can have a second sign at your back door.  One option, and it would be 

entirely up to the Board of Trustees, would be a text change in the Zoning Code to allow that.  But if 

they are not doors . . . 

 

David Muraco:  We will make them doors, but just won’t use them.  This door (pointing) we will 245 

use.  We are going to design this for a sidewalk and to walk right in either end.  We can make it a 

door.  They (the tenant) just don’t want doors front and back.  Not to be used for emergency exit.  

We can make it look like that. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  I’m just chasing a theory.  My other question would be timetable.  Obviously, that takes 250 

time to work its way through.  The Board of Trustees would probably take a couple of months to do 

that.   

 

David Muraco:  I’m looking to get a shovel in the ground April 1.  That’s all I’m asking for.  We are 

in here early.  I want to get the architecture.  I want to get my plans drawn, which will take about 255 

3-4 weeks.  One thing that I can tell you, if I don’t get these signs on both sides . . .  I was asked to 

move the building months ago.  We moved this building right on the street because it was asked of 

me to do that.  Looking at what Aldi has built, and it’s a beautiful wall, it’s kind of like a tunnel in 

here anyway.  I don’t know what the purpose was if we are really not entering the Aldi from the 

Village street.  I am proposing to enter into the community room from the street.  But it will be the 260 

only one.  My plan was always to have the building to the far east.  This is a pretty large building.  

This was placed down in this location.  It still would be very, very close to that Village street.  You 

can drive by the site.  It’s not that big of a site.  This building is going to stick out.  I know no one 

wanted the parking out in the front facing this, but with landscaping and buffering, you can see trees 

before you see the building.  Right now, it is just proposed with a couple of locust trees.  We really 265 

could have done something with this.  The reason I’m talking about this is because if I could move 

the building to the east without causing a big problem here, I would only do one sign per tenant.  

And it would be facing west to the parking lot.  Therefore, I would have nothing in the back.  It 

wouldn’t require anything to the east, to the back of the building.  Then my tenants could enjoy more 

green.  If I’m over here, these people could be facing more green area and trees.  That’s why I did 270 

not design balconies because I don’t want people putting furniture out and that’s the first thing you 

see when you are driving down the Village street.  Then I wouldn’t have to go to the ZBA.  I was 

asked to do this.  I originally came in right over here because I wanted a little buffer.  This is kind of 

tight.  It is just throwing everything in like a tunnel.  But I’m asking for your opinion.  It is just one 

way of doing it.  If I have to build this here, people coming in this Village street here, I can’t guess 275 

that they are going to find their way back here and then pull back in.  I need those signs.  I have a 

substantial investment here starting with this building.  I need these signs.  It will be a major issue if 

I’m denied the signage that I am proposing with the ZBA.  It will be a major issue.  I will probably 

just lose it.  I don’t know if I would build it.  I don’t know when I would do it.  I don’t know if I 

want to build it.  I want people to come in here and see.  If you are 70 or 80 years old or my mother 280 

has to find this project back here, she has to see it right when she goes in that street.  And then I lure 

them back in.  They come in, they meet with us in our community room and we sign leases.  Then 

we drive them back in a car and have our meetings in the back.  It’s just very important to me that 

I’m able to get the right signage to market real estate.  Just like Realty USA or Hunt Real Estate 

have multiple signs in their windows.  They have a sign on the top.  They have A-frame signs that 285 

lead them over to Lincklaen.  There is another sign on the house.  That’s four signs to get a house 
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sold.  And that happens all the time.  I just need to have this.  I think it’s been done tastefully.  I 

don’t know how the ZBA will accept it.  I don’t know how much I really care because if it’s an 

opinion, variances should be issued.  And they are issued all the time.  They have the control.  I 

don’t have to sell you.  I guess I have to sell them if that’s the way we have to go. 290 

 

R. Huftalen:  A couple of things:  Looking at some of the alternatives Jim was talking about.  I also 

want to hear from the Board.  Regarding parking, if you were to pull that building back, there is a 

prohibition against parking between the building and Route 20.  I don’t know if it’s by Code or if it’s 

in the Design Guidelines, it says you are not supposed to park between the building and Village 295 

street. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  If it were to go to the Board of Trustees with your recommendation that this was a 

situation that should have been contemplated but wasn’t and it makes sense to have signs on both 

sides because it is a Village setting so we should treat it the same as the Village center signs.  If you 300 

go to the Board of Trustees for a text change, then you are not putting the ZBA on the spot.  That’s 

why I asked about your timetable because it takes a couple of months. 

 

David Muraco:  I’m happy to build this building the way I proposed it.  Don’t yell at me if I add 

more trees than just three locust trees.  I actually want more screening, more landscaping.  I would 305 

prefer it to be back.  Like I said, I don’t want to change it up too much tonight.  I really could do 

something with that if I was able to move it to the east. 

 

D. Raleigh:  Would it be the same orientation of the building if you moved it east? 

 310 

S. McEntee:  Where would you have parking if you moved the building? 

 

David Muraco:  We could have parking a little bit in the front and then a lot of it in the back maybe.  

This could be shifted back into here.  I’m just saying we could get some landscaping out on the 

islands.  If you stare at the building, you would see trees, and some signs, and some lights instead of 315 

throwing it right on the street.  I know this is a recommendation, but I’ve got to be honest, I don’t 

think this is the greatest thing seeing what has already been built and then what I need to build.  I’m 

looking at it from marketing my residences.  They have to look out their window and stare at the 

compressors at Aldi or the brick wall.  The wall is beautiful with the work that was done on that and 

the changes that were made in breaking it up, but it is still a brick wall.  I’d rather have them see 320 

trees or green area.  I think I can move it back half way or we can go all the way.  Then we’re 

looking at more green instead of driveway.  You have green back in here with the forever green 

stormwater retention area. 

 

A. McDowell:  Could you move it half-way back without parking in the front? 325 

 

S. McEntee:  I’m the same way.  I’m for moving it if you increase the green area, but putting parking 

there seems to be . . . 

 

David Muraco:  Then I have to get my signs. 330 

 

A. McDowell:  So you could do it if you could get the signs in the front and the back?  Without 

parking in the front? 
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David Muraco:  I’ll be honest.  If I can do it, I would like to move the building at least 20 feet from 335 

this street.  But I still need the signs on both sides.  They would have more hang time to see it.  You 

are going to go in this roadway and you are going to be right on top of that building.  There are 

going to be lights flashing in people’s windows. 

 

A. McDowell:  And you can do it without parking in the front?  What I’m looking at—if I were a 340 

tenant, I would always want to get the closest I could.  I would always want to get those front 

parking spaces.   

 

David Muraco:  I think we could shift it. 

 345 

A. McDowell:  Do you think you could get rid of those? 

 

David Muraco:  If it would help me with getting signs on both sides.  If I have to do that process if 

it’s only two months to avoid the ZBA . . .  Because the outcome of that, from what I’m seeing, just 

may not be good.  I won’t build it without two signs.  I’m serious.  I have to be able to function.  350 

This is a very large investment.  I need to rent apartments.  It’s a lot of units over time that will be 

built.  I’m going to start it in April and it will be done in September with people moving in. 

 

A. Walburger:  From your multi-family perspective, this sign is the most important one—facing the 

Village street.   355 

 

David Muraco:  It’s my community room for this building and the back and probably a rental office 

within.  I’m going to need a sign for my 48 units in the back too.  Once I get them back there over 

the culvert, it will probably be a freestanding pylon landscaped sign not over 5 feet. 

 360 

A. Walburger:  I see this center sign facing the Village street as the one that is the strongest case for 

what Jim has mentioned.   

 

David Muraco:  We will add doors.   

 365 

Louis Muraco:  And they are retailers.  Most people are coming from this direction.  They have no 

idea what is here.  But then there is a sign.  You don’t know what you are driving into.  There is no 

pylon.  There is no marquee.  You can’t really pitch it.   

 

David Muraco:  I would change those to doors if that is some technical point that would move this 370 

thing along.  I think we are having a meeting with the ZBA on December 28.  I have no problem 

running it by some people.  They already know a little bit about it. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Jim, what are the B-1 restrictions?  Are there size restrictions for the second sign?  I 

would like to get the input of this Board tonight about making a recommendation to the Village 375 

Board about a text change to make this more consistent with what we have downtown, which makes 

sense.  That is one thing for us to consider.  I’m still not totally clear about pulling the building back.  

I heard Steve say to pull it back but don’t add any parking in front.  How are you going to change the 

amount of parking?   

 380 

Mr. Muraco:  We have banks already here.  I would have to get together with Naperiala.  I have to be 

careful.  Anything I can do to pull that off the street, just as a builder and property owner, I’m not 



Village of Cazenovia – Planning Board – December 11, 2017                       FINAL - 9 - 

really excited about being right on top of the street with no parking.  This is not the Village.  It is a 

private development.  I know the streets are going to be Village streets.  There is parking in front of 

everything here. 385 

 

A. Walburger:  I will make the observation that siting housing units that close to the road with 

potential truck traffic down that Village street reverberating off of a mostly concrete wall is going to 

be pretty loud.  So drawing that building back 20 feet from the Village street probably improves the 

living conditions in that side of the building substantially.  It would be great if it could be done 390 

without any parking, just increasing the green space. 

 

Mr. Muraco:  I would just have to check to make sure I don’t hurt myself. 

 

A. Walburger:  Since you are moving the building, we are not committing to anything tonight.   395 

 

Mr. Muraco:  I know you keep talking about the parking out front, but that’s what we did when we 

did the design of the drugstore and Aldi.  I considered the parking out in front of the building.  We 

spun them around here so it is pretty consistent with the drugstore, which I took the drugstore all the 

way and there is parking in front of my building.  This is all bermed and buffered and whatever.  400 

What I’m getting at is if I move the building, I would like to probably move it all the way.  Move it 

back and then I really give my people some green space on two different sides.  I have beautiful trees 

in the back and buffer and green.  It’s just private.  And then I’m only asking for one set of signs.  

And that can all be approved here with a sign permit.  I would just have to see.  It’s consistent with 

this.  We are going to do the islands.  We are going to do all the green.   405 

 

A. Walburger:  A couple of signs should not drive major site plan changes.   

 

Mr. Muraco:  I always wanted the building to be there.  I was asked by this Board to move it.  But 

that’s when I was building 5,000 feet.  Now I’m building three stories, 21,000 square feet.  This is a 410 

dramatic financial commitment.  I think the new design is great.  I’m excited to do it.  Am I excited 

to throw it out with asphalt on four sides of it?  No.  I really could do something with it.  Now we’re 

down to just the single sign. 

 

D. Raleigh:  Facing the parking lot?   415 

 

Mr. Muraco:  Extreme east.  I would like to take the building all the way down here.  Landscape out 

in front here.  This would be a lot more green area.  You would have a lot more hang time, kind of 

staring back at a beautiful building.  Right now, it only has exposure to people coming in.  It’s a 

shame.  It’s a pretty building that could really look great and be set back.  We wouldn’t change 420 

anything with the parking.  We would increase landscaping to the islands.  Single sign. 

 

R. Huftalen:  In my opinion, that is a lot harder sell based on the constraints of the Code and the 

Design Guidelines. 

 425 

A. Walburger:  I understand everybody’s concern. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I would rather defend two sets of signs than pulling that all the way back.  I can’t speak 

for Jim. 

 430 
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Mr. Muraco:  But we do have parking all on the Village street. 

 

A. McDowell:  But only if it’s all the way back?  Would it make any difference if it were half-way 

back? 

 435 

Mr. Muraco:  Would there be minimum parking going that way?  Minimum?  Just a row? 

 

R. Huftalen:  Maybe you would be closer, but then would you only want one sign in that case?   

 

Mr. Muraco:  I would still need two.  That would really not get anything accomplished.  But I have 440 

to tell you, moving this building all the way to the east is consistent with what we did here. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Except there is no Village street there.  I think the safest thing in terms of sustaining any 

challenge as to whether this complies with the zoning and the Design Guidelines is to leave the 

alignment where it is.  You can pull it back a little bit.  But if you pull it back all the way to the east, 445 

I think it makes it very susceptible to challenge, which is why I think the applicant was asked to 

align it the way it is currently shown.  I agree with the Chair and recommend to the Board of 

Trustees that we modify the sign regulations to allow signs on both sides of the building.  I think it is 

a better approach. 

 450 

A. Walburger:  I think this is another example of signs leading a good project in the wrong direction.  

I would rather hang my hat on two sets of signs with substantial conformance with the overall spirit 

of the Design Guidelines.   

 

S. McEntee:  Are you saying there is a good chance of a variance? 455 

 

A. Walburger:  It’s a better project. 

 

S. McEntee:  I agree.  This is entirely different from the Aldi two sign scenario. 

 460 

A. Walburger:  It absolutely is. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I think what Jim is saying is that we can maintain the intent of the Design Guidelines, 

recommend a text change, and have it be more in line with what exists in the B-1 zone, and not 

require a variance for this project.  You have entrances at both sides.  It’s not like Aldi. 465 

 

S. McEntee:  I’m all for a recommendation to the Village Board if that’s where you are going. 

 

A. Walburger:  I would fully support that.   

 470 

A. McDowell:  I would too. 

 

Mr. Muraco:  Let’s stick with that approach.  I’m still going to work on moving this back off the 

street so I can get more trees in there. 

 475 

A. Walburger:  Going back to quality of life in that building, I do think this is something not fully 

contemplated in the Design Guidelines for mixed use.  Siting that structure right on the street is not 
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the most beneficial location.  If it could be pushed back a little bit, I definitely would be amenable to 

that. 

 480 

Mr. Muraco:  It would be a whole row of parking spaces here.  I would probably make it island 

parking with no parking in front of the building. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  I would just point out that if you read the Design Guidelines, it is trying to create a 

downtown village flair.  Obviously there is parking all the way up and down Albany Street, which is 485 

just as close or closer to a lot more truck traffic every day. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I would let Jim think about how to phrase this or write a recommendation to the 

Village Board.  I wanted to discuss the special use permit and the drive-thru application.  You have it 

proposed.   490 

 

Mr. Muraco:  It has always been on the plan. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes, it has always been on the plan.  I would want to get on the record that those 

drive-thrus have to be a pharmacy or a bank.  Is that right, Jim? 495 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Yes, that’s correct.  For instance, you cannot have a drive-thru for a restaurant. 

 

R. Huftalen:  That stipulation has to be met.  The permit would be for a specified use; either 

pharmacy or bank.  Those are the only two uses allowed. 500 

 

A. Walburger:  So it would be a special use permit for a drive-thru application for the use of a 

pharmacy or a financial institution only.   

 

Mr. Stokes:  It was previously approved for a financial institution on the original plan. 505 

 

Mr. Muraco:  Non-restaurant use. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  It has to be a pharmacy, bank, credit union, a financial institution.  That’s the Code.  

Those are the only two uses in that district that allow a drive-thru. 510 

 

R. Huftalen:  With regard to the signs, can we make a motion for a recommendation? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  You need to make a recommendation to the Board of Trustees to modify the sign 

regulations for the Village Edge South Mixed Use (VES-MU) district to allow a second sign for any 515 

first floor uses that have a rear entrance.  In the B-1 district, they are limited to 4 square feet, so I 

don’t think you would want to use that same limitation.  I don’t know that we are prepared to say 

exactly what the limitation should be.  You could scale it off these drawings or however you want to 

do it. 

 520 

Mr. Muraco:  4 feet is not going to work.  The building has been designed around the band for the 

signage.  Those are like 2x16 feet long. 
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R. Huftalen:  I make a motion that our recommendation would be for the Village Board to consider a 

text change to allow the spirit of what exists in B-1 to exist in VES- MU.  As far as the details of that 525 

text change, I think that’s up to the Village Attorney and the Board of Trustees.   

 

A. Walburger:  I second the motion.   

 

All members voted aye.  The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 530 

 

R. Huftalen:  With regard to other details of the property, such as architectural elevations, are there 

any other comments?   

 

S. McEntee:  I appreciate the addition of the transom windows.  Thank you. 535 

 

Mr. Stokes:  The Planning Board typically gets more information on building materials, colors, and 

cut sheets. 

 

Mr. Muraco:  Everything is here. 540 

 

R. Huftalen:  There are a couple of things we will want.  I know you have some of them.  We will 

want Matt Naperiala (developer’s engineer) and John Dunkle (Village Engineer) to discuss things.   

 

Mr. Muraco:  Did you know they had a dialog in that John said wait until the Planning Board is done 545 

and let me know it is done and then I will offer my comments.   

 

Mr. Stokes:  John needs to comment before the Planning Board can approve it.  If you are at the 

stage conceptually where you are in agreement with it, then I think it is appropriate to send it on to 

John. 550 

 

R. Huftalen:  I think at this point, given what we just talked about on the signs, you kind of know 

how it is going to look.  Going with this and the landscaping, I think we are in a position . . .  I don’t 

know what other major changes would be made.  I am glad to talk with John. 

 555 

Mr. Muraco:  I would hope that I don’t have to keep coming back.  We are dealing with signage and 

whatever the engineer comments on and we will make those changes and get them back and keep the 

ball rolling. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Are you definitely going to try to pull the building back?   560 

 

Mr. Muraco:  I think if I can do it, I’ll pull it back. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Will there be a little less parking?  Will there be less impervious surface? 

 565 

Mr. Muraco:  Yes, there will be a little less parking.  As much buffering as we have done out front, 

that’s what I want to do there.  Believe me, you will still see the building.  The material that is being 

planted at the beginning is only 6-foot trees, 2-1/2-inch caliper, and dwarf honey locust and they go 

a little larger.  Will I get into trouble if I do bigger? 

 570 
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R. Huftalen:  No.  We don’t want dwarf ones.  That is another thing we will want to have.  We will 

want landscaping specified.   

 

Mr. Muraco:  This is the landscape plan that was approved.  I have two honey locusts.   

 575 

R. Huftalen:  Greenleaf majestic is preferred.  Use honey locust instead of dwarf lilacs.   

 

Mr. Muraco:  Some evergreens in there so there is green in winter. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The landscaping plan should be kept consistent with this.   580 

 

Mr. Muraco:  I am planning on planting next week.  I am planting in front of this apartment site and 

the drugstore next week.  I am following this plan. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The recommendation from the Tree Commission was to cluster the dwarf lilacs so they 585 

were not interspersed.  They are not getting planted now, are they? 

 

Mr. Muraco:  I was going to plant everything now. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I would definitely hold off on these little ones because the Tree Commission said they 590 

don’t want them interspersed.  They want them clustered.  So rather than intersperse them, you 

might want to hold off.  We will want a more detailed landscaping plan.   

 

Mr. Muraco:  If I move the building 20 feet that way, I could cluster this corner, just like they 

clustered over here.  You can’t even see those bushes.  They are really little.  I plan to go with a little 595 

larger material.   

 

R. Huftalen:  I just don’t want you to put something in there and have the Tree Commission say you 

didn’t get approval.   

 600 

Mr. Muraco:  We can’t change what we have going on out here.  We have to keep it consistent.  It’s 

a great time to get them in the ground right now. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The ones planted are fine.  You were talking about planting next week.  But don’t plant 

the little dwarf ones. 605 

 

A. Walburger:  Just from my memory, when we had the meeting, the extent of the discussion was 

solely this strip here (pointing).  We did not discuss past the Village street.  It wasn’t on the table 

then. 

 610 

Mr. Muraco:  We are talking six and six over here.  It’s going to look a heck of a lot nicer if we can 

get the plantings in this year.  By spring, they are already growing up.  You could be looking at this 

site for another two years.  So let’s get the trees in.  Then over here, if I pull that back, I will fluff it 

up and cluster this stuff a little bit.  It wasn’t intentional.  I didn’t catch it fast enough.  They already 

did that road cut. 615 

 

R. Huftalen:  Are there any other comments?  I appreciate the changes you have made, Dave.  I think 

it was a productive discussion here tonight.  We have that formal recommendation.  We will be in 
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touch as Jim communicates that to the Village Board and go from there.  Is there any other business 

to be brought before the Board? 620 

 

A. Walburger made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried 

with 5 in favor, 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:08 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 625 

 

 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 630 


