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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

April 9, 2018 

 

Present: Rich Huftalen, Chair; Adam Walburger; Stephen McEntee; Anne McDowell; and Zach 5 

Young, Alternate. 

 

Absent:  Don Raleigh. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Bob Lucas; Phil Byrnes; Don Ferlow; Dorothy 10 

Ferlow; David Muraco; Louis Muraco; Dennis Gregg; Tim Mahoney; James Haley; and Jacqueline 

Haley. 

 

* * * * * 

 15 

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

 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen asked for any changes to the minutes of March 12, 2018.  R. Huftalen made the motion 20 

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

0 opposed. 

 

* * * * * 

 25 

RODOR, LLC, Nelson St., 3 Lots, Minor Subdivision, Public Hearing 

Bob Lucas came forward to represent RODOR. 

 

R. Huftalen explained that this is a public hearing for a 2-lot minor subdivision of approximately 

64 acres of land located on the south side of Route 20 at 54 Nelson Street, Tap Map Parcel 30 

95.3-1-1.111.  There was also a subsequent application for another subdivision to add another lot. 

 

Mr. Lucas wondered if both of these subdivisions could be done together tonight.  R. Huftalen 

answered that both could not be done tonight.  A legal notice needs to be published for the 

applications.  The applications can be combined and have a combined public hearing to address the 35 

entire subdivision plan. 

 

R. Huftalen said that a previous subdivision was done in 2009.  In looking at the resolution from 

2009, Mr. Stokes raised a couple of questions.  Mr. Stokes suggested continuing the public hearing 

and republishing the legal notice. 40 

 

The Board went over the subdivision plans.  R. Huftalen noted that in looking at old subdivision 

maps, one condition for plat approval was that future development would be permitted on Lot 3, and 

that development would provide for ingress and egress, which was shown opposite of P&C (Tops) 

Plaza. 45 

 

Mr. Lucas remarked that got changed when the waterline went back to South Village and the sewer 

line for the Hampton Inn was installed.  He continued to explain his request.  Part of the 67 acres is 
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residential and part of it is commercial, so he wanted to divide the 67 acres into two parcels.  He 

owns the property with his brother and two sisters.  His sister does not want to sell the existing house 50 

with the large lot.  So now he wants to subdivide the house out.  He will leave room for the road to 

go through and block it off in case somebody wants an acre of land all subdivided. 

 

R. Huftalen indicated that it would be in everyone’s best interest to combine the subdivisions and 

look at the whole thing at once.  This would avoid segmentation and save the applicant from filing 55 

numerous plat maps.   

 

David Muraco expressed concern about some of the property being landlocked.  

 

Mr. Stokes inquired if there are plans for the new lot on the east side.  Mr. Lucas answered that it is 60 

just a line on the map right now. 

 

The public hearing will be continued to the next regularly scheduled Planning Board meeting on 

May 14 at 7:00 p.m.  Both maps will be considered and will be done at the same time. 

 65 

* * * * * 

 

Cazenovia Market, Site Plan Review 

David Muraco and Louis Muraco were present. 

 70 

R. Huftalen:  After making a preliminary site plan approval two meetings ago, we asked New 

Venture Assets, the applicant, to provide additional data, update their maps, and update some 

specific items that were called out by our Village Attorney.  They have done so and have presented 

us with reams of material for our consideration.  There have been a lot of details going back and 

forth among the engineers regarding a number of issues.  Our mission here tonight is to determine 75 

what things are important for us to identify as being under the Planning Board’s purview and which 

things the engineers will address.  We cited John Dunkle’s (Village Engineer) letter in his initial 

review.  The applicant’s engineer (Naperiala Consulting) responded with a letter dated March 29 

addressing all of the issues Mr. Dunkle raised.  Mr. Dunkle subsequently sent us an email April 9.  

For our purposes, it might be good to review the responses from the applicant’s engineer. 80 

 

David Muraco:  I have a response from 4:00 today. 

 

R. Huftalen:  John Dunkle did respond to the response April 6.  Now we have something back from 

Naperiala. 85 

 

David Muraco:  A lot of it is just engineering going back and forth—change this, can you move that, 

label that.  There is one item that we couldn’t get to the back of the property to do—the geotechnical 

study.  But we did do the geotechnical study for the building that I’m looking to get permitted right 

now and start immediately.  The 48 units in the back, we will get that report.  I have to do it before I 90 

can finish my full set of building prints—structural and steel and footers.  The soils have been 

coming out perfect.  Obviously, the report on the front building, the Theo building, had good results 

too.  We have already drawn the plans. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The first comment from Naperiala Consulting was regarding a detailed site plan, 95 

grading plan, utilities, and landscaping plans.  We are in receipt of these.  The site plan, grading, 
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utilities seem to have met with John’s approval.  The landscaping plan, John commented that they 

were not reviewed because the landscaping plans are within the purview of the Planning Board.  One 

of the things discussed was the overall layout of the landscaping, which is largely in conformance 

with the things we discussed.  They have the raised landscaping island, the bioretention treatment.  100 

One of the things is placement of trees in front.  It is a staggered pattern.  I know per our discussion 

with the tree commission, we wanted to cluster the trees out front. 

 

A. Walburger:  I think maintaining the alternating configuration on the larger trees, consistent with 

in front of Aldi, and then establishing some naturalistic groupings for some of the smaller ones.  We 105 

could go back to the tree commission and involve them or we can recommend to execute their 

concept as laid out in front of the Aldi building and carry that across.  I think that is the one 

difference. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Cluster the smaller trees like the Aldi site plan and highlight the entrance and leave 110 

spacing for the honey locust.  That’s my only comment on the arrangement of the trees. 

 

A. Walburger:  I’m in agreement with that.  I don’t think it changes the count.  Just like in front of 

Aldi, it didn’t really change the count at all.  It just changed the configuration and grouping of the 

smaller plants and foliage. 115 

 

R. Huftalen:  I’m going to mark up on this set of drawings—8 staggered on 28-foot centers, honey 

locust green leaf majestic, consistent with the ones planted up there now and the dwarf lilacs, which 

are interspersed and staggered on 28-foot centers.  We prefer to cluster at driveway entrance and 

property boundary, consistent with tree commission recommendations. 120 

 

R. Huftalen:  Following along with the Naperiala letter of March 29, we have the lighting plan 

showing the location, design, fixtures.  The plan calls for lamppost-type fixtures dark sky.  We have 

the cut series.  We have the fixtures that we presume are the same as in the Aldi lot, again dark sky 

compliant.  That looks consistent with what everybody was thinking.  We have the photometrics. 125 

 

R. Huftalen:  Amended Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) was included.  It will be a 

condition that it is approved by our Village Engineer. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Exterior building materials, manufacturers’ specifications, and material samples.  Did 130 

you say you brought some? 

 

David Muraco:  I have a whole boat load of stuff here for you.  They are Smartboard Building 

Products and other new products that are waranteed for longevity and are long lasting.  I tried to get 

some color schemes that are consistent with the colored elevations that I presented before.  There are 135 

door schedules.  These are stainable and paintable doors made by Therma-Tru, two-thirds glass.  

There are some other fiber cement corner boards here.  We are going to use all of this stuff because 

of the longevity.  You paint this stuff and it is good for ten years at least.  I have some architectural 

shingles here for the roofing.  Window materials are Silverline by Andersen, most likely a vinyl 

window done in a beige.  There are pictures of homes that have been finished in these materials.  140 

Everyone knows that architectural shingles look more like a brownstone.  There are samples here 

with a 30-year warranty. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Dave, please put a note on each of the samples so we know what they are. 
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 145 

A. McDowell:  I was wondering what you were going to use on each building.  Will each building 

be the same? 

 

David Muraco:  I am just showing you the stuff being used on the first building.  This is the 

Theophilus building.   150 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Are those the actual colors on the samples?  Bill Carr (Zoning/Code Enforcement 

Officer) needs to know when it comes time for a building permit.  For clarity, Bill can look back and 

see if they are what was approved by the Board. 

 155 

David Muraco:  Any of the earth tones that match the elevations that I gave you.  Can I be given a 

little time to match up the samples with the architectural drawings?  These are all consistent with the 

colors on the elevations.  There are a lot of tones that are just a shade off for trim boards to break it 

up. 

 160 

A. McDowell:  I pictured the Theophilus building being yellow.  I think it was yellow in the first 

renderings sort of to match the McLaughlin building. 

 

David Muraco:  We don’t want the siding color to be just like the McLaughlin building. 

 165 

Louis Muraco:  The McLaughlin building is greenish. 

 

R. Huftalen:  We want an idea of the color scheme.  We don’t want it to be purple or some other odd 

color. 

 170 

A. Walburger:  In my opinion, I didn’t see anything in that stack of materials that runs contrary to 

my sensibilities and based on the last elevation.   

 

R. Huftalen:  Take the materials and bring them back when you have them matched up to the 

elevations.  We will see them next month. 175 

 

R. Huftalen:  Back to the Naperiala letter.  The sidewalk along the easterly side of Village Street C 

and the southerly end of the cul-de-sac . . .  So he talked about the positioning of the sidewalk.  Now 

it has been moved to the easterly side and it is reflected on the drawings. 

 180 

David Muraco:  And the hammerhead is on there. 

 

R. Huftalen:  It also shows sidewalk connections to the westerly entrance to the Theophilus building, 

we have connections there that we asked for. 

 185 

R. Huftalen:  The infiltration planting strip within the parking area.  Naperiala talks about a 5-foot 

wide curbed planting strip.  We want to make sure it is a true infiltration strip and that it is not 

excluding rainwater.  Presumably the curbing has breaks in it to allow stormwater to infiltrate.  We 

want to make sure we are all clear on that.  Is that how you understand it?  We will want further 

clarification on #3 that whatever is proposed here meets SWPPP and we have a true bioretention 190 

facility. 
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S. McEntee:  It does have a different look from what is in Lot 1 at Aldi.  I am curious why it is 

different. 

 195 

R. Huftalen:  The planting strip has a detail of it.  I presume the elevations drain . . . 

 

David Muraco:  It is a lot less parking lot than the Aldi parking lot.  It was built accordingly for the 

impervious surfaces size-wise.  It is just a little smaller. 

 200 

Mr. Stokes:  It needs to be re-labled on the drawing so it is consistent with the Aldi parking lot.  

 

David Muraco:  It may stay the same.  I think we are just looking for clarification from John.  It will 

be changed if it needs to be increased for some unknown reason.  It was just sized accordingly. 

 205 

R. Huftalen:  I am just noting on here that infiltration shall meet Dunkle’s specifications for 

approval. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Re-labeling Internal Drive D as future Village Street D. 

 210 

R. Huftalen:  Banked parking shown on sheet C-5 is not approved.  Any further increase in parking 

must be specifically approved upon further application to the Board.  That was noted.  Upon 

checking sheet C-5, it still shows banked parking.  I’m going to strike that on here. 

 

S. McEntee:  That is on several of the plans.   215 

 

R. Huftalen:  I want to make sure the construction documents do not have banked parking.  

Naperiala put “noted,” but it is not reflected on these drawings.  The same with the drive-thru 

canopy.  We want to make sure it is excised from the drawings so it is clear that it is not approved.  

Any drive-thru canopy and related architectural features must be specifically approved by a further 220 

application. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  You are entitled to a drive-thru under a special permit, but you have never presented 

any drawings or plans for the drive-thru itself, architectural or otherwise.   

 225 

David Muraco:  I’m planning on building it. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  You never presented any elevation drawings that showed the detail.  It was always just 

conceptual and you labeled it drive-thru. 

 230 

R. Huftalen:  That falls in the same category as the signs.  We don’t have drawings for the signs.  We 

are reserving judgment for that when you present those drawings. 

 

David Muraco:  When is that meeting? 

 235 

R. Huftalen:  You will want to show us some signs and elevations of the drive-thru. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  You really can’t have them until you have a tenant.  A drive-thru is only allowed for 

either a pharmacy or a bank.  It has to be in conjunction with one of those uses and have a special 

permit. 240 
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David Muraco:  It is for financial.  It could be an ATM.  It could be a drive-thru for the bank.  But I 

am planning on building it. 

 

R. Huftalen:  We will need elevations of the drive-thru and the same for the signs. 245 

 

David Muraco:  It is the same elevation I already showed you with signage. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  You need all of the architectural treatments, the same as you do for the rest of the 

building. 250 

 

David Muraco:  We did some elevations in color of the whole building with the drive-thru.  When is 

the next meeting?  Or is that not a meeting?  Or do I just submit it? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  It will be next month.  It is the second Monday in May. 255 

 

R. Huftalen:  When we did the preliminary approval, I don’t know if you knew you had a tenant and 

that special permit approval for the drive-thru is contingent on what type of tenant it is. 

 

David Muraco:  It will be a bank, financial, drive-up.  I have to do that before I even pull a building 260 

permit.  I have to make sure I get the signage approved, so might as well do that next month. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The next 15 comments your engineers addressed.  Again, a lot of engineering detail.  

There was some discussion as to whether we were approving the whole parcel or the front parcel.  

Obviously, you weren’t able to get the infiltration tests done in the back. 265 

 

David Muraco:  I think you should approve the whole project.  I will have the geotechnical, which 

I’m a lot more concerned with than the Board or anyone else.  I have to do that for my structural 

drawings.  That can be done.  As long as that is all John Dunkle is looking for, I will get it to him.  I 

just couldn’t get back there.  That is more of a technical thing for drawings to make sure the ground 270 

is stable.  I am more concerned than anybody.  We haven’t had any problems with the whole site.  

The hotel just got built down the road and Aldi.  My site, Theophilus, came out perfect. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The point of discussion is the details going back and forth between the engineers and a 

statement from your engineer was:  Infiltration tests will be performed when weather permits.  The 275 

applicant is seeking approval of a mixed-use building at this time.  That’s what we will be focused 

on. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  In your letter that you just submitted from the engineer again makes that statement:  We 

are seeking approval only for the mixed-use building at this time. 280 

 

David Muraco:  To get permits.  I don’t want to have to continue to go through site plan and beat it 

to death. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The only other issue that I feel we should address as a Board is to make sure we spell 285 

out the sidewalk specifications.  We agreed that it should be 5 feet wide and ADA (Americans with 

Disabilities) compliant. 
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S. McEntee:  Sheet C-11 has a concrete sidewalk. 

 290 

A. Walburger:  It is called out to be 5 feet wide. 

 

R. Huftalen:  It looks like the plans that have been submitted and modified largely conform to what 

we asked. 

 295 

A. Walburger:  Outstanding items are details on the signage and the drive-thru canopy and final 

coordination of colors with the elevations. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  If he is coming back next month and wants to get approval of everything, including the 

drive-thru and the signs, I would suggest we do the formal review of everything next month.  That 300 

gives John Dunkle time to review the comments that we just submitted and get a final sign-off from 

him.  If the only thing left is the geotech, I’m sure we can handle that as a contingency. 

 

David Muraco:  That’s fine. 

 305 

R. Huftalen:  In our initial approval on this, we talked about next steps.  Are we good with the 

bonding?   

 

Mr. Stokes:  So far, yes.  I think everything we have here meets with Planning Board approval.  

What steps would he need to take to initiate what he has to do next?  Does he need to wait for our 310 

next meeting to get a formal approval before he commences any work on the site? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  He has done some work on the site under the original approval.  Site work is not really 

an issue.  He needs a building permit before he does footers.   

 315 

David Muraco:  I will submit my full set of plans to Bill. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  The building dimensions are not changing.  He can at least get that all ready. 

 

* * * * * 320 

 

Don Ferlow, Lot #19, South Meadow, Architectural Review 

Mr. Ferlow came forward to explain.  He had one set of 2-foot by 3-foot drawings and these are in 

the file in a smaller scale.  There are also 19 pages of specifications in the file.  There is a layout plan 

of where the house would sit on the lot, the grading, and the drainage.  This is a one-level house with 325 

a rear walk-out basement.  The driveway is at the high part of the lot.  The architect, Tom Pratt, has 

done the sections with dimensions, foundation plan, the layout and the structure.  The main entrance 

that was shown as a single door previously will now be a double door.  Siding will be a 

polymer-type material or heavy duty vinyl siding with shakes.  They will be lighter colors such as 

buckskin or natural clay.  There will be windows and panels in the garage doors.  The house will be 330 

turned so the garage does not front on the street.  The front setback to the street is 22 feet.  He is 

proposing to plant evergreen trees on the east side of the lot for screening.  He presented two sets of 

drawings.  He has spoken to Bill Carr (Zoning/Codes Enforcement Officer) about a foundation 

permit.   

 335 



Village of Cazenovia – Planning Board – April 9, 2018                       FINAL - 8 - 

R. Huftalen commented that the Planning Board’s purview is architectural review.  He sees nothing 

inconsistent or incompatible with the neighborhood. 

 

A. Walburger concurred with R. Huftalen that there is nothing inconsistent or incompatible. 

 340 

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

further SEQR action is required. 

 

A. Walburger made a motion to approve as presented.  A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried 

with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 345 

 

* * * * * 

 

McDonald’s Restaurant, Route 20 East, New Sign 

No one came forward to act as representative.  The Board looked at the plans in order to be aware of 350 

the application.  The request is to update the outdoor menu board. 

 

R. Huftalen observed that copy change signs are not allowed by Village Code.  Copy change means 

that the words on the sign can change. 

 355 

A. Walburger noted that the current sign cannot be seen from the road and the new sign would be 

obscured from the road as well. 

 

A. McDowell asked if the Board would worry about the size.  Mr. Stokes answered that the Board 

will want to look at that. 360 

 

R. Huftalen read the measurements:  The display is 55 inches.  The sign is 49.63 inches by 

28.80 inches.  It does not specify height off of the ground.   

 

A. Walburger interpreted the package size as 53 inches by 33 inches. 365 

 

Z. Young noted the use of a base plate to lift it off of the ground. 

 

A. Walburger found a reference to 71 inches overall height from the ground.  This was found four 

pages from the front.  There was another measurement of 58 inches wide.  They are proposing two 370 

pre-browse boards plus another two boards for a total of four boards. 

 

R. Huftalen said the key thing is that the signs cannot be seen from the street. 

 

A. Walburger remarked that this will not add anything because these signs already exist.  It does not 375 

appear that there will be any site lighting spillover. 

 

Z. Young observed that there is a canopy proposed.  This appears three pages after the height (seven 

pages from the front).  

 380 

A. McDowell stated there is no existing canopy for the boards. 
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A. Walburger remarked that he is not in favor of a canopy or any substantial construction project 

other than changing the sign. 

 385 

No action was taken. 

 

* * * * * 

 

Mahoney Design & Build, 127 Emick Lane, Architectural Review 390 
Tim Mahoney came forward to explain.  This is the Lilac plan.  This plan is 1,800 square feet and 

single story.  This is a long, narrow lot and allows for a side-load garage.  It will have a carriage 

style overhead door.  Siding is clapboard and shakes consistent with the rest of the subdivision.  A 

book of colors was submitted to the Board.  The client has not yet chosen a color, but must choose 

from the book of colors submitted.  This house is similar to Lot 16 and will have a walk-out 395 

basement door on the back. 

 

Regarding the wall with just one window, A. McDowell inquired which direction that will face.  

Mr. Mahoney answered that it will face the neighbor to the right of the house, which is Lot 16. 

 400 

A. Walburger said he sees no issues with this plan. 

 

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

further SEQR action is required. 

 405 

A. Walburger made a motion to approve as presented.  R. Huftalen seconded.  The motion carried 

with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

Mr. Mahoney stated that the Wisteria, Lilac, Cherry Blossom, and Magnolia plans have all been 

presented to and approved by the Board in the past.  He is developing another plan as well.  He is 410 

hoping to get the Board’s blanket approval on these models.  The siding and roofing will not change.  

He said it would be beneficial to have a faster, more streamlined process to be able to get a building 

permit to secure the potential customer.  He fully understands that if he goes outside of the five 

plans, he will need to go before the Planning Board. 

 415 

R. Huftalen answered that the Board is concerned about blanket approvals.  The Board has always 

said that each plan needs to be seen each time.   

 

Mr. Mahoney stated that he is the only builder.  No other builders are building these plans.  There 

are 23 lots in the subdivision and there are only 11 lots still available. 420 

 

A. Walburger said that R. Huftalen’s comment is consistent with what the Board has told other 

builders.  These are plans that have been through the Board’s review.  If the same house is being 

built again, he is deferential to streamlining it.  These are single family homes and it is not a Planned 

Development, but he does still object to blanket approvals.  He definitely sees the need to streamline 425 

the process.  There have been no issues with the four plans so far and he is comfortable with them.  

He understands the expediency of wanting to move a potential buyer to action.  He does not want to 

stand in the way of that any more than necessary. 

 

Z. Young said his only concern is to ascertain placement on the lot. 430 
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Mr. Stokes remarked that Bill Car (Zoning/Codes Enforcement Officer) will review placement on 

the lot.  The Planning Board is not doing site plan review—only architectural review. 

 

Mr. Mahoney stated that every lot already has a building envelope.  Within the envelope, there are 435 

sideline setbacks and frontline setbacks.  He wants to be consistent with what is in the neighborhood 

already. 

 

R. Huftalen mentioned that one of the concerns of a blanket approval is that the Board specifically 

wants to avoid having all of the houses look the same.  There are already 11 houses in the 440 

development.  He would defer to the person spending the money for the house.  If they want to build 

a house that looks exactly like the house next to them, it’s up to them.  It would not be incompatible, 

which is the criteria.  He stated he is not sure of how the mechanism would work. 

 

Mr. Stokes suggested noting the request and possibly doing a resolution.  The Board would want to 445 

be very specific in the details and identify each drawing in specific detail with the color palettes and 

shingle selection, etc.  It has to be described sufficiently enough so that Bill Carr can correlate it 

back.   

 

A. Walburger commented that it will be easier knowing the direction of the development with only 450 

11 lots left. 

 

Mr. Mahoney pointed out that the homes already built are an indication of the color palette.  He is 

very conscious of making sure every home looks different, even though there are only five different 

plans to choose from.  For example, there will probably be another Lilac plan in there, but probably 455 

not a Lilac plan with a side-load garage.  There are at least two other lots where he intends to have 

side-load garages.  Regarding architecture and color palette, he is paying attention to make sure 

these homes look different from the outside, even though they may be similar on the inside. 

 

* * * * * 460 

 

R. Huftalen made the motion to adjourn the meeting.  A. McDowell seconded.  The motion carried 

with 5 in favor, 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:21 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 465 

 

 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 470 


