
Village of Cazenovia – Planning Board – October 30, 2019                       FINAL - 1 - 

Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Special Meeting Minutes 

October 30, 2019 

 

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

Raleigh. 

 

Absent:  Zach Young. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; David Cox; Kelly Sweet; Ben Lockwood; Suzanne 10 

Munger; Jerry Munger; Letty Butterworth; Helen Byrnes; Phil Byrnes; Bobbie Cleaveland; Bruce 

Kaiser; Lisa Schaffner; Ed Kennedy, Jr.; Erin Milin; Dianne O’Donnell; and a few others who did 

not sign in.   

 

* * * * * 15 

 

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

 

R. Huftalen asked for any changes to the minutes of October 14, 2019.  There were none noted.  

R. Huftalen made the motion to approve the minutes as submitted.  S. McEntee seconded.  The 20 

motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

* * * * * 

 

The Landing at Burke Meadows, Planned Development District Application, SEQR 25 

Determination and Recommendation to Village Board for Zone Change 

R. Huftalen:  Tonight we are going to consider the Burke application.  We are going to do a SEQR 

(State Environmental Quality Review) review and we are potentially going to make a 

recommendation to the Village Board.  The next thing I’d like to do for everybody on the Board is 

just kind of explain.  I know we’ve talked about this before, but I want to lay it out and make sure 30 

everybody here has a chance to hear what the plan or procedure is here tonight.  We have Part 1 of 

the Full Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) that was prepared by the applicant.  I know 

everybody has had a copy of that and had a chance to take a look at it.  Tonight, we’ll review and 

discuss that Part 1.  And because we’ve had that in hand for a while, we can handle any exceptions 

to that or questions or anything we want to discuss on that.  We will then move on to Part 2, which is 35 

our section to complete.  It’s a 10-page document that is an identification of potential project 

impacts.  And I think we’ll proceed through that question by question and try to arrive at consensus.  

If we can’t arrive at consensus on the answers, we will take a vote and make a determination.  Then 

we will move on to Part 3, Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts and 

Determination of Significance for SEQR purposes.  Does that sound like a game plan?  Before we do 40 

that, though, I did want to just kind of identify this for the public.  We are making a determination 

based on the guidance from the DEC (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation) 

in these forms, but also on the input that we have received since early June.  We had meetings 

June 10, July 8, August 12.  We opened a public hearing on August 19.  We continued that to 

September 9.  We continued that until October 14.  We’ve also received numerous letters in support 45 

and opposition of the project.  We’ve gotten input from community groups including the CACC 

(Cazenovia Advisory Conservation Commission) and the CPF (Cazenovia Preservation Foundation), 

Town Board members, obviously, concerned citizens in the neighborhood.  I personally made 
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several site visits.  I know other members of the Board live in the neighborhood and have been up 

there.  We have a traffic study.  It has been reviewed by an engineer.  We have input from Jim 50 

Cunningham (Town of Cazenovia Wastewater Treatment Plant).  We just received an opinion from 

John Dunkle (Village Engineer) today, also from Bill Carr (Public Works Administrator).  We have 

guidance from the Village and Town Comprehensive Plan; and, of course, our own Village Code 

among the items that we have got to use to make a determination.  Again, my aim is to walk through 

this and recognize that there are going to be areas of disagreement.  Our job is to come to a 55 

conclusion based on how we interpret those things and the inputs we’ve gotten.  The other thing I 

wanted to make sure is this Board’s understanding.  But I just want to say it out loud.  What we’re 

deciding on when we make a SEQR determination is the application that we have in front of us—the 

application that came to us and has been amended.  We are not a Board that determines other 

hypothetical places that this project could happen, or if this is the best place that this project could 60 

happen.  We’re not here to consider alternate sites.  We’re not here to consider the tax impact.  

We’re not here to consider alternate uses for the property.  We’re making this determination based 

on the application that we have in front of us and the input we’ve received on that application.  So 

our end goal for the SEQR determination is to determine the environmental impact of the zone 

change that is requested as part of this application.  There’s a huge EAF handbook.  There’s a 65 

222-page SEQR handbook.  I have pulled out different parts that are called workbooks to address 

particular questions.  So if we need clarification, we can reference these.  They’re available online.  I 

have them queued up right here.  In the beginning, before we even get into Part 2, I just wanted to 

make it clear.  The guidance I wanted to emphasize was this.  In the SEQR workbook, there is a 

passage about what a reasonable person would determine.  SEQR is not set up for Board members to 70 

become experts on any given area.  But the determination is to be made by a concept of 

reasonableness.  And that’s spelled out pretty well in Section F of the introduction to the SEQR 

handbook.  And I know we can meet that standard.  Just to read some pieces of this:  The instruction 

to the lead agency reminds the lead agency they should answer the questions in a reasonable manner 

considering the scale and context of the project and recognize that the reviewer is not expected to be 75 

an expert in environmental analysis.  So, again, we’re relying on some expert opinions.  We are in a 

position where we are going to be making determinations on impacts that we can foresee.  But it’s 

not our job to address impacts that aren’t reasonably foreseeable or that might potentially happen.  

So, again, just trying to relay the guidance that’s offered to us by the DEC with regard to 

reasonableness.  Jim, I don’t know if you’ve got anything to add. 80 

 

Mr. Stokes:  No.  It is right on.  

 

R. Huftalen:  So, with that being said, I’d like to first take a look at Part 1 that has been on file and 

been amended.  Steve, I know you’ve had a chance to review and I’m not sure if you’ve gotten all 85 

your questions answered on that.  There are a couple of things in here that I think have been changed 

with the reduction in the number of units.  There is specific reference.  I had a question about 

nonresidential construction in letter G.  And I think that just refers to that maintenance building.  I 

was going to add CAVAC (Cazenovia Area Volunteer Ambulance Corps) as a fire protection and 

emergency medical system that serves the project site.  Any other questions? 90 

 

S. McEntee:  Section D.2, letter c.  It’s on Page 5.  The question is:  Will a line extension within an 

existing district be necessary to serve the project?  This is water demand.  The “no” box is checked, 

but I would think “yes,” because they are going to loop the water supply through the Emick Lane 

development. 95 
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R. Huftalen:  The sources of supply for the district.   

 

S. McEntee:  Another reason I think that is because on a similar question about the sewer lines, it 

was answered the same way, saying yes, we are extending it into the development.  Extending it 100 

from the development to the main line.   

 

R. Huftalen:  That seems reasonable to me.  Another area:  Are there other facilities serving children, 

elderly people, people with disabilities within 1,500 feet of the project site?  Of course, Burton Street 

Elementary is listed.  I’m not sure if the nursery school is within 1,500 feet or if the property is.  I 105 

had that listed on there in addition.  Again, the purpose of this Part 1 is to offer us a baseline for 

looking at answers as we go through Part 2.  And there are specific questions in Part 2 that will refer 

us back to information provided in Part 1.  Are there any other questions before we move on to 

Part 2? 

 110 

S. McEntee:  I had one more that may be worthy of note.  It is Section D.2, block e.  It’s the last 

question.  It’s on Page 6.  Question iv. Does the proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use 

pervious materials or collect and re-use stormwater?  When I read that I think of the impervious 

surface that’s created.  Are you doing something with that impervious surface to minimize its effect?  

And I would think the answer would be “no” to that. 115 

 

Mr. Stokes:  It’s subjective. 

 

S. McEntee:  But why did you answer “yes,” Dave? 

 120 

David Cox:  The plan has been designed to reduce the amount of impervious.  So with senior 

buildings, apartment buildings, opposed to more buildings that would be larger.  The senior building 

really compacts the amount of impervious area.  And then the other part is about collecting the 

stormwater.  It says:  Does the plan collect or reuse stormwater?  We are collecting that and storing it 

and then releasing it slowly.  So that is why I said “yes.” 125 

 

S. McEntee:  Collect and reuse.  

 

A. Walburger:  Steve, I guess I would read this as . . .  I’m tending to agree with Mr. McEntee based 

on the basis of collect and reuse stormwater.  To me, that means it’s a gray water system or some 130 

kind of water reclamation.  I understand Mr. Cox’s explanation that they have compacted the project 

to the extents possible.  And I am in agreement with that.  I’m in agreement with both sides.  But if I 

were to read this the way it stands, I would say “no.”  I would say that the box is checked “no.”  

That’s my opinion.  Not that there is reuse. 

 135 

R. Huftalen:  When I first read it as part of the initial application, when you say minimize 

impervious surfaces . . .  One of the trade-offs was, are you going to go with three stories?  Or are 

you going to do two stories and have a broader building?  That was what I was thinking of in terms 

of minimizing impervious surfaces—to go higher rather than wider.  And I suppose you could say a 

two-story building is less of an impact.  But I would say it’s subjective.  I would also say we should 140 

refer back to it if it impacts our questions in Part 2. 
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Mr. Stokes:  I would just make a point for the record.  Part 1 is really for the applicant to complete.  

You are free to disagree with it, obviously, for this discussion.  It is not necessary that we actually 

change the answers. 145 

 

R. Huftalen:  That being said, I’m ready to proceed on to Part 2.  Again, there are instruction tips 

here.  We’ve reviewed all the information in Part 1.  We’ve obviously spent a number of months 

here reviewing application supporting materials and the EAF workbook.  And the first question is:   

 150 

1. Impact on Land 

The proposed action may involve construction on or physical alteration of the land surface of the 

proposed site.   

 

R. Huftalen:  It is a zone change.  But it is a zone change with contemplation of a site plan.  So I 155 

think the answer to this would be “yes.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is less than 

3 feet.  

R. Huftalen:  I would propose “no, or small impact” may occur. 160 

 

A. Walburger:  Just for clarification as we go forward, we should level set that the two options we 

have are:  No or small impact may occur, or moderate to large impact may occur.  It is not:  No, zero 

or other.  It is no/small, moderate/large.  

 165 

R. Huftalen:  If need be, we can get into the nuances of small versus large.  Small impact:  These 

impacts are minor in magnitude and have smaller limited effects and environmental resources.  They 

may also occur when the impact is limited to a small area.  Small impacts are isolated of minimal 

size.  These are often impacts from activities or resources that are not regulated or protected by any 

local, state, or national agency.  In contrast, moderate impact or moderate in magnitude have more 170 

impact on environmental resources.  They can occur when the impact affects a larger part of the 

parcel or extend into a small area beyond the parcel.  The resources affected often have broader local 

or regional concern, are often activities or resources that are regulated or protected by some local 

state or national agency.  So again, this is where we get back to subjective reasonable in determining 

the difference between small and moderate.  175 

 

S. McEntee:  My only thought on that one is that we really don’t know where the water table is.  We 

know that the property is wet.  There’s a pond on the top part of the property.  It’s often wet at the 

bottom of the property.  I would tend toward moderate—just not knowing.   

 180 

R. Huftalen:  From my point of view, the scale and context of it.  If we were talking about putting in 

full basements or doing something that would be considerably obstructing the flow of groundwater 

or obstructing the flow of groundwater that might be impacting the watershed.  I think with on-grade 

slab construction, my concerns are a lot less to the range of small rather than moderate.  That’s my 

perspective.   185 

 

S. McEntee:  I see your point. 
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R. Huftalen:  This might be a case of our first one where there’s enough disagreement where I just 

take a poll of the Board and say I would suggest that it’s a small impact.  Steve disagrees.  I’d ask 190 

the other members of the Board for their input. 

 

A. Walburger:  I believe it’s small. 

 

D. Raleigh:  Small. 195 

 

A. McDowell:  I don’t feel that we have enough proof to say that it is small. 

 

R. Huftalen:  So you would say it’s moderate to large impact? 

 200 

A. McDowell:  Yes.  I think we should err on the side of caution that it could happen.  It could be 

moderate. 

 

R. Huftalen:  That’s where I get back to “could” is speculating.  And that’s why I would check the 

“small” box. 205 

 

S. McEntee:  Although the language allows for speculation because it says “may.”  To me, if there is 

a 50/50 chance, I have to say “moderate.”  We voted.  It’s 3 to 2.  Let’s move on. 

 

Suzanne Munger [sitting in the back]:  You are speaking softer and softer.  Would you mind 210 

speaking up?  

 

Mrs. Westcott:  Come forward. 

 

R. Huftalen:  As you can plainly see, there is not agreement on the Board.  And so we’ll have a 215 

discussion here and you are free to listen, you’re free to move forward.  We’re going to discuss it 

amongst ourselves and make a determination.  The determination is being made that it’s a small 

impact.  

 

b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater.  That’s “no.”  220 

There is no construction proposed on 15% or greater.  Does everybody agree with that?  [All 

Board members agreed.] 

 

c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or 

generally within 5 feet of the existing ground surface.  That’s “no.”  [All Board members 225 

agreed.] 

 

d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons of 

natural material.  That’s “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 230 

e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year or in 

multiple phases.  That is true.  The contemplated construction period is 18 to 24 months.  

That would be a moderate to large impact may occur. 
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f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical disturbance or 235 

vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides).  That’s “no.”  [All Board 

members agreed.] 

 

g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area.  That’s 

“no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 240 

 

2. Impact on Geological Features 

The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit access to, any 

unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, dunes, minerals, fossils, caves).  (See 

Part 1. E.2.g)  245 

 

R. Huftalen:  The proposed answer to that is “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

3. Impact on Surface Water 

The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface water bodies (e.g., 250 

streams, rivers, ponds or lakes.  (See Part 1. D.2, E.2.h)  

 

R. Huftalen:  My proposed answer to that would be “no.”   

 

S. McEntee:  Agreed.  They are not developing the wetland area. 255 

 

4. Impact on Groundwater 

The proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground water, or may have the 

potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer. (See Part 1. D.2.a, D.2.c, 

D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t)  260 

 

R. Huftalen:  Again, procedurally, I would be glad to examine each of the sub-questions here.  I 

would be inclined to answer “no,” but as part of our examination, it’s fine by me to discuss.  Again, 

as an example, I don’t believe the water supply demand will exceed safe and sustainable withdrawal 

capacity.  It will not require new water supply wells.  It does not allow residential uses in areas 265 

without water supply or sewer.  It will not allow wastewater discharged to groundwater.  It will not 

result in the construction of water supply wells in locations where groundwater is contaminated.  It 

does not require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical products over groundwater or an aquifer.  

It does not involve the commercial application of pesticides within 100 feet of potable drinking 

water or irrigation sources.  So my inclination would be to answer “no.”  [All Board members 270 

agreed.] 

 

5. Impact on Flooding 

The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding.  (See Part 1. E.2)  

 275 

R. Huftalen:  I answered “no” to that.  It’s not in a floodway or a 100-year floodplain. 

 

S. McEntee:  Question on part d. of that one.  The proposed action may result in, or require, 

modification of existing drainage patterns.  I think that’s a given, isn’t it?  That they are 

dealing with current drainage patterns? 280 
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R. Huftalen:  Yes, certainly, the proposed action may result in or require a modification of existing 

drainage patterns.  Again, I would say it would be a small impact.  They obviously are changing 

drainage patterns in order to maintain predevelopment drainage levels.   

 285 

Mr. Stokes:  If you follow that through logically, it would be “no impact.” 

 

S. McEntee:  In the end.  That’s the expectation if it’s developed. 

 

R. Huftalen:  And it might be appropriate at this point to talk about the letter we have from John 290 

Dunkle about the project impact to drainage.  He made a determination concluding the proposed 

concept of stormwater infiltration will be feasible.  Detailed engineering review of the stormwater 

management design and the required SWPPP (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan) should be 

undertaken during site plan review.  That was his conclusion.  So I would check “no” on impact on 

flooding.  [All Board members agreed.] 295 

 

6. Impacts on Air 

The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source.  (See Part 1. D.2.f, 

D.2.h, D.2.g)  

 300 

R. Huftalen:  The answer to that is “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

7. Impact on Plants and Animals 

The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna.  (See Part 1. E.2.m-q)  

 305 

R. Huftalen:  I say the answer to that is “no.”  

 

S. McEntee:  So, at the basic level of that statement, I think you have to say “yes” because trees will 

be cut down.  Is that the point when you go make the individual assessments?   

 310 

R. Huftalen:  Sure, right.  We should make the individual assessments at the time we have a 

question.  

 

S. McEntee:  Is there agreement or disagreement with that? 

 315 

A. McDowell:  I agree with that. 

 

a. The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of any 

threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the Federal government, 

that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.   320 

 

R. Huftalen:  We have a report on that from the applicant.  I think the answer to that is “no.”  [All 

Board members agreed.] 

 

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by any 325 

rare, threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the federal 

government.   

 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed. 



Village of Cazenovia – Planning Board – October 30, 2019                       FINAL - 8 - 

 330 

c. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of individuals, of any species 

of special concern or conservation need, as listed by New York State or the Federal 

government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.   

 

R. Huftalen:  Again, we had that discussion about the bats.  But I think the conclusion is “no 335 

impact.” 

d. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by any 

species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or the Federal 

government.   

 340 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed. 

 

e. The proposed action may diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural Landmark 

to support the biological community it was established to protect.   

 345 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

f. The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any portion of a 

designated significant natural community.   

 350 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

g. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or over-

wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site.   

 355 

R. Huftalen:  I answered “no.”  [Most Board members agreed.] 

 

h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest, grassland or 

any other regionally or locally important habitat.   

 360 

R. Huftalen:  I answered “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

i. Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of 

herbicides or pesticides.  Does not apply. 
 365 

R. Huftalen:  Steve, I don’t know if we got your agreement on “h” or if you want to discuss that. 

 

S. McEntee:  The only one I would disagree with is “g.”  Whatever lives there—squirrels, deer, 

birds.  The area that’s developed will substantially interfere—is that small or moderate? 

 370 

A. Walburger:  I’ll bite.  If this was a parcel, an island green parcel in the middle of a suburban 

center, then I might say “yes.”  But it’s a border property with protected wetlands on it that 

exits out to nature.  I will definitively say, at best, it’s small—if “no.” 

 

S. McEntee:  I can agree with that.   375 
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8. Impact on Agricultural Resources 

The proposed action may impact agricultural resources.  (See Part 1. E.3.a. and b.)  

 

R. Huftalen:  This is one I had a question on because it was listed in a rural agricultural district.  So 380 

I looked for some guidance.  The proposed action may impact agricultural resources.  And so, in the 

workbook, the guidance says an impact means that highly productive soils are taken out of 

agriculture and converted to nonfarm use.  And upon reading that, I said to myself, it does not have 

an impact on agricultural resources.  [All Board members agreed.] 

 385 

9. Impact on Aesthetic Resources 

The land uses of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in sharp contrast to, 

current land use patterns between the proposed project and a scenic or aesthetic resource.  (See 

Part 1. E.1.a., E.1.b., E.3.h.)  

 390 

S. McEntee:  To me that’s a “yes.” 

 

A. McDowell:  To me it’s a “yes” too. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I disagree.  But I would like to go through these questions and see where our areas of 395 

disagreement are.  

 

a. Proposed action may be visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local scenic 

or aesthetic resource.   

 400 

R. Huftalen:  I say “no.”   

 

b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant screening of one 

or more officially designated scenic views.  “No.” 

 405 

c. The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage points:  i. Seasonally 

(e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons), ii. Year round. 

   

R. Huftalen:  That question is in contemplation of a power plant.   

 410 

S. McEntee:  Foliage. 

 

R. Huftalen:  That would be one way to look at it.  You could say foliage is an aesthetic resource.  

But I think the reason why it’s asking that question is if it’s a garbage dump and what is the impact 

of that?   415 

 

A. McDowell:  I just don’t understand it really. 

 

A. Walburger:  My reasonable interpretation of this would be that the publicly accessible vantage 

point is a designated scenic observation point.   420 

 

S. McEntee:  My interpretation is the vantage point from the road.  From anywhere on Burton Street. 

 

A. McDowell:  That’s what I would say too. 
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 425 

A. Walburger:  So then every single project would have to check “yes.” 

 

S. McEntee:  If you’re building something on a green site? 

 

A. Walburger:  If you’re building something period.  It’s visible from a publicly accessible vantage 430 

point.   

 

A. McDowell:  The answer is always “yes.”  Correct?  Because the screening depends on seasons 

(e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons).  I question this.  It is hard for 

me to understand anyway. 435 

 

A. Walburger:  They are looking for two answers.  They are looking for one, seasonally, so that 

would be summer—screened by summer foliage.  Then looking for an answer for year around.  The 

options are not “yes” or “no.”  It’s “no or small” or “moderate to large” in contemplation of what 

you are going to see from a public vantage point.  I would argue for small. 440 

 

S. McEntee:  You’re going to see these buildings from Emick Lane, from Evergreen Lane, and from 

Burton Street.  I would argue that you’re going to see some element of at least one of those buildings 

from any of those vantage points. 

 445 

A. McDowell:  And it is different than the overall residential area.  The process in which it would be 

settled.   

 

A. Walburger:  The comparison is to its current form.  Everything is going to be different from the 

current form.  It’s an empty lot.  It has a white garage on it.   450 

 

Mr. Stokes:  If I could interject.  I think the Board is answering the wrong question.  I think you are 

trying to answer Question 18.  Question 9 is in reference to identifying an aesthetic resource.  I think 

the Board is considering the project site as the aesthetic resource.  I think if you go to Question 18, 

Consistency with Community Character, one of the sub-questions is the proposed action is 455 

inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and character.  If that’s the question I’m 

hearing being debated, I think we haven’t gotten to that yet. 

 

David Cox:  Let me jump in here.  Aesthetic resources, you would be talking about the designated 

Federal or State designation.  Like Niagara Falls is a Federal aesthetic resource.  They are very 460 

concerned about if you’re blocking public view or doing something that would impact that aesthetic 

resource. 

 

S. McEntee:  So we’re also saying that this vacant property is not a scenic resource?  It’s not 

capitalized, right?  Does scenic resource mean it’s listed somewhere? 465 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Correct.  Generally. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Any officially designated Federal, State or local scenic resource.   

 470 

S. McEntee:  That’s in the guideline you’re saying?   
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R. Huftalen:  Yes.  For instance, we have a viewshed that is across from McDonald’s.  It’s a locally 

designated scenic resource.  

 475 

S. McEntee:  Thank you for clarifying.  

 

R. Huftalen:  I would say it would be “no.”   

 

d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed action is:  480 

i. Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work.   

ii. Recreational or tourism based activities. 

R. Huftalen:  Again in contemplation of a locally designated scenic resource.  To me, that would be 

“no.”  And the same with all these other impacts.  So my answer to Question 9 would be “no.”  [All 

Board members agreed.] 485 

 

10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources 

The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological resource.  (Part 1. 

E.3.e., f. and g.)   

 490 

R. Huftalen:  We have a SHPO (State Historic Preservation Office) letter that clearly states it’s not 

appearing on any historical or archeological resource.  The answer to that is “no.” 

 

11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation 

The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a reduction of an open 495 

space resource as designated in any adopted municipal open space plan.  (Part 1. C.2.c., E.1.c., 

E.2.q.)   

 

R. Huftalen:  Rather than fall into the trap we just fell into, the qualifying clause there is:  as 

designated in any adopted municipal open space plan.  That’s a “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 500 

 

12. Impact on Critical Environmental Area 

The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical environmental area (CEA).  (See 

Part 1. E.3.d.) 

 505 

R. Huftalen:  The answer is “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

13. Impact on Transportation 

The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems.  (See Part 1. D.2.j.) 

 510 

R. Huftalen:  Because the traffic study has been such an issue of discussion, I think we can look at 

these sub-questions. 

 

a. Projected traffic increase may exceed capacity of existing road network. 

 515 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 500 or more 

vehicles. 
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 520 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

c.  The proposed action will degrade existing transit access.  

 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 525 

 

d. The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations.  

 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 530 

e. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or goods. 

 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

R. Huftalen:  I’m going to say the Impact on Transportation is “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 535 

 

14. Impact on Energy 

The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.  (See Part 1. D.2.k.)   

 

S. McEntee:  Yes. 540 

 

A. Walburger:  Yes and let’s go through them. 

 

a. The proposed action will require a new or upgrade to an existing substation.  

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 545 

 

b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission or 

supply system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a 

commercial or industrial use. 

 550 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 megawatt hours per year of electricity. 

 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 555 

 

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 100,000 square feet of 

building area when completed. 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 560 

S. McEntee:  Do you agree with that, Dave?  

 

David Cox:  Yes. 
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15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light 565 

The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting.  (See Part 1. 

D.2.m., n., and o.)   

 

S. McEntee:  Let’s go through the sub-questions. 

 570 

a. The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by local regulation. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I say “no or small impact.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence, hospital, 575 

school, licensed day care center, or nursing home. 

 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day. 580 

 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties. 

 585 

R. Huftalen:  I’ll say it’s a small impact.   

 

A. Walburger:  It should be disallowed with the dark sky compliant lighting requirements.  So it 

would be ensured under site plan review.  [Most Board members agreed.] 

 590 

S. McEntee:  I’ll dissent.  I’m the lone dissenter.  I’m just saying that moderate impact may occur.  

 

e. The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than existing area 

conditions. 

 595 

R. Huftalen:  “No.”  Clearly, with dark sky, it is disallowed. 

 

R. Huftalen:  While we answered the impact on noise, odor, and light may result in an increase in 

noise, odors, and outdoor lighting; and we have “no or small,” small impacts may occur for all of the 

sub-questions. 600 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Just to be clear, you answered the overall question “yes?” 

 

S. McEntee:  I think we should answer “yes” there.   

 605 

R. Huftalen:  An increase in outdoor lighting?  Yes, we did. 

 

16. Impact on Human Health 

The proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure to new or existing sources 

of contaminants.  (See Part 1. D.2.q., E.1.d., f., g., and h)   610 

 

R. Huftalen:  I say “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 
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17. Consistency with Community Plans 

The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.  (See Part 1. C.1., C.2 and C.3)   615 

 

R. Huftalen:  “No.” 

 

S. McEntee:  Does that consider zoning?  What do the guidelines say? 

 620 

Mr. Stokes:  The action is to change the zone.  So whether the change of zone is consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan.  That is the question you are answering. 

 

S. McEntee:  The only Comprehensive Plan that we have is the current zoning? 

 625 

Mr. Stokes:  No.  The Comprehensive Plan of 2008. 

 

R. Huftalen:  There are a couple of items from the Comprehensive Plan of 2008 that, in my opinion, 

specifically support this project.  There is a strong desire to:  

 630 

1. Encourage a diversity of housing types to accommodate a variety of demographics. 

2. Encourage residential densities that maximize efficient utilization of the infrastructure and 

resources. 

3. Encourage and expand pedestrian and vehicular interconnectedness. 

 635 

R. Huftalen:  In my mind, those are three areas that make this project congruent with the 

Comprehensive Plan.  This is also from the 2008 Comprehensive Plan: 

 

New housing development should focus on the current and anticipated need for seniors and all who 

work and live in Cazenovia. It is anticipated that the demand for housing that accommodates the 640 

needs of the elder population, as well as those living and working in the area, will increase in the 

next five to ten years . . .  

 

It is important to all residents, that they are afforded the opportunity to live their golden years in the 

community they love. In response, it is recommended that the community embrace creative 645 

alternatives for retirement housing and continuing care campus living. 

 

A Village neighborhood character is defined by the public space and streetscape elements such as 

curbs, sidewalks, paving material, street trees and lawn, streetlights, connectivity to other 

neighborhoods and natural or recreational resources. 650 

 

A. McDowell:  So, Rich, you’re saying because of these reasons that it’s alright to change us from 

residential, which it has been for 75 years, to accommodate this?   

 

R. Huftalen:  I think it’s exactly the same rationale that was used to turn the Emick Lane 655 

development into a PDD.  I think this change from an R-10 to a PDD affords more flexibility and 

creativity and creates different types of housing opportunities than would be allowed without the 

zone change.   
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Mr. Stokes:  If I could just interject.  Section 180-69 of the Zoning Code would also be applicable to 660 

that question where it outlines the goals and objectives of a PDD under the current zoning.  So that 

would be relevant as well as the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The purpose of a Planned Development District is to provide a procedure for possible 

rezoning of land in any district to permit and encourage alternative concepts for developing and 665 

adapting land areas within the Village for appropriate residential, business, manufacturing, or other 

use, or compatible combinations as such uses.  That’s from the Village Code 180-69a.  And again, to 

me, the reason why PDD exists is when we have a need for affordable housing, to not make single 

residential houses be the only option.  And that’s how I interpret the Comprehensive Plan.  That’s 

why I believe that section of the Code exists. 670 

 

Mr. Stokes:  And I’ll just add for the Board’s consideration that Subsection D of that same section 

provides:   an application for Planned Development District must demonstrate that the development 

concept proposed for the land in question is in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan and public 

policy decisions underlying these regulations and will achieve some or all of the following 675 

objectives.   

 

(1) Greater choice in the types of dwelling or business buildings and environments available to 

existing and potential residents and enterprises in the community. 

 680 

(2) More usable open space and recreation areas. 

(3) More convenience in location of facilities which serve particular community needs. 

 

(4) Preservation of trees, streams, wetlands, topography and other natural features; reduction of 

runoff and potential flooding, and prevention of soil erosion. 685 

 

(5) Use and development of land which allows an orderly and compatible transition from existing 

built-up portions of the Village to surrounding less intensive use areas. 

 

(6) Patterns of use of land resulting in reduced and more efficient networks of utilities and streets. 690 

 

(7) Any other environmental or other community benefits gained by use of a Planned 

Development District as compared to strict application of regulations of the district now 

applicable to the land in question. 

R. Huftalen:  So again, for me, the recommendations of the CACC are pointing out those 695 

consistencies with how I interpret the Comprehensive Plan and the consistency with community 

plans.  And that’s why I strongly suggest that this is consistent with the adopted community plans. 

 

S. McEntee:  What weight does the current zoning carry?  Is zoning a land use plan also? 

 700 

Mr. Stokes:  It’s an extension of the Comprehensive Plan.  But the action is a change of that zoning. 

 

S. McEntee:  Before we get to the question of changing the zoning, is this question solely focused on 

the Comprehensive Plan language?  Or does it also take into account the current zoning? 

 705 
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R. Huftalen:  In my understanding or interpretation of land use, and from what I’ve learned at 

continuing education, is that our guiding document is the Comprehensive Plan.  And zoning is there 

to serve the Comprehensive Plan.  So where there are projects you could serve the  

Comprehensive Plan by adjusting the zoning, that’s why there is a provision for making a zone 

change. 710 

 

S. McEntee:  I understand where that’s going.  But if there’s a choice, if there is existing zoning to 

accommodate this type of development, does that not matter?  Is that not a factor?  Can we take any 

existing R-10, R-20, whatever and we’re bound to change it to Planned Development?  

 715 

Mr. Stokes:  That’s the section I was just reading—180-69, Subsection D, those are the factors you 

need to consider in making the decision.  You are certainly never bound to make any decision.  

Those are the factors.  So in terms of consistency, with adopted language plans in addition to the 

Comprehensive Plan, that’s why I was citing that specific provision.  Because those are the factors 

that you do need to apply when you make this recommendation, and the Village Board will have to 720 

apply, as to whether the change in this particular application is consistent with those factors that I 

just read from the Code. 

 

S. McEntee:  I can’t help but enable that as a factor—the fact that there is zoning in other areas in the 

Village that would allow for this development.  How do you answer this question “no” without 725 

taking that as a factor and without taking that into account? 

 

R. Huftalen:  The way I think about that is:  We have an application in front of us that has a 

proposed use or a proposal that would require a zone change.  In order to consider that application 

and the zone change, it would necessitate you don’t consider what other alternatives are available to 730 

you.  Does that make sense? 

 

A. Walburger:  Rich and Jim, you might want to be ready to intervene here.  But 180-69, 

Subsection 7, the concluding clause is my guidance in this.  It says:  Any other environmental or 

other community benefits gained by use of a Planned Development District as compared to strict 735 

application of regulations of the district now applicable to the land in question.  Strict application is 

that this is a single R-10 lot.  It gets one house, one curb cut.  Is that the best use of this parcel 

compared to the application we have in front of us?  That’s strict application of the regulations for 

this parcel.  That’s the only other alternative up for comparison right now. 

 740 

S. McEntee:  Could you read that again?  Because you’re saying you would have to take this whole 

15-acre parcel and develop one home on it?  R-10 allows for more than that. 

 

A. Walburger:  If it’s subdivided.  This is one parcel.  Strict application of the regulations in the 

district now applicable.  That’s the weighing that we have.   745 

 

S. McEntee:  To compare that to . . .  Dave Cox made the drawing that had 36 parcels on it that 

would not require a zone change.  It would require a subdivision, but are you saying that you can’t 

read subdivision into that language that would be allowable under the current zoning? 

 750 

A. Walburger:  I certainly could.  But a single house on that is also possible.  And is that the best use 

of that parcel?   
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R. Huftalen:  Again, to me, the proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.  If we 

go to that and say, if a request for zone change is not consistent with adopted land use plans, that’s 755 

not true because we’ve made plenty of zone changes.  The project is certainly consistent with our 

land use plans.  Any other argument would be:  You can’t do a zone change.   

 

S. McEntee:  Does the guidance say anything other than the way you’re interpreting this Part 1, C.1., 

C.2, C.3? 760 

 

A. McDowell:  Are we going to go over these? 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes, let’s do it.  I will pull up the workbook on Consistency with Community Plans.  

Do you mind taking the lead on this, Steve?  If you want to go through a-g?   765 

 

S. McEntee:  Sure.   

 

a. The proposed action’s land use components may be different from, or in sharp contrast to, 

current surrounding land use pattern(s).  770 

 

A. McDowell:  I think it’s different. 

 

R. Huftalen:  There is residential on both sides.  The land use is residential. 

 775 

b. The proposed action will cause the permanent population of the city, town or village in which 

the project is located to grow by more than 5%.   

 

S. McEntee:  I think that’s a “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 780 

c. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations.   

 

S. McEntee:  So that’s where you have the two competing factors; one being the land use plan, the 

other being current zoning. 

 785 

R. Huftalen:  What I would say is that in zoning, there’s a provision for zone change and there’s a 

provision for PDD. 

 

S. McEntee:  You are reading possible zoning, potential zoning? 

 790 

R. Huftalen:  I would say zoning regulations encompasses the ability to . . . 
 

A. Walburger:  Unfortunately, Steve, you injected a word that isn’t there.  It doesn’t say current 

zoning.  It just says zoning regulations. 

 795 

S. McEntee:  Then why does it say zoning regulations if any zoning can apply? 

 

R. Huftalen:  That’s why we have a provision for a PDD in our zoning regulations.  There is an 

explicit guidance as to how a PDD should be used and applied for.  That’s part of our zoning 

regulations. 800 
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A. Walburger:  It’s also so we don’t end up with The Wild built there.  So you don’t end up with a 

zoo built in the middle of the Village because that is not covered under any land use.   

 

S. McEntee:  So everybody is saying “no” here?  [All Board members agreed.] 805 

 

d. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans or other regional land use plans. 

 

R. Huftalen:  We got a response from him MCPD (Madison County Planning Department) in favor 

of the project. 810 

 

S. McEntee:  Right.  So it seems like a “no.” [All Board members agreed.] 

 

e. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development that is not supported 

by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing infrastructure.  815 

 

S. McEntee:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

f. The proposed action is located in an area characterized by low density development that will 

require new or expanded public infrastructure.  820 

 

S. McEntee:  “No.” [All Board members agreed.] 

 

g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts, (e.g., residential or 

commercial development not included in the proposed action.) 825 

 

S. McEntee:  Seems like a “no.” [All Board members agreed.] 

 

S. McEntee:  So those independent questions, do they guide us to the answer on top? 

 830 

Mr. Stokes:  Well, I think c. does.  You said “no” to c.  You said “no” to everything else.  I think, 

logically, your answer is “no.”  But that’s up to you. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I think it clearly does.  I think you could not say this is not consistent with adopted land 

use plans based on the selections from the Comprehensive Plan or in our Village Code.   835 

 

S. McEntee:  That’s the interpretation and the guidance.  I can see that. 

 

A. McDowell:  Agreed. 

 840 

18. Consistency with Community Character 

The proposed action is inconsistent with existing community character.  (See Part 1. C.2, C.3, 

D.2, E.3)   

 

R. Huftalen:  I say “no.”  If you want to go through them, Steve, I’d love to go through them.  845 

 

S. McEntee:  To me, this is an easy “yes,” but that’s me. 

 

A. McDowell:  Yes. 
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 850 

R. Huftalen:  Do you want to go through the sub-questions? 

 

A. McDowell:  Yes. 

 

S. McEntee:  Yes.  Do you want me to read them? 855 

 

R. Huftalen:  Sure.  

 

a. The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas of 

historic importance to the community.  860 

 

S. McEntee:  “No.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services (e.g., schools, 

police and fire.) 865 

 

S. McEntee:  Small impact.  [All Board members agreed.] 

. 

c. The proposed action may displace affordable or low income housing in an area where there 

is a shortage of such housing.  870 

 

S. McEntee:  That’s a “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized or 

designated public resources.  875 

 

S. McEntee:  Seems like a “no.”  [All Board members agreed.] 

 

e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and character. 

 880 

R. Huftalen:  I would say small impact.   

 

D. Raleigh:  I agree. 

 

S. McEntee:  I say moderate impact. 885 

 

A. McDowell:  I say moderate. 

 

A. Walburger:  I think it's small. 

 890 

S. McEntee:  Small carries three to two. 

 

f. The proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural landscape. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Again, I would say small impact.  895 

 

S. McEntee:  Natural landscape. 
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R. Huftalen:  I think it integrates well with the character the existing natural landscape.   

 900 

A. Walburger:  It is bordered on all sides by developed land.  It is bordered on three sides by 

developed land.  It’s very hard for me to say that’s inconsistent with the character of the 

neighborhood. 

 

S. McEntee:  I can concur with that. 905 

 

R. Huftalen:  I would conclude that the project is consistent with the existing community character.  

I’m glad to poll the Board on that.  Get it on the record if you disagree. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  That’s probably a good idea. 910 

 

A. Walburger:  I agree, Rich.  I agree that the answer to 18 is “no.” 

 

S. McEntee:  I think it’s a “yes.”  It’s three votes “no.” 

 915 

R. Huftalen:  We completed Part 2.  The next step that we move on to is the Part 3.  Part 3 is the 

Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts and Determination of Significance.  

Essentially, we identify the impacts based on the Part 2 responses.  And we assess the importance of 

the impact.  And we repeat the process for each Part 2 question where the impact has been identified 

as potentially moderate or large.  There was one area of consensus based on the construction time 920 

period. 

 

A. Walburger:  Rich, can you reference 15.d? 

 

d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties.  925 

 

R. Huftalen:  I think I said it was a small impact. 

 

A. Walburger:  And I said it was precluded by dark sky. 

 930 

R. Huftalen:  Steve might have said it was moderate impact. 

 

S. McEntee:  I said it was moderate. 

 

A. McDowell:  I’m hoping that dark sky would be enough to make it small. 935 

 

D. Raleigh:  I said “no to small.” 

 

A. Walburger:  For “no to small” the vote is four to one. 

 940 

R. Huftalen:  So I think of the 18 questions, we had one area of agreement where there was a 

moderate to large potential impact.  Where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to 

large or where there is a need to explain why a particular element of the proposed action will not, or 

may, result in a significant adverse environmental impact.  I think, procedurally, our outcome here is 

to make a determination of significance.  You can see the choices are A, B, or C.   945 
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A. This project will result in no significant adverse impacts on the environment, and, therefore, 

an environmental impact statement need not be prepared. Accordingly, this negative 

declaration is issued. 

 950 

B. Although this project could have a significant adverse impact on the environment, that 

impact will be avoided or substantially mitigated because of the following conditions which 

will be required by the lead agency:  There will, therefore, be no significant adverse impacts 

from the project as conditioned, and, therefore, this conditioned negative declaration is 

issued. A conditioned negative declaration may be used only for UNLISTED actions (see 6 955 

NYCRR 617.7(d)). 

 

C. This project may result in one or more significant adverse impacts on the environment, and 

an environmental impact statement must be prepared to further assess the impact(s) and 

possible mitigation and to explore alternatives to avoid or reduce those impacts. 960 

Accordingly, this positive declaration is issued.  

 

Mr. Stokes:  Before you get to those three questions, you need to go back to Question 1, Paragraph e. 

where you checked moderate/large impact may occur.  We need to assess specifically with respect to 

that one answer indicating that the proposed action may involve construction that continues for more 965 

than one year or in multiple phases.  The Board needs to discuss as to whether you believe that 

element will result in a significant adverse environmental impact that requires an Environmental 

Impact Statement.  Before you go to answer those questions, you need to address that one item.  

 

A. McDowell:  I would say definitely that it would be moderate to large.  Especially because we 970 

were told 18 months. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes, 18 to 24 months.  I think that’s going to have a huge impact on the street. 

 

D. Raleigh:  Environmental impact? 975 

 

A. McDowell:  Construction that continues for more than one year or in multiple phases.  I think that 

would have a big impact. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I would point to the identification of potential project impacts, the workbook, where it 980 

talks about the importance of scale and context.  And where you have determined a potential impact 

may occur, you need to decide if that impact will be small or moderate to large.  In my mind, the 

construction of these 40 units over the course of 24 months would not require an Environmental 

Impact Statement.  In the context of our Village, it is no greater than the approval of the subdivision 

of South Meadow or the granting of a PDD for Emick Lane.  I certainly see it in context as similar, if 985 

not less, impact than those actions. 

 

A. McDowell:  Maybe I don’t understand this, but I’m just thinking of the construction going on 

with buses and kids.  That is very busy. 

 990 

S. McEntee:  You are also impacting the neighbors for a longer duration. 

 

R. Huftalen:  But again, in the context of a 40-unit or 50-unit development, I think . . . 
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A. McDowell:  We are talking about the construction, right? 995 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes.  And, again, these are the same types of issues that people in South Meadow or 

South Village are upset about.  In the context of a Village that’s trying to increase its residential 

capacity, I just don’t see it as inconsistent with what we have approved in 10 other situations. 

 1000 

S. McEntee:  What question are we answering? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  You answered just because by definition, it’s more than 12 months.  It’s Question 1, 

paragraph e. 

 1005 

S. McEntee:  Is it environmental? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Do you consider it, as Rich pointed out, in the context of reasonableness and scale?  Do 

you consider that as a significant adverse environmental impact sufficient to require drafting an 

Environmental Impact Statement?  Rich is just pointing out that you have that with every 1010 

subdivision.  Emick Lane, Greenleaf Station, obviously has been under construction and is still 

under construction, for five, six, seven years.  If you put it into context of other developments. 

 

A. McDowell:  It is a little different because it really wasn’t right in the middle of a residential area.  

Is it e. that you’re looking at? 1015 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes. 

 

S. McEntee:  Does it rise to the level of requiring an Environmental Impact Statement? 

 1020 

A. McDowell:  If that’s where it goes, no, it doesn’t.  But is it going to have an effect?  Yes, it is.  So 

I would say it’s not going to have an environmental impact. 

 

S. McEntee:  Adverse, right?  It’s just a longer duration.  The same construction that would have 

gone on for 12 months and not required any more analysis, but it’s going to be 18 to 24 instead—1025 

construction wise.  

 

R. Huftalen:  This is where my research is bringing a reasonableness standard to it and scale and 

context.  If it was a subdivision approval, we wouldn’t be having this discussion, in my estimation, 

because this has happened numerous times with other building developments.  I can’t envision an 1030 

Environmental Impact Statement adding any value to that process. 

 

A. McDowell:  I agree. 

 

R. Huftalen:  If that’s the case and there is agreement on that, I would suggest that a negative 1035 

declaration should be issued for SEQR purposes.  I have asked Jim to prepare a couple of statements.  

I will distribute them to you for your review and discussion as to why I think that’s the case.  Having 

gone through the EAF together and identified only one instance where moderate to large impact 

could occur, I would assert that we have several reasons to support a negative declaration and I 

would be glad to read this to get it in the record.  Obviously, you have a copy there.  Jim, do you 1040 

want to read this one? 
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Mr. Stokes:  I can.  Sure.  [Mr. Stokes read the draft aloud.] 

 

STATEMENT OF REASONS SUPPORTING A NEGATIVE DECLARATION  1045 

 

In making its determination of significance, the Board considered all 20 questions contained 

in Part 2 of the EAF and examined all the criteria set forth in section 617.7(c)(1) of the SEQRA 

regulations, and evaluated the issues of causation and significance in light of the standards set forth 

in 617.7(c)(2) and 617.7(c)(3).  After carefully reviewing Part 2 of the EAF and considering the 1050 

extensive amount of public input regarding potential environmental impacts, particularly from the 

residential neighbors closest to the Project site, the principal potential impact items of concern that 

the Board identified are in the areas of 1) impact to the project site; 2) potential aesthetic effects and 

impact on community character; 3) impact to stormwater drainage flows and discharges; 4) 

potential traffic impacts; 5) impact to sanitary sewer flows and the Town of Cazenovia wastewater 1055 

treatment plant.  

 

With respect to these and other potential impacts discussed with respect to the Action, the 

Board makes the following findings in support of a negative declaration: 

 1060 

a) The Board has provided ample opportunity for public input and participation and has 

received significant citizen input in the course of its review of this Action.  The Board 

has given thoughtful consideration to all the testimony and documents before it.  The 

Board’s view of the objective evidence in the record leads it to the conclusion that 

while the Action certainly contemplates “change” to the project site, that change 1065 

does not entail any significant adverse environmental impacts. The report letters from 

the Madison County Planning Agency, the Cazenovia Preservation Foundation and 

the Cazenovia Advisory Conservation Commission (CACC) support this conclusion. 

 

b) This is an unlisted action concerning the physical disturbance of approximately 5.3 1070 

acres of a 14.96 acre parcel. The remaining 64% of the acreage, including the 

identified federally regulated wetlands in the easterly portion of the premises, will 

remain undisturbed and provide additional permanent green space for the benefit of 

the community.  
 1075 
c) The site is currently zoned R-10, which permits, among other uses, the conventional 

development of free-standing single family homes on lots of not less than 10,000 

square feet. The CACC, in its analysis of the site, projected that 24 to 29 conventional 

single family lots could be developed on this site. While there will certainly be a 

physical change to the project site, the Board finds that the changes are not 1080 

inconsistent with the construction of roads, street lights, driveways and buildings that 

could occur with the development of the Premises for residential uses under the 

current R-10 zoning. Relative to such a conventional subdivision, the Board finds that 

the proposed development of 16 connected townhouse family residential dwelling 

units and 33 apartment dwellings limited to occupancy by seniors does not present 1085 

any substantially greater impacts or burdens on the community. With respect to 

lighting impacts, new street lights can required to be dark skies compliant, which is 

an improvement over most existing Village street lighting. 
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d) The preliminary elevation drawings for the proposed townhouse units are of a design 1090 

that is compatible with the varied architecture of the existing homes in the 

surrounding neighborhood. The applicant’s voluntary decision to reduce the height of 

the senior apartment building makes that building not only less visible, but 

compatible in height with the existing two-story homes in the neighborhood. 
 1095 
e) Other than the federally regulated wetlands, there is no present legal impediment to 

the development of this site. The preservation of almost two-thirds of the site in its 

current natural state under this proposal would be a long term benefit to the 

community and to the natural beauty and serenity of Evergreen Cemetery. 
 1100 

f) Both the CACC and the Village engineers, Dunn & Sgromo, PLLC, (see letter of 

October 30, 2019) have opined that the applicant has assessed the drainage and 

stormwater impacts of this development in an appropriate manner and that these 

impacts can be adequately mitigated such that off-site flows will be equal to or less 

than existing conditions. Planned improvements by the Village of Cazenovia to the 1105 

existing stormwater system along Burton Street will improve existing conditions. 
 

g) The applicant’s engineers have projected that the capacity utilization of the 6” 

sanitary sewer on Burton Street and the 8” sanitary sewer on Clark Street will be 

25% and 34% respectively if the development as proposed is completed. Comments 1110 

from the Village of Cazenovia Public Works Administrator and the Town of 

Cazenovia Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator, as noted in the October 30, 2019 

letter from the Village engineers, support the conclusion that the existing sanitary 

sewer collection system and wastewater treatment plant have sufficient capacity to 

handle the additional flows from this development. 1115 
 

h) The Village Public Works Administrator has indicated there is sufficient capacity in 

the Village water system to accommodate the water demands of this Project. There 

has been no evidence to the contrary presented to the Board.    
 1120 

i) In its full environmental assessment form, the applicant indicates that the project will 

generate 14 new vehicular trips in the a.m. peak hour and 17 new vehicular trips in 

the p.m. peak hour. The applicant’s engineers have also submitted a comprehensive 

traffic analysis and report dated October, 2019 which finds that all area intersections 

will continue to operate at an “A” level of service after development of this project 1125 

and that the entrances to the development can be located to provide intersection sight 

distances that meet applicable standards. In their letter of October 30, 2019, the 

Village engineers find that the traffic study methodology utilized by the applicant’s 

engineers was in accordance with generally accepted professional standards. While 

the Board is cognizant of the expressed concerns regarding traffic and on-street 1130 

parking associated with evening events at Burton Street Elementary School, the 

Board finds that this development will not substantially alter the conditions 

surrounding such events and that there will not be substantial adverse traffic related 

impacts generally from this development. 

 1135 
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j) The project is in accordance with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan and meets the 

objectives of a Planned Development District as set forth in section 180-69 of the 

Village Zoning Code. 

 

R. Huftalen:  So just to be clear, I understand that not everybody on the Board agrees with every 1140 

sentence of the supporting declarations, but I think a majority of the Board does.  I asked Jim to 

express those sentiments in here to reflect, and at least three of the Board members agreed to, and 

I’m obviously open to have your objections stated for the record or anything you care to add. 

 

A. Walburger:  No, this is a reasonable and accurate summary of the past five months of review from 1145 

where I stood.  I’m in full agreement with the supporting reasons.   

 

D. Raleigh:  Nothing to add as well.  Well stated. 

 

R. Huftalen:  That being the case, I’ll make a motion to declare that this project will have no 1150 

significant adverse impacts on the environment and therefore an Environmental Impact Statement 

need not be prepared and issue a negative declaration with the statements so attached.  I’ll look for a 

second.  

 

A. Walburger:  Second.  1155 

 

R. Huftalen:  All in favor?  Five in favor.   

 

[The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed.] 

 1160 

R. Huftalen:  Thanks to everybody on the SEQR determination.  Thanks, Jim, for putting that 

together for me.  I think it needs to be filed now. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I have another draft resolution in place.  Again, I’m not expecting unanimous thinking 

on this, but as everybody knows, the Village Board has asked for our recommendation.  And so I 1165 

asked Jim to prepare a resolution making a recommendation to the Village Board.  Jim, if you want 

to read that. 

 

[Mr. Stokes read the resolution aloud.] 

 1170 

RESOLVED that the Planning Board concludes, as did the Madison County 

Planning Agency, the Cazenovia Preservation Foundation and the 

Cazenovia Advisory Conservation Commission, that this project is in accordance with the 

Village’s Comprehensive Plan and meets the objectives of a Planned Development District 

as set forth in section 180-69 of the Village Zoning Code, and that the Planning Board 1175 

recommends that the Board approve the application of Housing Visions Unlimited, Inc. to 

rezone the subject premises from R-10 to PDD (“the District”), subject to the following 

conditions: 

 

A. That the uses permitted in the District be limited to a mix of townhouses and 1180 

senior apartment residential as proposed. 
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B. That the uses permitted in the District be subject to prior site plan review and 

architectural approval by the Planning Board. 
 1185 

C. That the permitted development be in substantial accordance with the plan 

entitled “Site Plan – The Landing at Burke Meadows” prepared by Passero 

Associates, dated June 2019, Project No. 20192733.0002, showing 16 

attached family dwelling units and a two story senior living apartment 

building with 33 apartments. 1190 

 

D. That the undeveloped areas of the site be protected from future development 

or alteration pursuant to appropriate legal instruments acceptable to the 

Planning Board and approved by legal counsel for the Village of Cazenovia. 
 1195 

Dated:  October 30, 2019 

 

R. Huftalen:  I recognize that doesn’t reflect the sentiments of everybody on the Board.  I believe it 

reflects the sentiments of the majority of the members of the Board.  Again, I would ask any 

members of the Board to comment. 1200 

 

S. McEntee:  I had a couple thoughts.  This parcel is relatively narrow from east to west.  It’s long 

and narrow from north to south, and it’s effectively sandwiched by R-10 zoning.  You’ve got 

Evergreen Lane to the south.  You’ve got a mixture of Burton Street and Emick Lane to the north.  

And even though Emick Lane is a PDD, it’s developed just like R-10.  I think it would comply with 1205 

R-10.  I don’t recall a single local opinion.  When I say local, I mean local to the development, that 

was in favor of this rezoning.  Although there were a few public opinions that were in favor, to my 

recollection, all of those favorable opinions did not talk about this site.  They talked about the great 

opportunity for developing senior housing and developing more affordable residential housing for 

Cazenovia, but that wasn’t particular to the site.  And I guess the last point is what I said before:  1210 

We’ve got R-10 zoning right now.  It was planned that way.  There are other places, I believe, for 

example, Village Edge South, where this type of development would be permitted without a zone 

change.  I think we need to respect the current zoning.  I would not be in favor of changing the zone, 

given what surrounds this area. 

 1215 

A. McDowell:  I’m in complete agreement.  Yes, I have to go along with the environmental.  I can’t 

find fault with that.  They did a beautiful job.  But I don’t like it where it is.  And I don’t like a zone 

change.  

 

A. Walburger:  My opinion is:  I don’t believe that use of R-10 zoning on this property would result 1220 

in a larger net benefit to the Village than another project executed under PDD.  You would 

ultimately need to utilize PDD for a successful single-family housing development in a conservation 

subdivision format that simply would not be achievable under 10,000-square foot lots to end up with 

a subdivision development that would be adequate.  I think, irrespective of the project at hand, we 

would be having this zone change discussion for development of this lot. 1225 

 

S. McEntee:  You don’t think it could be developed as R-10? 
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A. Walburger:  I don’t think it would end up getting the configuration of sellable lots that would 

result in the successful density that a developer would want to build this in R-10.  I think we would 1230 

end up here as a conservation subdivision, which would require us to be going through a PDD zone 

change.  I think that we’d be making this action on a different project.  But all that said, that is not 

the ultimate path that we’re on right now.  We’re talking about the project at hand.  But with regards 

to concerns of the zone change, I feel we would end up here anyways, to ultimately entertain a 

successful project on this lot.   1235 

 

D. Raleigh:  I agree with what’s written in the resolution. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I totally respect your varying opinions here.  And I think that the input from the public 

has been extremely valuable and modified the project and its scope and alerted us to a number of 1240 

issues that wouldn’t have been investigated nearly as completely as it has been.  The overriding 

battle for me is I want a project that’s going to make people in the neighborhood happy.  It’s 

apparent that that’s not going to be the case.  When I look at the Comprehensive Plan, I have to be 

guided by what the Comprehensive Plan says, not what the neighbors say, because it’s an entire 

community that I serve, not residents of a particular street.  And so the entire community has spoken 1245 

in the letters, and the CACC report, and the Comprehensive Plan, and the report from the CPF all 

finding in favor of a project, again, the project that’s before us.  You don’t get to compare it to the 

constellation of projects that are available.  It’s what project is before us.  And when I consider the 

merits of the application, and the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, and the provisions for why you 

establish a PDD, I have to come to the conclusion, as hard as it is to disagree and make people upset, 1250 

that this is an appropriate project and I make a recommendation for a PDD to the Village Board.  I 

know we could be here all night and not agree to that.  If there is anything else you care to add, I’m 

glad to have you get it on the record.  I’m going to make a motion to adopt the resolution as written 

and read to us by Jim Stokes.  I’ll look for a second. 

 1255 

D. Raleigh:  I’ll second. 

 

R. Huftalen:  All in favor?   

 

D. Raleigh:  Aye. 1260 

 

A. Walburger:  Aye. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Aye.  Opposed? 

 1265 

A. McDowell:  Nay. 

 

S. McEntee:  Nay. 

 

R. Huftalen:  The resolution carries 3 in favor, 2 opposed.  Thanks to all for all of your input.  Any 1270 

other business before the Board tonight?  [None heard.]  I’ll make a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

 

S. McEntee:  Second.  

 

R. Huftalen:  All in favor?  The motion carried 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 1275 
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The meeting was adjourned at 8:34 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 1280 

 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 


