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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes (via Zoom online) 

May 11, 2020 

 

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

and Zach Young. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Marlene Westcott; Kurt Wheeler; Dennis Gregg; 

Matt Vredenburgh; and Andy Day. 

 10 

A total of 12 people were in attendance in person and online. 

 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:02.   15 

 

R. Huftalen asked for any changes to the minutes of March 9, 2020.  S. McEntee mentioned that 

line 282 should read:  S. McEntee:  It seems like your answer is for the new use, in total. 

 

R. Huftalen made the motion to approve the minutes as edited.  A. McDowell seconded.  The motion 20 

carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

* * * * * 

 

Caz Barns, LLC/RODOR, LLC , Apartment Buildings, Nelson Street, Minor Subdivision Site 25 
Plan Review, Public Hearing 

Dennis Gregg, Matt Vredenburgh, and Andy Day were present.  R. Huftalen noted that the last 

meeting was a public hearing in August 2019.  The Planning Board received feedback from the 

Madison County Planning Department to consider.   

 30 

Mr. Gregg:  At the last meeting, we were in need of engineering for the water, sewer, and 

stormwater.  The conceptual plan of the buildings has already been reviewed.  Now it needs 

engineering to make sure it satisfies the Village Engineer and the Department of Public Works.  The 

other issue was to make sure that the New York State Department of Transportation (DOT) was in 

agreement with the planned intersection location.  A traffic engineer was commissioned to take care 35 

of that.  DOT is satisfied with that.  Wayne Matteson has done the engineering for the water, sewer, 

and stormwater and that is what is being presented to the Planning Board.  The Village Engineer 

needs to take a look at it. 

 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  The overall layout of the apartment complex has not changed much at all.  The 40 

stormwater management did change.  Infiltration testing was done to make sure that what is being 

proposed will work.  It will work, but it just had to be moved uphill a little bit.  Previously, 

infiltration was proposed in the northwestern corner and in the southwestern corner.  Those areas 

were a little too wet and had too much clay.  So the infiltration trenches had to be placed a little 

farther up.  All of this has been submitted to John Dunkle (Village Engineer).  A few things had to 45 

be moved around to accommodate the stormwater management in terms of grades, etc.  But the 

layout was kept intact.  There are some steep areas in the back going down to the detention basins in 

the corners.  The water and sewer drawings were prepared by Wayne Matteson.  They show tying 
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into the water line and creating a loop and tying into the sewer line that comes down from the hotel 

and goes out to Route 20.  There will be a pump in the northwest corner of the project that is going 50 

to collect the effluent and pump it back up.  A photometric plan was prepared.  The fixture being 

proposed is the same light fixture and same height as what is currently on Lakers Lane.  That will be 

kept consistent.  The plan shows a connection to Lakers Lane.  That is not being proposed at this 

time, so please ignore that.  The proposal is to just come off of Route 20 to the apartment complex in 

this phase.  Potentially, in a later phase, a connection to the hotel will be made.  The same fixtures 55 

will be used for the sake of continuity.  A letter from DOT has been received after they reviewed 

Gordon Stansbury’s traffic report and they found no significant issues.  A study was prepared for the 

Village Engineer that looks at the turning radius of the largest engine the fire department has—a 

100-foot ladder truck.  There were no issues making those turns. 

 60 

S. McEntee:  Has the turn from Lakers Lane been analyzed?   

 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  No, because that connection is not going to be made at this time.  When that 

happens, it will be ascertained that the radius on those corners can accommodate the truck.  The 

inside turning radius required for the fire truck will be minimum 20 feet, 6 inches.  Typically, a 65 

30-foot inside radius is used.  Plus the width of the road.  It is a Village standard road, so it can 

accommodate the truck as it swings wide around the corner.  It would have the same radius as the 

intersection at Lakers Lane by the hotel.  We know that one works.  This one will ultimately be the 

same.  I believe the Village has everything required for review. 

 70 

R. Huftalen:  At various times in earlier review, there was a lot of discussion about how the curb cut 

was going to be made onto Route 20 and the relationship to Fauth’s entrance.  In a prior approval, 

there was a recommendation that Fauth would enter onto the road that is being newly constructed.  I 

am not sure how all those discussions got resolved.  It was a concern that was brought up with the 

County review.  The Board would like some updates on that. 75 

 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  I am happy to accommodate a curb cut for Dr. Fauth’s parking lot onto the 

proposed new road, but I don’t think it is up to the developer.  I don’t believe there is a problem with 

Dr. Fauth keeping his current curb cut onto Route 20.  If the Village wants the connection to the new 

road, the developer would be happy to do that.  It is ultimately up to the Village or Dr. Fauth.  He is 80 

welcome to come over and enter onto our road. 

 

S. McEntee:  Was that part of a resolution? 

 

Mr. Gregg:  From Page 19 of the minutes of the August 10, 2009, Planning Board meeting, 85 

Mr. Stokes stated that in 5 or 10 years DOT may require that the access road be in a different 

location.  The location that was being looked at in 2009 turned out to be Village Street B in the 

Village Edge South (VES) Design Guidelines (adopted February 3, 2014).  The same VES 

Guidelines state that Street A is the preferred location for a new street.  Street A is where Caz Barns 

is proposing to place the new street.  It is also proposed that Street A will connect to a future 90 

Street D, per the VES Guidelines.  After two site visits, representatives from NYSDOT stated their 

approval for the location and use of Street A as an acceptable access street to the property.  DOT 

further stated that they considered Dr. Fauth's access as a driveway and were not concerned with its 

future use. They don’t care.  That’s the bottom line. 

 95 
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S. McEntee:  I care about it.  I am concerned about the safety of the crosswalk if the road is built 

there.  The Madison County recommendation speaks of a crosswalk and the need for connectivity.  It 

seems like a crosswalk should be put there.  I don’t think there should be two curb cuts in the interest 

of safety.   

 100 

A. McDowell:  I agree. 

 

A. Walburger:  I don’t see what there is to debate.  It is a condition already on the parcel. 

 

Kurt Wheeler:  When Fauth was originally approved, there was supposed to be a road put on the east 105 

side, but I think it was determined that was problematic because of the bowl.  I think all of the 

discussions since that time have been to have a shared road on the west side of Fauth.  All of the 

conversations I have been aware of relating to this zone have been reducing a curb cut when this 

road was going to go in.  Jim might be able to comment further.  Because there are already so many 

curb cuts there with Carriage Lane and the shopping center and the gas station, I think the consensus 110 

over the long term has been to reduce the curb cut there directly into Fauth. 

 

R. Huftalen:  This is the application before the Planning Board, so we need to do everything we can 

to We want Dr. Fauth to move his driveway to the new road, but he doesn’t have an application 

pending before the Planning Board. 115 

 

Unknown:  We don’t have any more curb cuts than were originally planned. 

 

Unknown:  I would have to go back and look. 

 120 

A. Walburger:  All I know is that our guiding document for this parcel is the VES Design Guide, 

which specifically shows only the road curb cut, labeled C, which is Mr. Gregg’s new road, the D 

road transversing the property, and the connection at Lakers Lane.  That is our guiding document.  

I’m apt to recommend that Bill just goes up and digs up Fauth’s apron and he’s got to connect over 

to Dennis’s road.  It’s a condition of the parcel.  That curb cut is supposed to go away.  Dennis has 125 

said that he is more than amenable to having a connection to his road.  That is the ultimate solution.  

It sounds like Dennis would make provisions to have that curb cut come into his new road. 

 

S. McEntee:  To me, it would be important to have a written agreement between the applicant and 

Fauth in order for us to approve that road.   130 

 

A. McDowell:  I agree. 

 

Mr. Gregg:  The DOT could not care less about Fauth’s driveway.  There were potentially going to 

be three curb cuts there to begin with. 135 

 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  Fauth doesn’t get that much traffic.  It’s really just a glorified driveway. 

 

S. McEntee:  I go back to my point about a pedestrian crossing.  It is just another factor of risk. 

 140 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  There is one at the hotel.  I don’t see any reason why you wouldn’t be able to put 

one here. 
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Mr. Gregg:  Would the Village require a crossing? 

 145 

S. McEntee:  Require?  I doubt it.  But the Comprehensive Plan talks about connectivity and 

specifically . . .  Maybe it’s the Village right now, but if there is not a crosswalk there, people from 

Caz Barns are apt to get in their car to go to the shopping center rather than walk.  That was the 

example. 

 150 

Mr. Gregg:  I see what you are saying.  I get it.   

 

Andy Day:  On the crosswalks, our sidewalk from the apartment buildings up toward Route 20 are 

going to be on the left side of our road.  Wouldn’t you want a crosswalk to bracket all of these curb 

cuts at their plaza, Fauth’s driveway, Lakers Lane, our new road?  So we would put a crosswalk 155 

right at the head of our sidewalk where it meets Route 20.  And then pedestrians going to the plaza 

across the road would only have to cross Carriage Lane.  So as far as the layout of the crosswalk that 

makes the most sense to me, from our perspective, as Village planning goes, and us as Caz Barns, to 

keep pedestrians safe, you are not going to have them crossing in the middle of all of that no matter 

where the curb cuts are.  On Fauth’s thing, as Dennis or somebody else had pointed out as well, the 160 

original plan for this had three curb cuts.  You gave one to Fauth, not where it was approved.  We 

are allowing him, without any problem for us, to join in on ours.  But it sounds like you guys are 

asking us to be part of the enforcement of that or we don’t get approved.  I fully disagree with that 

and I don’t see how that can be a factor.  We can’t be put in that position to go to Fauth and have to 

make a deal with him to get our deal.  It puts us at a huge liability with him.  I don’t think any of that 165 

was ever written into any Code or any encumbrance on the land parcels that we had purchased prior.  

So I’m not sure if that’s the best solution either.  I agree that if we could move the building to put the 

road right up to Carriage Lane, but that can’t happen.  That ship has sailed as well.  So I don’t know.  

That’s what I have to say about that.  Does anybody have any thoughts about those couple of points? 

 170 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  In terms of the crosswalk, I’m sure we can do what we did up between 

McDonald’s and the hotel.  I think the alternate location of it should be based on whichever location 

gives you the best visibility down the hill.  I don’t know if you move it farther to the east if you have 

less visibility of oncoming traffic or, more importantly, they have less visibility of you.  But I think 

that should be the principal consideration, is visibility for the drivers. 175 

 

R. Huftalen:  Andy Day was in here before as a principal of the project.  

 

A. McDowell:  Is there a debate whether it’s our problem to enforce it or if it is the developer’s 

problem to enforce it? 180 

 

Mr. Stokes:  That was part of the original subdivision that the driveway would be put in a different 

location. 

 

R. Huftalen:  For sure, Andy, I don’t know if you heard what Jim said, but in terms of what’s 185 

binding, RODOR is one of the applicants here.  The outcome desired by the Planning Board at the 

time that Fauth was approved was to not have all those curb cuts and that he would connect to a 

future road.  That was quite a contentious approval.  I wasn’t even on the Board at that time.  I heard 

spillover just from being in the Village.  Anne can tell us there was a lot of debate.  From a Village 

point of view, to echo Steve’s sentiment, in order to enhance the walkability, you want to encourage 190 
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in and out on one public street and then connect Fauth to that street.  I do see it as a burden on the 

present application. 

 

Andy Day:  I guess we are probably going to be at an impasse on that.  Maybe we will have to give it 

to Jim or somebody to go that route.  I didn’t see it going this way last time we met with you guys, 195 

the conversations that we had in the past and DOT’s comments on all of that stuff.  So I guess we 

just go from there.  I don’t mean to sound contentious or anything, but it just doesn’t make sense for 

us to have to go make a deal with Fauth at this point. 

 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  I’m a little confused.  I thought that you just said that Jim said that it was Fauth’s 200 

responsibility to connect to whatever road is put in.  Is that right? 

 

Mr. Gregg:  That’s part of what I am seeing here.  Steve just put something in front of me.  I have 

been over those minutes several times.  There was discussion about where the road would be.  It was 

potentially going to be to the east of the building, but not definitely.  There was discussion that 205 

wherever it wound up being that Fauth would connect to it.  There might have been a little 

breakdown between the discussion prior to the resolution and the resolution.  But in this resolution, it 

says that they have to connect to a road with egress and ingress to Route 20, which we are providing. 

 

Andy Day:  We can stub a connection to Fauth’s property line and set up the Village to enforce its 210 

approval language of Fauth’s piece and how he must connect to a future Village road off Route 20, 

when and if it is built and dedicated to the Village.  We can’t make him do anything and we aren’t 

the developer of his land.  He bought it from Lucas 10 years ago or more and developed it himself. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Dennis will fill you in.  I don’t see this Board approving an application that allows for 215 

all those curb cuts to remain in place. 

 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  We would be happy to use Fauth’s, but he won’t let us. 

 

Andy Day:  Even though the original plan had three? 220 

 

Mr. Gregg:  We have some engineering to go over with John Dunkle.  I am suggesting that I get 

together with Jim to review the minutes.  I believe it is on Fauth to connect to us once a road is 

provided.  We will be contiguous to his property.  So it’s not like we need to jump across a 

neighboring property.  He will have the ability to connect to our road from the east.  We might have 225 

to redo some of the drainage through there for him.  But other than that, it’s really not a problem for 

him.  I think we need to find language that basically forces him to do that.  We need to sit down.  We 

keep going around and around.  I will get together with Jim. 

 

Andy Day:  Dennis, we already know that he doesn’t want anything built behind his beautiful view.  230 

What is going to make him allow us to do what we need to do?  What is going to bring him to want 

to do that?  That’s the position I don’t want to be put in.  I don’t agree that we should be. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I recognize the challenge. 

 235 

Andy Day:  Why don’t you guys want to take it on as an enforcement action? 
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R. Huftalen:  Because that’s not our job.  That’s the developer’s job.  I’m not going to speak for the 

Mayor or the rest of the Village, but from a Planning Board point of view, we review projects.  It’s 

not our job to negotiate the details of the project. 240 

 

Andy Day:  I think we are missing that point.  We are definitely not going to connect on that tonight.  

That’s okay.  That’s how things go.  We will figure it out. 

 

Mr. Gregg:  It is his property.  He needs to connect.  That’s what it says.  So we need to look at it. 245 

 

R. Huftalen:  Agree. 

 

S. McEntee:  And it’s also on the sewer line, right? 

 250 

Mr. Gregg:  For any connection to the Village I have ever done, the requirement was to have ductile 

iron underneath the road.  That’s all ductile iron.  That’s my $40,000 contribution to the Village 

from Atwell Ridge over to Route 20.  Any road is going to cross over water and sewer at some point 

in time.  There is sewer running right down the middle of the road on Route 20. 

 255 

S. McEntee:  Okay.  That’s fair.  It’s a point, maybe it’s a minor point.  Next question.  The County 

made some points about a 100-year flood plain.  Has that been depicted on your drawings? 

 

Mr. Gregg:  Matt can answer that.  I’m sure Wayne Matteson must have had to deal with that. 

 260 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  The 100-year flood plain relates to . . .  FEMA (Federal Emergency Management 

Agency) maps aren’t exactly accurate.  They just show over the corner of the southwest of the 

property.  We have probably, I think it’s a 30- or 40-foot elevation rise right there.  So we are clearly 

not in a flood plain where we are constructing.  If, where we are putting these buildings, was in a 

flood plain, the entire Village would be in a flood plain and it’s not.  What is the elevation there?  It 265 

is probably somewhere around 30 down here.  Our buildings are up at 57, 61.  So they are 30 feet 

above the flood.  The stream is way down here.  So just because a FEMA map shows a spot in that 

corner, it doesn’t take into account the steepness up the hill that climbs there. 

 

S. McEntee:  One more question.  About impervious surface.  Has that been totaled and calculated? 270 

 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  Yes, it has.  These are unchanged since the last submittal last June or July.  We 

were in good shape then.  We didn’t change the parking or setbacks or any of that.  The numbers 

lined up. 

 275 

R. Huftalen:  Dennis, will you remind me?  You had a concurrent application in front of the ZBA 

(Zoning Board of Appeals) for the number of units?  Did that get in front of the ZBA?  Or did you 

change that? 

 

Mr. Gregg:  It is basically three separate buildings. 280 

 

R. Huftalen:  Are there any other questions for Dennis, Matt, or Andy right now?  I think at this 

point we need to take a look at and figure out some of these legal maneuvers and get some advice 

and figure out how to proceed.  I’m not sure how to proceed.  Do we want to set up another public 

hearing for next meeting in order to allow for public input?   285 
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Andy Day:  Didn’t we already open a public hearing and close it? 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes.  That was 6-8 months ago.  I’m going to schedule a public hearing for the next 

regularly scheduled meeting.  Are there any new modifications to the EAF (Environmental 290 

Assessment Form) or any new updates to that based on your stormwater findings?  We want to make 

sure new materials are available to the public. 

 

Mr. Vredenburgh:  I think we have everything in that we would need to have in.  I don’t think 

anything has changed. 295 

 

Andy Day:  What is the purpose of the public hearing?  We closed up a public hearing in August and 

had our marching orders/checklist items to work on toward approval.  Our DOT letter didn’t come 

back until March and nothing that the public will see of the development has changed so why 

another public hearing?  300 

 

R. Huftalen:  To solicit more public input on the application pending.  Maybe there is a wild outcry 

from the public or they don’t care there are three curb cuts.  There sure has been a long lapse of time 

since we last looked at this application.  I think it is only fitting that we give the opportunity for the 

public to comment on the additional submittals. 305 

 

Andy Day:  We asked to come in February and Rich said we didn’t need to just for an update.  Then 

we asked to come in March with all of our items checked off and were asked not to come as the 

Board had two possibly contentious agenda items and didn’t want us there during that.  Then in 

April there was the pandemic outbreak and now we are here. Yes, times did get stretched out a little. 310 

 

R. Huftalen:  I am going to schedule a public hearing for 7:00 p.m. on June 8, 2020.  Are there any 

other comments or questions?  Is there any other business to be brought before the Board?   

 

Hearing none, R. Huftalen made a motion to adjourn.  A. McDowell seconded.  The meeting was 315 

adjourned at 7:55 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 320 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 


