
 
CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

SUNY Fredonia Technology Incubator  
214 Central Avenue, Dunkirk, NY 

March 7th, 2018  
 
PRESENT: Ted Bogdan, Doug Bowen, Bruno Bruni, Kathleen Dennison, Jeff Gossett, Dick Patton, Dave 
Pihl, John Penhollow, and Rebecca Yanus 
ABSENT: Bernie Auer, John Frey, Rich Ketcham, George Spanos 
OTHERS: Pat Gooch, Kitty Crow, Nicole Gugino, Robert Jaworski, and Brandon Mendola 
Administration / Organization 
MINUTES Chairperson Bowen called the meeting to order and welcomed everyone to the March 

Planning Board Meeting. Chairperson Bowen asked if there was a motion to approve the 
minutes of the March 2017 Chautauqua County Planning Board (“Board”) meeting? 
Dave Pihl motioned to approve the minutes of March 7th. Bruno Bruni seconded the 
motion. The Board unanimously approved the motion.  
 
Chairperson Bowen asked for a motion for the minutes of the March 16th Special 
Meeting. John Penhollow motioned to approve the minutes of the March 16th Special 
Meeting and Dave Pihl seconded the motion. The Board unanimously approved the 
motion. 

CORRESP. Municipal referrals were the only correspondence received; we will discuss the referrals 
at the end of our meeting. 

PRIVILEGE 
OF FLOOR 

None. 
 

Old Business 
FLEET 
MANAGEMENT 
FOR COUNTY 
VEHICLES – 
Enterprise Fleet 
Management 

Kitty Crow – As you know the County is exploring the option of fleet management with 
Enterprise Rental Car. This was brought up last meeting and you had additional 
questions. Rob Jaworski (Rob J.), Account Executive, and Brandon Mendola, Fleet 
Strategy Manager, for Enterprise Fleet Management are here today to answer additional 
questions this Board may have regarding the proposal submitted to this Board at last 
month’s meeting. 
 
Rob J. – Handed out a presentation on fleet management as it would relate to Chautauqua 
County and explained the proposal.  The proposal is to replace 100% of county owned 
passenger vehicles with leased vehicles over the next several years. This will not affect 
the Sheriff’s Office, as the patrol cars are different than typical county owned vehicles. 
We view the fleet management program as a tool to facilitate government business, with 
a goal of reducing costs while still providing a high level of service. We think this can 
happen for two main reasons. Firstly, a right sizing of your fleet with modern cars that 
cost less to own. Secondly, we actively manage your fleet to sell vehicles at the most 
advantageous time. In many instances, we are able to sell cars with in a year or two and 
get more profit then we initially expected. The process works through an open-ended 
lease that does not limit miles, wear and tear, or other traditional constraints of a typical 
consumer lease. Questions followed. 
 
Bruno Bruni – Plain-Jane vehicles or specific to our specifications?  
Rob Jaworksi – We can purchase whatever you specify to us. 
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John Penhollow – Is there a minimum number of vehicles to switch over to achieve the 
savings or start the program? 
Rob J. – No, but the recommendation is our preferred scenario as it will lead to the 
savings that we outlined in the proposal. Leasing fewer vehicles will diminish the 
savings anticipated. 
 
Bruno Bruni – How does the maintenance work, who does it? 
Rob J. – Either you pay us to participate in the maintenance program and we take care of 
maintenance or you remain responsible for maintenance. If you participate in the 
maintenance program, we contract with local shops that will perform the work as needed.   
Kitty Crow – The County is still discussing whether we would participate in the 
maintenance program, keep maintenance in-house, or maybe split the maintenance – do 
some in-house and allow Enterprise to maintain others.   
 
Bruno Bruni – Who decides when maintenance occurs? 
Kitty Crow – Depends on how we move forward, but it would be under our discretion. 
Rob J. – We will also provide recommendations about anticipated maintenance. If the 
County participate in the maintenance program we will have a very specific idea of 
maintenance that needs to occur for the vehicles based on our experience in other areas 
and with our rental cars.  Additionally, we will meet with the County at least once yearly 
to discuss the current fleet and our recommendations for the coming years.  These 
recommendations will include maintenance, vehicles to sell or keep, and what we could 
do to save money. 
 
John Penhollow – What about telematics information? 
Rob J. – Yes, we have a vendor who provides this to us. If the county participates in the 
telematics program, we can provide them with a web-enabled interface, which will allow 
them to see every car in the entire fleet in real-time. It can log usage, location, and 
condition of cars. 
 
Chairperson Bowen – Have we checked with the references, or other counties that 
participate in this program? And what is the time frame for making this happen? 
Kitty Crow – They are positive for the most part. We heard more lessons learned than 
negatives, things to do differently, things to make sure we specify for, etc.  
 
Bruno Bruni – Do we need a motion for this? How will this influence the Capital 
Projects Process? 
Pat Gooch – Yes, it is recommended we have a formal motion to register our approval of 
denial, or additional thoughts. As far as the Capital Projects process, that is still unclear 
to me, but I have discussed it briefly with Kitty and Kathleen. 
Kitty Crow – Currently, we are envisioning that the Board or a member from this Board 
would be involved in all meetings with Enterprise on future vehicle decisions, they could 
report to the Board as a liaison. But nothing is set in stone at this point. 
 
Chairperson Bowen – I would suggest we dive in slowly, but I am supportive of trying it. 
However, just to be clear what are we being asked to approve or weigh in on?  
Kitty Crow – Currently, just the lease program for passenger vehicles in the County - no 
maintenance contract at this point and this does not include Sheriff’s vehicles or heavy 
equipment. 
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Chairperson Bowen – Any remaining questions or thoughts? 
Don McCord – Could we ask for a quarterly report to this Board for the first few years? 
Kathleen Dennison – I know that Rich Kethcam still wanted us to check the estimated 
fuel savings as well. 
Kitty Crow – One other point I want to make is that it is hard to quantity some of the 
other ancillary efficiencies that could come because of this, less staff time from finance 
and insurance devoted to passenger vehicles, less staff time from the Fleet Manager in 
DPF devoted to passenger vehicles. 
Rob J. – I want to add quickly that we have an annual client meeting where we discuss 
the issues related to the vehicles, including many of the points you have made here 
today. In addition, I know that fuel savings is an issue, and I want to point out that E2CC 
Boces saved 41% in gas costs after they joined us.  The savings can be substantial. 
 
Chairperson Bowen – I’d like to motion that the County move forward with the 
Enterprise Fleet Management Program, this Board be kept informed, and that the pace of 
participation be left up to the County.   
Bruno Bruno and John Penhollow seconded the motion. 
 
Chairperson Bowen – asked for a roll call vote.  
Pat Gooch – Called the roll and all members approved the measure with only Dick 
Patton voting yes, with caution. 

Capital Projects 
Review and 
Forms 

Pat Gooch – The Board discussed changes to the review forms at our last meeting. 
Kathleen and I, but mostly Kathleen, completed them and have them today for your 
approval. I do not think there is too much to discuss, but let us walk through them. 
Kathleen do you mind leading us? 
Kathleen Dennison – Of course, as Pat mentioned, there are no surprises here. These are 
just the changes proposed at the last meeting. Kathleen Dennison walked us through 
several changes to the forms and instructions. A discussion regarding depreciable assets 
and the definition of capital projects occurred. 
Chairperson Bowen – Motioned to approve the changes to the capital projects forms.  
Bruno Bruni – seconded the motion.  
The Board unanimously approved the motion with a voice vote. 

NEW BUSINESS 
Zoning Referral 
Log 

Pat Gooch presented the zoning referrals received since the last meeting and noted that 
Board members had proposed responses to two referrals in front of them. Pat Gooch – 
asked Board members to hold off on voting to approve the log, until we have fully 
discussed the two referrals from Pomfret and the County’s proposed responses. 
 
Adding Health and healthcare facilities to AR-1 
Pat Gooch – Let’s first discuss Referral No. 2018-15, a Local Law Amending the current 
zoning code to allow Hospital and Healthcare facility as a special use in the Agricultural-
Residential District (AR-1). This proposal is to allow hospital and healthcare facilities as 
an allowed use in the AR-1 district as a special use permit, subject to certain area 
requirements. The area requirments are as follows:  
“a) Minimum lot size of two acres. 
b) No building or structure to be located nearer than 100 feet from any lot line. 
c) That there is provided not less than one off-street parking unit for each medical or 
nursing staff member, one unit for each three beds for patients or guests, and one unit for 

3 
 



 
each two service employees.” 
 
The County Planning Department  believes that the proposed action would have 
significant county-wide or inter-community impacts and that the proposal should be 
disapproved for the following reasons: 
 
The proposed rezoning, as described, will affect the compatibility of various land uses 
with one another; has the potential effect of inducing negative traffic generating 
characteristics; and will potentially cause negative impacts to community character and 
community appearance. The purpose of the AR-1 District according to the Town of 
Pomfret Zoning Law from 2009, is to provide for a compatible mix of agricultural and 
residential uses, with the intent to protect and provide agricultural uses and preserve the 
rural character while providing for natural buffers.  Additional purposes of the district 
are to allow for home occupations, recreational uses, and service and retail businesses.   
 
The addition of a hospital and healthcare facility to a zoning district that is intended, and 
in reality is largely agricultural is contrary to the two primary purposes of the district, 
maintaining and supporting agricultural and residential uses. As the stated purpose and 
intent of the district is to protect and provide agricultural uses and preserve rural 
character and natural buffers, the proposed zoning change to allow for a new use entitled 
hospital and healthcare facility is contrary to the codified purposes. The AR-1 District is 
the single largest zoning district and covers a majority of the Town of Pomfret. The 
character of the AR-1 District is largely residential, agricultural, or a combination of 
both. The inclusion of a two-acre hospital and healthcare facility is incompatible with 
agricultural uses and in all likelihood, would not only fail to protect and preserve 
agricultural uses and rural character, but also actively extinguish potential agricultural 
lands and irreplaceable transform rural character. Moreover, the AR-1 District in 
Pomfret is also largely coterminous with New York State Certified Agricultural Districts, 
which is a voluntary program to encourage and promote the continued use of farmland 
for agriculture production. Allowing hospital and healthcare facilities in a State 
Certified Agricultural District would be contrary to the programs’ purposes and goals. 
 
The other primary purpose of the AR-1 District is to promote compatible residential 
uses. The addition of a hospital and healthcare facility to the already broad list of uses is 
unanticipated by existing property owners and was not envisioned in the Town of 
Pomfret Comprehensive Agricultural Protection Plan. Zoning attempts to protect the 
health, safety, and welfare of the community, but also attempts to preserve and protect 
existing uses and the character of the community. The addition of a hospital and 
healthcare facility to a largely rural residential district has not been considered 
previously and would not likely be supported by many landowners. The zoning change 
will negatively affect community and neighborhood character. 
 
The proposed rezoning is also contrary to the following objectives on page 47 of the 
Town of Pomfret Comprehensive Agricultural Protection Plan: 

3.  “Treat viable farmland and farm soils as a viable resource that warrants 
protection from development.”  
13. “Business and industrial economic development should be located in a 
manner that does not sacrifice viable and valuable farmland and farm soils.”  
14. “Encourage development of new businesses that are compatible with 
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neighboring agricultural uses and are in character with the surrounding area 
15. “Target areas for new businesses and industries along major transportation 
corridors and in areas with adequate infrastructure.” 

The proposed addition of a hospital and healthcare facility use to the AR-1 District is at 
a minimum inconsistent with and in all likelihood in direct opposition with the above 
objectives from the Town of Pomfret Comprehensive Agricultural Protection Plan. 
 
Additionally, the vast majority of the AR-1 District does not have necessary 
infrastructure to support an intensive use such as a hospital and healthcare facility.  
Much of the AR-1 District does not have municipal water, municipal sewer, or both. 
Additionally, a hospital and healthcare facility has substantial traffic, far more than is 
typical in the AR-1 District that is not on a major county, state, or federal thoroughfare 
such as U.S. Route 60, Route 20, and Route 5. Accordingly, much of the AR-1 District 
and the road network that serves it are not suited for higher traffic generation from a 
hospital or healthcare facility. Allowing a new use that is not only legally incompatible 
with the AR-1 District’s purposes, but is also physically incapable of meeting the needs 
of the proposed new use demonstrates the incompatibility of this proposed use with the 
existing land uses in the AR-1 District. 
 
The Board discussed the reasoning behind the proposed response.   
 
Ted Bogdan – Stated that he wanted to make it clear he was not against development in 
Chautauqua County, but he is against incompatible land uses that would likely cause an 
issue down the road. Accordingly, I will motion to approve the response to Referral No. 
2018-15 as written.   
 
Rebecca Yanus – Seconded the motion.   
Chairperson Bowen – Asked for a roll call vote.  
Pat Gooch – Conducted the roll call vote, with the motion passing unanimously.  
 
B-2 District – Additional Uses 
Doug Bowen – Okay, let us move on to the other referral from Pomfret. This referral is 
a local law to add additional uses to the existing B-2 District that would be allowed by 
special use permit. I will let Pat explain it in more detail.  
 
Pat Gooch – As Chairperson Bowen stated, this law is adding new uses to an existing 
district. The B-2 District covers much of Route 60.  It stretches from the north 
boundary of the town to just south of the intersection of Route 20 & 60 on the west 
side of Route 60 and to Route 83 on the east side of Route 6. The same B-2 designation 
stretches a little more than a half-mile from the southern boundary with the Village of 
Cassadaga along Route 60’s eastern side. The additions to the district that would be 
allowed by special use permit are:  

Assisted Living Facility, Bowling Alley, Commercial Storage Units, Distillery 
Retail & Manufacturing, Hospital, Medical Laboratory, Medical 
Manufacturing, Medical Offices, Medical Outpatient Services, Mental Health 
Facility, Micro-Brewery Retail and Manufacturing, Office Building, 
Pharmaceutical Manufacturing or Retail, Recycling Redemption Center, Senior 
Living Facility, Veterinarian (Large Animal), Veterinarian (Small Animal), 
Winery Retail and Manufacturing, and Wood Manufacturing. 
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The Planning Department’s Review considered the pertinent inter-community and 
county-wide considerations with respect to this proposal and its effect on the relevant 
concerns that are listed under General Municipal Law 239-l.  Based on this review, we 
recommend that the Chautauqua County Planning Board finds that the proposed action 
could have significant county-wide or inter-community impacts and that the action is 
subject to modification. The modifications and the basis for such modifications are 
provided below: 
 
The County Planning Board requests that the Town modify the proposed action to help 
ameliorate the problems identified the proposed zoning law amendments:  
 

1. The Town of Pomfret removes or modifies a multitude of uses from the B-2 
District at the same time it adds the proposed new uses. The County Planning 
Board requests that the following uses be removed or not included in a new 
district: 
 
Feed and seed shop; rental store; bar; boat storage business; television dish 
antennas; animal farms (mink, etc.); building materials store; commercial 
storage; wholesale business – warehouse; retail and manufacturing; wood 
manufacturing; electronic and small parts manufacturing; vehicle 
dismantling/scrap yard; truck terminal;  indoor rifle/pistol range and 
load/unload facility.   
 

2. The County Planning Board recommends that the following uses be moved from 
the Uses by right to Uses by special use permit at a minimum:  
 
Auto sales/used car lot; farm machinery/implement store; nursery/greenhouse – 
commercial; service station – gas sales; auto body repair shop; and vehicle 
repair shop. 

 
Reasoning: 
 
The primary purpose of the B-2 District is to promote retail and service uses for the use 
of residents and visitors, while protecting and enhancing the community by encouraging 
aesthetically appealing businesses with safe ingress and egress and prohibiting chaotic 
strip development. It is evident that the purposes of this district do not match the current 
reality and character, and the allowed uses fail to achieve the stated purposes. The uses 
currently allowed include residential dwellings, stores for everything from common 
household items to cars and machinery that are purchased only a few times during a 
lifetime, restaurants and bars, to municipal offices, marinas, boat storage facilities, truck 
terminal, storage, vehicle dismantling/scrap yard, indoor rifle/pistol range, ponds, farms, 
and wildlife habitats. Some of these uses do not promote the retail and service uses that 
are the purpose of the district. The new uses will further exacerbate this problem and 
often are not compatible with each other. This problem is elevated to a significant inter-
community or county-wide consideration due to traffic impacts created by chaotic 
development along the major north-south corridor for Chautauqua County; the 
incompatibility of some uses with the character of areas within the neighboring Village 
of Fredonia; and the unresolved potential for the proposed extension of the B-2 District 
to the municipal borders with the Town of Dunkirk and the Town of Sheridan.  
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Regardless of the stated purpose of the district, some uses are incompatible and should 
be removed from the uses allowed in the B-2 District. A hospital and healthcare facility 
or home for the aged, nursing home/rest home should not be next to wood 
manufacturing, electronic and small parts manufacturing, and vehicle dismantling/scrap 
yard. These uses will be in conflict regardless of the buffer that is mandated, as the noise, 
smells, and dust that may be released from these types of facilities are fugitive irritants 
that cannot be eliminated by specifying a distance or additional landscaping. 
 

Additionally, the County Planning Board would like to offer the following informal 
comments: 
 
Firstly, the County Planning Board stands by its previous decision to disapprove the 
expansion of the B-2 District as previously proposed. The existing uses in the current B-
2 or the newly proposed uses simply added to the current  
B-2 District will not result in a good land use planning scheme within the boundaries of 
the proposed expansion. 
 
An alternative suggestion from the County Planning Board is to consider this as a 
transitional zone between the highly commercial area and the agricultural-residential 
area along Route 20 to the east. If a B-2A District were to be created with limited 
compatible uses; site plan approvals; and design guidelines, the Town of Pomfret could 
guide development of this region of the Town while minimizing impacts to the character 
of the area.  
 
Secondly, the existing B-2 District spans a long stretch of Route 60 from the border with 
the Town of Dunkirk to the intersection of Route 83 and then again from the Village of 
Cassadaga north along Route 60 for approximately 3,440 feet. The current B-2 district is 
meant to be a rural highway district and for all intents and purposes the town center of 
Pomfret, however it fails at both. The Planning Board highly recommends that the Town 
create an entirely new district while also modifying the existing B2 District. We 
recommend creating a new district that recognizes that the intersection of Routes 20 & 
60 is Pomfret’s town center.  The existing Highway Business (B2) District should be 
modified by deleting uses that are neither compatible nor desirable for a regional retail 
and service hub. By creating two districts with clear purposes for each, you will be able 
to achieve the goals of each district and the Town better. The Board believes this is the 
surest way to accommodate desired changes while ensuring the health, safety, and 
welfare of the community that is the central reason for planning and zoning. 
  
Thirdly, the purpose of the B-2 District references Cassadaga, as this district spans a 
large swath of Pomfret and serves as a regional shopping hub for residents of Northern 
Chautauqua County, the specific reference to Cassadaga should be deleted.  
 
Fourthly, a stated goal of this district is to provide “safe ingress and egress and 
prohibiting chaotic strip development.” The NYS DOT has publically stated that the 
intersection of US Route 20 and NY Route 60 and adjacent approach segments 
experience a high number of accidents.  Because of the high number of accidents, the 
NYS DOT has proposed installing a roundabout with raised medians on all approaches. 
The Town has failed to achieve its stated goal of providing safe ingress and egress. 
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Accordingly, the Town of Pomfret should take proactive steps and review its current 
laws and site plan requirements related to traffic safety and circulation. Future 
development along Route 60 and Route 20 should consider and require internal 
circulation routes between plazas. 
 
Discussion ensued. Board members asked several questions about the definitions of the 
proposed new uses, including how wood manufacturing and winery retail and 
manufacturing are defined in this law.  Pat Gooch explained that the Planning 
Department suggested a modification as changing the use of the district is not a bad idea, 
especially in light of potential changes that may be coming to the area. However, the 
addition of new uses to a district that already has incompatible uses will only further 
exacerbate the potential for conflict.  Accordingly, we would like the Town to make 
some changes by eliminating some of the proposed uses and some of the existing uses.   
 
Chairperson Bowen asked if everyone was ready to vote or if more discussion was 
necessary. Board members agreed that it was time for a vote.   
Dave Pihl - Offered a motion to approve the response to Municipal Referral No. 2018-14 
as presented to the Board.  
Bruno Bruni – Seconded the motion. 
Chairperson Bowen – Asked for a roll call vote on the motion.   
Pat Gooch conducted the roll call vote and the motion was unanimously approved by the 
County Planning Board. 
 
Chairperson Bowen - Reminded everyone that they still needed to vote on the Zoning 
Referral Log.  
 
Bruno Bruni – Placed a motion on the table to accept the Zoning Referral Log covering 
February 7th to March 7th, 2018 as presented.   
 
John Penhollow - Seconded the motion and a voice vote was conducted with unanimous 
approval.   

OTHER  
 
  None. 
ADJOURNMENT 
 A motion was made to adjourn the meeting by Dave Pihl and seconded by Ted Bogdan. 

The motion was unanimously approved.  

NEXT MEETING 
 

Our next monthly meeting is April 4th, 2018 in Jamestown at the BWB Building, 2nd 
Floor Conference Room. 
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