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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

February 11, 2019 

 

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

Raleigh. 

 

Absent:  Zach Young. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Phil Byrnes; Jocelyn Gavitt; Don Ferlow; Dennis 10 

Gregg; Andy Day; Dave Mosher; Matt Vredenburgh; Bob Lucas; Stephen Franks; Caitlin Gambee; 

and John Flannery. 

 

* * * * * 

 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 January 14, 2019.  A. Walburger made a motion 20 

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

0 opposed.  

 

* * * * * 

 25 

CNY Progressive Homes, Lot 11, South Meadow, Architectural Review 

Dennis Gregg came forward.  This is at the corner of South Meadow Drive and Gregg Lane.  It is a 

two-story house.  The driveway will come in from Gregg Lane into the side load garage with 

carriage style doors.  This is the same house that is on Lot 5. 

 30 

A. McDowell inquired if it would have stone on the front as shown.  Mr. Gregg responded that he 

does not believe so.   

 

R. Huftalen asked if the front elevation would have an overhang porch.  Mr. Gregg answered that 

there will be a porch of some sort, that it will not be as stark as depicted. 35 

 

R. Huftalen’s notations on the drawing include:  Carriage style doors on the garage, no stonework, 

includes a front porch. 

 

R. Huftalen commented that this house looks compatible with the rest of the houses in the 40 

neighborhood.  There are no blank facades.   

 

A. Walburger inquired about the color.  Mr. Gregg said the color is unknown at this point, but they 

are leaning away from gray due to the overuse of gray in the area. 

 45 

A. McDowell asked about square footage of the house.  Mr. Gregg said 2,269. 

 

R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) 

617.5(c).  Since no other agencies are involved, nor will approval have any significant adverse effect 
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on the environment, no further SEQR action is required.  It is recommended that a Negative 50 

Declaration be prepared and filed. 

 

A. Walburger made a motion to grant architectural approval with R. Huftalen’s notations.  

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

 55 

* * * * * 

 

CNY Progressive Homes, Lot 15, South Meadow, Architectural Review 

Dennis Gregg was present.  This has the garage built into the house and is only half exposed. 

 60 

A. Walburger asked if this house fronts normally across the front of the lot.  Mr. Gregg answered 

yes. 

 

A. McDowell wondered if the gables would be the same as the siding material.  Mr. Gregg replied 

that shakes in the gables are proposed. 65 

 

R. Huftalen noted on the drawing:  Carriage style doors on the garage. 

 

A. McDowell asked about square footage of the house.  Mr. Gregg responded 1,700. 

 70 

R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) 

617.5(c).  Since no other agencies are involved, nor will approval have any significant adverse effect 

on the environment, no further SEQR action is required.  It is recommended that a Negative 

Declaration be prepared and filed. 

 75 

A. Walburger made a motion to grant architectural approval per R. Huftalen’s drawing mark ups.  

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

 

* * * * * 

 80 

CNY Progressive Homes, Lot 17, South Meadow, Architectural Review 

Dennis Gregg came forward.  This house is almost exactly the same as Lot 21 and Lot 14 is similar.  

The front of the house will be squared up with the lot.  The main part of the house is in back with the 

garage in the front.  The garage will be on the high side of the lot on the master bedroom side of the 

house.  The gables will be broken up with different architectural treatment. 85 

 

R. Huftalen marked up the drawings with carriage style garage doors. 

 

R. Huftalen declared this a Type II action under State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) 

617.5(c).  Since no other agencies are involved, nor will approval have any significant adverse effect 90 

on the environment, no further SEQR action is required.  It is recommended that a Negative 

Declaration be prepared and filed. 

 

R. Huftalen made a motion to grant architectural approval per the marked up drawings.  

A. Walburger seconded.  The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 95 

 

* * * * * 
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Caz Barns/RODOR, Apartment Buildings, Site Plan Review 

Dennis Gregg came forward and introduced the project team:  Matt Vredenburgh, Landscape 100 

Architect; Dave Mosher, Architect for the buildings; Andy Day, CEO of Caz Barns, LLC.  

R. Huftalen recalled that one of the proposed layouts might require a variance.  He pointed out the 

presence of Phil Byrnes, chair of the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA).   

 

Mr. Gregg gave a presentation and pointed things out on a map.  Part of the property (5 acres) is 105 

zoned residential/multifamily (RM) and the rest is zoned Village Edge South (VES).  The road to the 

apartments would be across from Tops Plaza and go between Dr. Fauth’s dental office and the 

former Lucas property.  He stated that he and his team were advised to keep the apartments within 

the RM district.  They looked at a few configurations and determined they could do five buildings 

with 12 units each, which would require a variance.  They Spoke with Phil Byrnes about it.  The 110 

Village zoning restricts the number of units in a building to 10.  There does not seem to be any 

square footage requirement.  It became apparent that the best use of the land, and to keep space 

between the structures, was to go to four buildings.  Each building would have three sections.  There 

would be an outside section, which would be entered from the outside, with two 2-bedroom units 

downstairs, and two 2-bedroom units upstairs.  The middle section would have a center hall corridor 115 

and have four single bedroom units downstairs and four single bedroom units upstairs.   

 

Dave Mosher continued with the presentation.  The approach, at first, was a typical apartment 

building with a center loaded corridor, but that didn’t feel right for this community in this area.  The 

footprint was broken into three separate buildings in themselves.  Each end unit is formed with a 120 

gambrel style truss with two 2-bedroom units downstairs and two 2-bedroom units upstairs.  They 

would enter from the side.  As they come around to the front, the center section, they would enter in 

the front and center.  There would be four single bedroom units on the first floor and connect up to 

four single bedroom units upstairs.  Each section of a building would be an internal community.  It is 

not a standard center loaded corridor apartment building.  They were able to get 16 units within the 125 

same footprint if they went with 12 units.  They were able to keep the scale of the buildings down to 

be comfortable in the environmental setting.  The zoning ordinance has a maximum building height 

of 30 feet.  They were able to keep the ridge of the building, the vertical height, down to 28 feet.  

The scale of the four buildings blend in well.  At this point in time, beige and cream color tones with 

some browns with some stone veneer accents at certain locations that center around the main 130 

entrance are proposed.  The gambrel style is to give the feeling of the barns.  The buildings were 

designed to the name--Caz Barns. 

 

R. Huftalen said he likes the look of the buildings from an architectural standpoint, but he has a lot 

of questions.  There are some concerns about the lot coverage maximum, which is 15% in the RM 135 

zone.  If there is going to be an area variance application, then specifics will be needed.  It appears 

that one of the buildings extends into the VES zone.  At the last meeting, there was a discussion 

about which comes first; the project or the subdivision and how best to manage that.  The 

developers’ attorneys may want to confer with the Village Attorney to figure out the best process.  It 

would be difficult for the Planning Board to assess a project that is in two different zones and figure 140 

out what meets Code.  He advised the developers to determine what variance(s) they are seeking. 

 

Mr. Gregg inquired whether the 15% coverage is only the buildings.  R. Huftalen cited Code 

180-36(A) Lot and Structure Requirements (RM) and believes it is building coverage.  Mr. Gregg 

stated this is a 6-acre lot and calculated building coverage to be under 15%.  Mr. Stokes confirmed it 145 

is building coverage, but the lot will still need to be defined to determine that. 
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R. Huftalen asked if there is a 6-acre lot carved out.  Mr. Gregg answered not yet.  Some area will be 

needed for stormwater and that will connect to a 5-acre piece and that needs to be defined. 

 150 

R. Huftalen said that the sequence of events is tricky.  In order for the Planning Board or the ZBA to 

make a determination, the lot will need to be defined.  For the lot to get defined, a subdivision 

request with a public hearing is needed.  Mr. Gregg asked if that could be done simultaneously.  

R. Huftalen replied yes, the applications can be considered concurrently, but specifics are needed. 

 155 

The only variance Mr. Gregg foresees is a unit variance for units per building per dwelling.  The 

developers were originally considering three stories, but decided to go with two stories and request 

an area variance.  All structures will be within the RM zone.  They will draw a line and do a 

subdivision.  He would like to get referred to the ZBA to start that discussion.  That will determine 

their direction. 160 

 

R. Huftalen invited Board members to share their impressions.  His opinion is that from an 

architectural point of view, this project is in keeping with what was envisioned for that part of the 

Village.  Mr. Gregg pointed out that the Caz Barns apartments will go nicely with the existing barn 

at the former Lucas property. 165 

 

A. Walburger agreed with R. Huftalen regarding the architecture.  He would also like to see the lot 

fully defined so the Board can have the exact coverage calculations for the project and not talk about 

portions of a zone.  The Board will need to figure out what the Code navigates toward with this use 

that is going to occur in the VES.  Right now, it is strictly parking and a parking garage.  Those were 170 

not exactly contemplated when the Design Guidelines were written. 

 

A. McDowell sought clarification:  The Code says 10 units for residential and the developer wants to 

go to the ZBA to get 16 units? 

 175 

Mr. Gregg noted that it is odd because it does not say ten 1,000 square foot units.  There could be 

ten units of 2,000 square feet and be within the Code and that would be a much larger footprint than 

what is being proposed.  There are special uses allowed in the RM zone.  A special use permit would 

allow three stories.  The eight single bedroom units are much smaller than sixteen 2-bedroom units.  

Half of the units are dedicated to 1-bedroom apartments.  In his mind, the footprint is more 180 

important, but it is up to the ZBA to determine that. 

 

R. Huftalen said that the Planning Board is glad to make the referral to the ZBA.  The ZBA will have 

the same concerns as the Planning Board about defining the lot better. 

 185 

Don Ferlow recalled that around 2013, it was decided that if a road were ever built next to 

Dr. Fauth’s dental office, then his access would change from being directly on Route 20 to being on 

the new road.  The new road was going to be directly across from the Tops plaza driveway.  But now 

that the Tops plaza entrance has moved toward the east, this presents an interesting aspect in this 

plan and there is an entrance question.  R. Huftalen commented that Mr. Stokes had already looked 190 

back at that.  There is a condition that Dr. Fauth needs to change his entrance to the newly 

constructed road. 

 

Mr. Ferlow continued that back in 2012-2013, the concept of how VES might be developed was 

discussed.  This section of property was mentioned as being ideal for residential.  This plan follows 195 

the vision and that’s a plus. 
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Phil Byrnes questioned if it is advisable for the ZBA to begin if a lot is not yet defined.  Mr. Stokes 

replied that hopefully by the time they get to the ZBA they will have it defined.  They can apply now 

based on the variance they are seeking regardless of where the boundary is. 200 

 

Mr. Gregg asked whether it is possible to have a public hearing in March.  Mr. Stokes answered that 

it is not a good idea to schedule a public hearing yet based on the information that is lacking.  The lot 

needs to be defined and there needs to be a subdivision application.  The Board needs to know what 

regulations they will be applying.  A State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) will be involved 205 

and a determination is needed first.  An Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) is needed.  A 

drainage analysis is needed before anybody can approve anything.  There are now two Boards 

involved.   

 

* * * * * 210 

 

Brewster Inn, Sea Wall 

Stephen Franks and his partner, Caitlin Gambee, came forward. 

 

R. Huftalen observed that this is in the Western Gateway district and is subject to lake frontage 215 

development guidelines adopted by the Village Board December 2017.  They were developed with 

SUNY Environmental Science and Forestry (ESF) and Cazenovia Advisory Conservation 

Commission (CACC) and have specific recommendations for the Planning Board to follow. 

 

Mr. Franks commented that the request is to repair an existing wall, not replace it. 220 

 

R. Huftalen noted that the legislation dictates this is subject to site plan review by the Planning 

Board.  The Design Guidelines shall be followed to the extent applicable and practicable.  One of the 

authors of the Design Guidelines is Don Ferlow.  It establishes a 20-foot wide Critical 

Environmental Area (CEA).  Impervious surfaces greater than 5% are not allowed.  70% of the 225 

residential lakefront zone should maintain or restore a naturalistic character.  The Guidelines talk 

about the CEA and say the construction of modern lakefront walls is not considered an appropriate 

land use feature within the CEA.  Two exceptions apply:  The repair, stabilization, or replacement of 

an existing or degrading or failing lakefront wall.  It also says that in situ wall stabilization or repair 

should be similar to the original in terms of materials, construction, and configuration.  This Board 230 

will have to think about that. 

 

Mr. Franks said they had an estimate for the first portion of the wall coming from the Cazenovia 

side, going to just about where the first boat dock is (on the fifth page of the plans).  To repair the 

break wall from the Tennis Club over to where the dock starts five years ago was $125,000.  The 235 

whole wall needs to be replaced, so it is three times that long.  It is up near half a million dollars or 

more just to fix the wall.  They are not ready to do that.  It is such a safety issue, they have wire up to 

keep people from walking on it.  They will not be doing the kayak ramp that is shown on the plans, 

but it will just be a step down. 

 240 

A. Walburger inquired whether pressure treated lumber would be used to face the wall.  Mr. Franks 

answered yes, just like the Willow Bank Yacht Club. 

 

D. Raleigh noted that the guidelines say it should be more like the original.  Ms. Gambee countered 

with “Unless it is not feasible.”  R. Huftalen cited a phrase in the guidelines:  To the extent 245 
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applicable and practicable.  It clearly states that it must be similar to the original in terms of 

materials, construction, etc.  The Brewster Inn is a unique property.  These guidelines were 

developed to apply to the perimeter of the lake.  The Board needs to think about certain things to try 

to stay in keeping with the guidelines.  One of the things they suggest is integrating some 

landscaping.  There is a big push for maintaining a naturalistic view from the lake.  The view of the 250 

Brewster Inn is what people love from the lake.  This Board really needs to consider and be sensitive 

to these guidelines that were developed and adopted by the Village Board. 

 

A. Walburger commented that this would be a mixed implementation project.  There is an area in the 

boat basin that is primarily obscured from the lake.  He suggested considering multiple methods of 255 

construction. 

 

Mr. Franks pointed out that the dock goes all the way to the property line.  He met with the tennis 

club and they requested that the Brewster come off of the property, so they did back off about 

10 feet.  He agreed with them that he would plant shrubs all across the property line.  That is a 260 

five-year project with installing some plants every year to get a natural border between the two 

properties. 

 

R. Huftalen questioned whether there is an opportunity to be at a 12-foot depth.  Mr. Franks 

answered yes, because the ice comes a certain way, his contractor wanted to anchor it back farther to 265 

help secure it to keep damage at bay. 

 

R. Huftalen also wondered about opportunities to create pockets of landscaping.  There is a list of 

native shrubs in the guidelines. 

 270 

A. Walburger commented that the anchoring can be subsurface where the strength is below grade.  It 

could be broken up with some stone facades in sections.  It would add some cost, but would 

strengthen the case versus just having a straight boardwalk. 

 

R. Huftalen observed that this could be subjected to the criticism that it looks like a boardwalk in 275 

New Jersey.  That could be minimized.  He suggested talking with the people at River Rock Dock 

and having a conversation with Don Ferlow of CACC to share the problem with them and ask for 

ideas.  They may have some good creative solutions.  The Board understands that it needs to be 

economically feasible. 

 280 

A. Walburger said this layout is going to be judged on its uniformity, like the broad side of a barn.  

Anything that can be done to focus on this area between the Brewster Inn and the tennis club to 

break up some of the view from the lake will help.  This is looking at the property from the level of 

the water.  There are two views considered in the Design Guidelines:  From the land to the water and 

from the water to the land. 285 

 

R. Huftalen threw out some ideas that might be money saving:  Shorten the length, develop some 

other type of treatment, such as the frontage of Lakeside Park where it was made to look wild.  

Maybe there is a combination of some native shrubs, and a treatment, and use some ornamental 

landscaping. 290 

 

Mr. Franks stated that the whole wall is deteriorated from ice.  The ice comes up on the lake and 

then it pulls the wall away.  In another area, the rocks are keeping the shoreline from washing away.  

He said he would be open to developing the area after the break wall to look wild. 
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 295 

Mr. Stokes said the discussion is going in the right direction.  The guidelines were developed for the 

Town.  The phrase that was referred to earlier gives some leeway given the existing conditions in the 

Village.  It is a good approach to sit down with Don Ferlow of CACC. 

 

R. Huftalen called for any other questions.  There were none. 300 

 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen asked for any other items to be brought before the Board.  There were none. 

 305 

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

with 5 in favor, 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:05 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 310 

 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 


