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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

June 8, 2020 

 

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

Raleigh. 

 

Absent:  Zach Young. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney; Marlene Westcott; Kurt Wheeler; Dennis Gregg; 10 

Matt Vredenburgh; Andy Day; Peter Fauth; Diane Webb; and David Vredenburgh.. 

 

A total of 14 people were in attendance in person and via Zoom online. 

 

* * * * * 15 

 

R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:05.   

 

R. Huftalen asked for any changes to the minutes of May 11, 2020.  He had a clarification on line 

287.  The unidentified person that said:  “Didn’t we already open a public hearing and close it?”  20 

R. Huftalen identified that person as Andy Day. 

 

R. Huftalen made a motion to approve the minutes with the above change.  A. McDowell seconded.  

The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 25 

* * * * * 

 

Caz Barns, LLC/RODOR, LLC , Apartment Buildings, Nelson Street, Minor Subdivision Site 

Plan Review, Public Hearing 
Dennis Gregg, Matt Vredenburgh, and Andy Day were present.   30 

 

R. Huftalen:  We are opening another public hearing for the Caz Barns apartment building project 

that everybody here is familiar with.  We wanted to give the public another opportunity to weigh in.  

The proposal was in front of the Board last summer for a number of months.  There were delays due 

to COVID-19, but the applicants are back now.  Andy, Matt, or Mr. Gregg, does anybody from the 35 

applicants want to provide any summary on anything that has gone one since we last met? 

 

Mr. Gregg:  Really just engineering has been the primary change since the last meeting.  There was a 

delay for the engineering to be submitted and for the Village Engineer to review.  We also 

commissioned a traffic study, which has been presented to the Board.  We came back last month.  40 

And here we are this month.   

 

R. Huftalen:  Before we open up for comments from the public, I wanted to give the opportunity for 

any Planning Board members or Village staff to ask any questions of the applicant.  One of the 

biggest issues was about the road connection.  We want to give the opportunity for anybody in the 45 

public, whether it’s about the road connection or any other items related to the project, to share their 

perspective with members of the Board. 
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Peter Fauth:  I want to share my feelings on this.  I was just notified Saturday.  I own Cazenovia 

Dental, which is the building adjacent to the project.  I see most everyone on the Board is new since 50 

my project was done back in 2009.  So it has been over a decade since the building went up.  I think 

there is some confusion as far as my obligation in connecting into this road.  At the time, the Village 

minutes clearly state that in the event a service road is constructed to the east side of my building—

so facing my building and to the left side—that I would connect my existing driveway into that 

driveway.  As it states in plat number whatever.  In the notes, it shows a plat number, which is a 55 

drawing of a service road coming in.  At that time, it was going to be on the east side of my building.  

Therefore, I am not obligated to hook into this road.  It says in the event that a road would be 

brought in on the east side of my building that I would connect to it.  It was even specific enough to 

show the plat number, which is the drawing of how that came in and how I would hook into that.  I 

slid my building all the way over to the left in the event that if it was ever made that my connection 60 

would be minimal—not the proposal that it is now.  Because of that specific detail in there, that is 

my position on this. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Steve and Don (via Zoom online), I wanted to make sure you got Dr. Fauth’s 

comments.  I think everybody on this Board has a copy of the Planning Board minutes from back in 65 

August 2009.  As Dr. Fauth stated, it is a specific condition.  3) The access Route 20 shown for the 

Fauth parcel is approved subject to the condition that upon construction and dedication of the future 

access street, as depicted on Lot 3 of the final plat, direct access from the Fauth parcel and Route 20 

will be discontinued and access to and from the Fauth parcel and Route 20 will be solely via the 

future dedicated access street in accordance with amended site plan for the Fauth parcel to be 70 

approved by the Planning Board at such time.  Then it talks about the sidewalk connection.  You are 

specifically saying that as it was depicted on Lot 3 of the final plat.   

 

Peter Fauth:  There were some big conversations on this.  They were specific to that road coming in.  

I had Board members out there looking at it.  It was on that side.  There was no stipulation of if we 75 

build it on the south side or north side.  It was this specific road coming in.  I made my decision to 

build based on that.  I positioned my building in that specific location.  People are familiar with that 

property.  I own quite a bit from where your proposed service road is going in, all the way over to 

where it drops off to the gully.  I could have positioned my building anywhere.  But I put it up over 

there because I knew if my connection was going to be to that road, it would be minimal in the event 80 

that the road got built.  If that road still did get built, I would honor my commitment to that specific 

area.  But it isn’t now.  I don’t feel I have an obligation to do this.  You read those notes.  It clearly 

states that it was for that specific road that is no longer in play. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I understand.  Matt, Andy, or Dennis, do you have a response to that?  One of the 85 

things we obviously discussed was, is it possible or even desirable to make that connection? 

 

Andy Day:  Dr. Fauth and I had a meeting just before this one.  I offered him a lot of different 

options regarding cost sharing.  It came down to he is building against that road or he is not going to 

volunteer to do it. 90 

 

Mr. Gregg:  I would make a couple of points.  Is it practical?  No, it’s not practical.  At the time of 

Dr. Fauth’s approval, if you look at Line 573 on the August 10, 2009, minutes, Bill Hall said:  If 

there is a collector road, the DOT (New York State Department of Transportation) has 

recommended that it be directly across from the entrance to the P&C, so it would be to the east of 95 

the dental office. If it is opened, the existing curb cut into the dental office would be removed and he 
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would have access to the road coming in from the east.  That’s what DOT recommended at the time.  

Since then, and the Planning Board approved it, the P&C moved when Tops convenience store was 

put in there.  They totally changed the ins and outs of the plaza so it no longer lines up with what 

used to be the entrance to the P&C.  Then, a little bit later in that meeting, Mr. Stokes on Line 903 100 

says:  I would suggest that the next order of business . . .  it says shows extending 60 feet . . .  If some 

future planned development or DOT approval requires that that access road be in a different 

location, it could be changed. Five or ten years from now that might be different, but at least it 

ensures that there will be some access so it won’t be landlocked.  It certainly does not indicate any 

approval for the location of that road beyond the 235 feet that it extends into Lot 3. The location of 105 

the road and the end of the road is not specified at this time.  I would also maintain that in 2014, the 

Village, after much consideration and planning, submitted a map and a plan for Village Edge South 

(VES), which was approved.  And it shows three potential entry points to the Lucas property.  It was 

A, B, and C.  A is the road that we are proposing.  B is the road that was in question that Dr. Fauth is 

talking about that doesn’t line up anymore.  Road C is Lakers Lane.  Road C exists.  We plan a 110 

connecting road between A and C.  Another point is that DOT, as Mr. Stokes suggested, has gone 

out and looked at it.  Also in that 2014 plan, it also states that Access Road A would be the preferred 

access road.  The Village’s own plan says that is the preferred access road.  I’m not certain that the 

DOT would even approve Road B in that location.  At least Dr. Fauth’s driveway right now lines up 

with Carriage Lane.  Frankly, that’s where the road should have gone into the Lucas property way 115 

back when.  But it didn’t.  So now to have two access roads, Lakers Lane and potentially B with 

entry to the P&C that is stuck in the middle.  I don’t see DOT approving that.  But they have 

approved Road A, which we have proposed.  And they are fine with Dr. Fauth’s driveway staying.  

To me, that would solve all problems.  We have 26 acres.  We would have Lakers Lane as an access, 

Road A as an access.  You go across the street and you have Tops convenience store (gas station), 120 

the main entry to the Tops Plaza, access to Mcdonald’s, access to the eye office.  So on about 5 acres 

of land, you have four access points to Route 20.  You go a little farther up the road on our side of 

the road and you have Dougherty Drive, which has two access points for a 10-acre parcel.  We are 

only talking about two access points to this 26-acre parcel with Dr. Fauth’s driveway remaining in 

the middle.  To me, that’s good planning and the DOT has approved it.  I really feel we are creating 125 

a problem that doesn’t need to be created.  Things have changed.  Two of the changes were approved 

by the Village Planning Board—the changes to the Tops Plaza and the 2014 Village Edge South 

Guidelines.  We are just following the Guidelines. 

 

R. Huftalen:  In response to your comments, Dennis, and reviewing the minutes, I don’t know if 130 

everybody has the mixed use commercial depiction that is in VES.  It is an appendix on our 

eCode360 website.  It depicts the current situation and the contemplated roads and it does seem to 

make a lot more sense to me to have that entrance at A and C rather than B and C.  The 

contemplated street to the east of Dr. Fauth’s, as a practical matter, doesn’t seem to make sense 

anymore.  Anne, I would love to have your two cents.  You were on the Board at the time.  I know, 135 

in reading the minutes, the bulk of the discussion was about the parking in the front.  I know this was 

a side issue.  For sure, I’m starting to see the problems with creating an entrance to the east for the 

sake of trying to limit the curb cuts, but it doesn’t seem to me to be contemplating the whole current 

situation right now.  My thinking is evolving with the new facts on the ground up there.  I would like 

to get thoughts from the other Planning Board members as we are looking at this situation.  I know 140 

there are still concerns about pedestrian traffic.  We still have the engineering details that John 

Dunkle (Village Engineer) is considering.  But this issue was one of the biggest sticking points.  I am 

open to input, especially Anne, with your historical perspective.  Diane Webb was also on the Board 

at the time. 
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 145 

Diane Webb:  I don’t remember. 

 

R. Huftalen:  It seems like 90% of the conversation was the location of the parking. 

 

A. McDowell:  It was.  We got caught up on the parking.  And curb cuts were not such a big issue.  150 

Of Roads A, B, and C, it sounds to me like A would be the practical solution. 

 

R. Huftalen:  It is certainly depicted on the VES Design Guidelines.  Steve, Don, or Adam, do you 

have thoughts you care to share?  Any questions for the applicant? 

 155 

S. McEntee:  No questions. 

 

A. Walburger:  I have long put my point out there that the A road is my preferred entry into this 

project.  I am concerned about a reasonably well thought-out structure to roads being misdirected 

while looking to minimize curb cuts.  I think we can have a nice project up there with an aberrant 160 

historic parcel.  Or, in order to fulfill a 2009 condition, we can have an ill-placed curb cut.  In the 

balancing act, one of those is less preferable.  To state clearly from my position on this, my preferred 

outcome is the A road with a connecting side cut to the Fauth parcel and completion of the vision of 

the entire project up there.  This is all up for discussion, that’s why we are here to night. 

 165 

R. Huftalen:  Any other comments from the public—attendees or virtual?  Jim, I would appreciate an 

opportunity for the Board to go into executive session, maybe at the end of the hearing tonight, to 

confer with you and get your legal take.  At this point, I would like to continue the public hearing. 

We know we are going to be getting feedback from Mr. Dunkle.  He has to work through all of that 

stuff.  Depending how these further conversations go, we will get more direction in terms of trying 170 

to pin down if we think this is indeed a viable solution to allow the continuing curb cut.  In looking 

at the minutes last month, there was a lot of consternation about that.  Maybe taking a closer look at 

the facts and after conferring with Mr. Stokes, there may be some changed perspectives here.  I 

definitely want to understand that from the rest of the Board members’ perspectives and take the 

opportunity for dialogue in response to that.  And then maybe have a better set of engineering 175 

comments and maybe finalize direction going into next month.  At this point, I would like to 

continue the public hearing. 

 

Dennis Gregg:  Assuming we can come to agreement on this, there is the issue of necessity for a 

zoning variance.  There is no point in us going through it if we don’t really need to.  We technically 180 

have 12 buildings there, as opposed to 4, the way they are structured.  The question is, what should 

we do? 

 

R. Huftalen:  I, and maybe the rest of the Board, will be glad to discuss that with Jim.  But if you 

take a position based on your interpretation of the Code and present it to the Board and Jim, I think 185 

that puts us in a position to decide whether it will require a variance or not.  We will be able to make 

that determination.  We can talk about it. 

 

Diane Webb:  I have a question.  Currently, C is the way we get into Dr. Fauth’s lot now, right?   

 190 

R. Huftalen:  Currently, C is in between CAVAC and linked into Hampton Inn.  C is actually Lakers 

Lane.  Dr. Fauth’s entrance is immediately opposite the Carriage Lane intersection.   
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Diane Webb:  So what is A? 

 195 

R. Huftalen:  A is the proposed new street as part of this development that would be to the west of 

Dr. Fauth on the Lucas property (RODOR).   

 

Diane Webb:  And Dr. Fauth is not approving of that?  I do remember that originally that road was 

going to be east of him.  And he did move his building over. 200 

 

Dennis Gregg:  Because it was supposed to line up with Tops Plaza. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Thanks, everybody.  We will continue the public hearing at our next meeting in July. 

 205 

Mr. Stokes:  Do you have a timetable when you would like to start construction? 

 

Andy Day:  Immediately. 

 

* * * * * 210 

 

Hayes, South Meadow Drive, Lot 1, Lot 2 & Lot 3, Line Changes 

David Vredenburgh was present via Zoom online.   

 

R. Huftalen:  This does not require the subdivision process. 215 

 

Mr. Stokes:  If you look at the definition of subdivision in our Code, it talks about division of parcels 

for the purpose of future conveyance or development.  You could argue that a lot is being divided, 

but, in my opinion, we are not creating any new lots.  We are erasing a lot line.  Under those 

circumstances, in my opinion, this does not constitute a subdivision.  I think it would be good for the 220 

Planning Board to approve it so that Rich can sign it and the applicants can go ahead and sign the 

map.  I don’t believe we have to follow our normal subdivision process. 

 

R. Huftalen:  I concur with Jim’s suggestion.  We are getting rid of two lot lines and putting one in.  

Any comments or questions? 225 

 

S. McEntee:  The way I understand it is they are erasing two lot lines to combine two lots.   

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes, we are erasing a lot line.  The lot on the corner of South Meadow Drive and Nine 

Road is the Hayes parcel (Lot 1).  There is a lot between that lot and #6 South Meadow Drive 230 

(Lot 3).  They are proposing to divide that lot (Lot 2) in half and have half of Lot 2 go to each parcel 

owner. 

 

A. Walburger:  I’m inclined to agree with Jim.  They are not doing it to construct a new structure.  It 

is a different definition of subdivision. 235 

 

R. Huftalen:  I make a motion to approve the lot line change for Lot 1, Lot 2, and Lot 3 for South 

Meadow Drive as depicted on Line Change Map Lots 1, 2 & 3, #2 & #6 South Meadow Drive, South 

Meadow, Phase 1A, by D. A. Vredenburgh, LLS and filed in the Madison County Clerk’s Office on 

March 26, 2015 as Map Number 2244. 240 
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S. McEntee:  I second.   

 

The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 245 

* * * * * 

 

Jeff Hunt, Atwell Ridge, Lots 11 and 12, Line Change 

 

R. Huftalen:  This is to combine Lots 11 and 12 into one lot at Atwell Ridge.  They are just erasing a 250 

lot line to make one lot.  Any comments or questions?  Hearing none, I make a motion to approve 

the line elimination proposed by David Vredenburgh between Lots 11 and 12 in Atwell Ridge as 

depicted on:  Line Elimination Map Between Lots 11 & 12, “South Village – Phase 2C (Atwell 

Ridge) by D. A. Vredenburgh, LLS and filed in the Madison County Clerk’s Office 11-1-2011 as 

Map Number 5141. 255 

 

A. McDowell:  I second.   

 

The motion carried with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 260 

* * * * * 

 

The Board went into executive session for attorney/client privilege at 7:32 p.m. 

 

The Board returned from executive session at 7:54.  No action was taken in executive session.   265 

 

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

with 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:54 p.m. 270 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 275 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 


