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CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
Zoom 

March 2, 2021 
4:00PM 

 
PRESENT: Doug Bowen, Bernie Auer , Jeff Gossett, Kathleen Dennison, Dick Patton, Rick Ketcham, John 
Penhollow, Courtney Curatolo, Melissa Myers, Bruno Bruni 
ABSENT: Brad Bentley 
OTHERS: Rebecca Wurster, Melissa Keller, Jenelle Hansen, Drew Dorn, Andy Dorn, John Frame, Tom 
Forbes 

ADMINISTRATION  
MINUTES Chairman Bowen called the meeting to order and welcomed everyone to the 

February Planning Board Meeting. 
 
Chairman Bowen asked for a motion to approve the minutes for the February 2021 
meeting.  John Penhollow made the motion.  The motion was seconded by Rick 
Ketcham and passed unanimously. 
 
 CORRESP. Melissa Keller:  We did receive a letter on the Coal Ash Recycling project requesting to 
present to the Board, but did not receive any other correspondence. 

PRIVILEGE OF 
FLOOR 

None. 

NEW BUSINESS 
Coal Ash 
Recycling 

Andy Dorn:  Thank you for making room on your agenda for us tonight.  I’m the 
chairman of Coal Ash Recycling and with me here today I have John Frame, our 
President, Drew Dorn, our Chief Operating Officer, and Tom Forbes, our project 
engineer.  Coal Ash Recycling was incorporated in 2014 when we purchased the landfill 
from Don Frame Trucking.  We bought the landfill because we saw a serious shortage of 
fly ash developing in the near future.   Over the past seven years we’ve spent hundreds 
of thousands of dollars on engineering and geo-technical testing to develop a plan to 
remediate and reclaim the landfill.  We’re also waiting for the market to develop as we 
hoped, and it has.  We’re here a couple months earlier than we planned to be.  We saw 
that you had reviewed the drive-in proposal adjacent to our landfill and we wanted to 
make you aware of our plans.  We believe both projects will be beneficial to the area. 
 
Drew Dorn:  The landfill itself is actually about 70 acres.  There’s old fly ash in the ground 
that’s started there about 57 years ago.  The landfill itself was closed about 32 years ago.  
The landfill contains about 2.15 million tons of fly ash that was produced at the Dunkirk 
Generating Station between 1964 and 1989.  Fly ash is the material that results after the 
combustion of coal.  The unique thing about this landfill is that it contains Class F fly ash.  
There are numerous types of fly ash and standards, and Class F is the high quality ash 
that can be used in ready mix concrete plants.   The application of fly ash in ready mix 
concrete isn’t new.  It’s use has become far more common in the last 50 years, so much 
so that it’s being incorporated into infrastructure standards.  With supply and demand 
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Coal Ash 
Recycling 

being what it is, it makes sense to come in and excavate this landfill.  There is a very 
strong demand for fly ash due to those physical enhancement characteristics that can be 
applied to concrete.  It also plays a great role in reducing the carbon footprint of 
concrete.  On the supply side, we see a lack of supply primarily driven by the closure of 
coal plants.  The coal plants that do remain don’t produce this Class F ash.  Concrete 
producers are having a difficult time procuring this type of fly ash.  Our landfill will be 
able to provide a very consistent, high quality source of fly ash, from an in state source 
all while remediating an existing landfill.  That’s a bit of background on what we’re 
looking to accomplish and why we think it makes sense.  It’ll be beneficial for our local 
economy and good for the environment.  Does anyone have any questions? 
 
Rick Ketcham:  About how long do you think the ash in that landfill will last?  Could you 
also tell us how many days or months a year you would operate? 
 
Drew Dorn:  Right now, we anticipate that that supply will last in the range of 10 to 15 
years to supply this market.  The technology that processes this ash and the operation 
on site we’re currently anticipating to run about nine months out of the year.  We don’t 
want to be running it during the winter months, usually there’s a lower demand from 
the construction market during those months and the snow is a challenge.  When it is up 
and running, that process is expected to run 24 hours a day seven days a week. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Once the fly ash has been depleted from the site, do you have plans for 
land reclamation? 
 
Drew Dorn:  We have been having conversations with the IDA to see what stakeholders 
may need and we’re looking at what we could potentially do with the land.  We’re 
looking to see if we could make it useable or a portion of the land useable for supporting 
other industrial applications.  We’ll certainly look to support that.  As we move closer to 
finalizing the company plans, we’ll have more details on that in the near future.  We are 
also looking at taking a big chunk of that land to be reclaimed into ponds and nature 
type areas as we remediate the site. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Drew, can you comment on the employment you anticipate and the 
amount of the payroll? 
 
Drew Dorn:  As a part of the SEQR process, you’ll see further details coming to you in the 
coming months.  It is certainly dependent on the final commercial arrangement and how 
much material is coming out per year.  Our capital investment at the site could exceed 
fifteen million dollars and our annual operating budget is going to be in the 
neighborhood of four million dollars, with a significant portion of that going towards 
employment.  We’ll have those numbers as we get further along, I don’t want to set an 
expectation without having that information finalized. 
 
Jeff Gossett:  I think this is a terrific idea and a wonderful project.  My question is, do you 
have any concern for the adjacent landfill becoming a competitor?  
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Coal Ash 
Recycling 

Drew Dorn:  If anything, I think we can be a catalyst to promote productive reuse for 
that site.  The reason I say that is because it really is a bit of a different beast.  After this 
landfill was closed in 1989, the Dunkirk plant began burning powder river basin coal and 
also had a different emissions system installed there.  This changed the classification of 
the fly ash generated from the Class F ash to a Class C ash.  Class C ash does not have the 
same application.  There is a cell in that landfill that would contain Class F fly ash, but 
that not prove economically beneficial to support the same reuse.  We do think we can 
be the catalyst and remediate that portion of the landfill as well for productive reuse on 
that piece.  As we’ve seen with some of these other power plant sites around the 
Country, we think we could make that potentially easier for the folks at NRG to have a 
productive site as well.  A lot of times these companies look to tie the two assets 
together.  We think this could be beneficial for both our site and the adjacent site. 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  I’ll just add that within the NRG Power Plant feasibility study and 
analysis that we’re currently undertaking we do include that NRG landfill site to look at 
preferred reuse concepts as well. 
 
Doug Bowen:  I know that this and the drive-in are both use variances.  Is the Town of 
Pomfret reconsidering changing their zoning laws so that a use variance would not be 
required? 
 
Melissa Keller:  I’m not sure if they’ve considered that as an option.  Matt did reach out 
to the Town to see what the status of the drive-in use variance was and they did 
approve that.  We did recommend in our letter to consider changes to their zoning if 
they desire them to be used differently. 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  We did recommend they look into rezoning. 
 
Doug Bowen:  It seems that we’re seeing a lot of use variances for the same area, that 
would suggest a change in zoning may be needed. 

Zoning 
Referral Log 

Jeff Gossett:  I am going to need to recuse myself from this vote. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Did we act on the use variance for the drive-in? 
 
Melissa Keller:  Yes, we sent along a letter from the Department with the comments we 
discussed at the last meeting. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Thank you, I’ll accept a motion to approve the zoning referral log. 
 
Dick Patton moved to approve the zoning referral log.  The motion was seconded by 
Melissa Myers.  The motion was approved unanimously with one member recused. 
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Dissolution of 
Municipal 
Planning 
Boards 

Melissa Keller:  We recently received a referral from the Village of Lakewood seeking to 
adopt a local law to abolish their local planning board.  Some of the reasons they sited 
were the inability to find local residents to serve on the board, and also difficulties 
retaining members on the board.  You may recall back in 2019 we saw a similar referral 
for Villenova’s Planning Board.  We thought it would be relevant for the County Planning 
Board discuss this trend as we’re reviewing the referral and preparing our comments.  
We are of a mind that no matter what municipal level you’re at, these boards bring 
value to their communities and play a vital role in a community’s planning efforts. 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  I do also want to state that the purpose of a planning board is to 
really guide orderly growth and development in a community.  They have advisory 
powers such to guide comprehensive plans and amendments; land use regulations; land 
use studies, maps, and reports; proposed actions by other boards; and, variances and 
design guidelines.  They also have regulatory powers such as the reviewing of 
subdivision plats, reviewing site plans, special use permits, sign permits, certificates of 
historic appropriateness, architecture reviews, and other tools that planning boards 
offer municipalities.  Especially when we think about main streets and the downtown 
core areas, it’s really important for planning boards to make sure that they’re making 
the right decisions.  We understand that it’s difficult for our municipalities to find board 
members, but we feel that these boards are important for the growth of our 
communities.    
 
Doug Bowen:  My main thought would be that, yes it’s a local concern, but I would 
heavily discourage the abolishment of their planning board.  I know we’ve had 
difficulties in Ripley filling our local boards, but I’d hate to see that be the reason it no 
longer exists.  I guess I’m a little surprised that Lakewood would have difficulties finding 
volunteers, with them being one of our larger communities.  In Ripley we’ve looked at 
providing a small stipend to our board members to entice them to join. 
 
Melissa Myers:  We also saw this in some of the smaller villages in Cattaraugus County.  I 
agree that there is a role that these boards play, even in the smaller communities.  I also 
agree that it should be discouraged. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Sometimes I wonder if our smaller communities are unaware of the roles 
the Planning Board can take on.  Rebecca just listed quite a large list, and I think 
sometimes they just end up being a venue for reviewing special use permits. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Personally, I think we should have them.  However, I do understand that 
it has to be difficult to get these volunteers.  They do serve an important role, but you 
need to be able to have a diverse, properly sized group. 
 
Jeff Gossett:  There doesn’t seem to be the same level of interest that there once was. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Have we officially received a completed referral? 
 
Melissa Keller: Yes, we have. 
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Dissolution of 
Municipal 
Planning 
Boards 

Rick Ketcham:  I’ll make a motion that the Chautauqua County Planning Board 
encourages individual communities to maintain strong planning boards and we stand 
ready to assist them with education and technical assistance to allow them to continue 
the work they do. 
 
John Penhollow seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously. 
 
 Departmental 

Highlights/ 
Updates 

Melissa Keller:  We had a few updates we wanted to give you this month.  Rebecca, did 
you want to discuss the airport study? 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  Yes, we’re just at the beginning stages of an airport business strategic 
plan as the County Executive noted at our last meeting.  We decided to take this on 
internally and knew that the County Planning Board ranked this as the top capital 
project for 2021.  Unfortunately it was not funded through capital projects, but we still 
thought it would be doable internally.  We hope this plan will assist the County with 
improving the financial and operational performance of the County airports.  In turn, 
this will help increase economic vitality of the community.  The overall goal is to have a 
condensed, useable, business plan that determines the best path forward for our 
airports.  We’ve been looking at a few case studies of similar plans throughout the 
country and one that really stood out to us was the Salem Municipal Airport Strategic 
Business Plan.  The outline for this plan includes: a mission, vision, and values; context 
and background on our current assets; a strength, weakness, opportunities, and threats 
analysis; stakeholder interviews; a market analysis; and, strategies and 
recommendations.  The goal is to have this plan completed by September. 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  How is the study being financed?  I know that the County Executive 
and the County Planning Board wanted to include this in the 2021 budget, but it didn’t 
make it. 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  We’re doing it internally within our department through our staff 
time. 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  Within the Planning Department, the Airports, or some of each? 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  We’re taking the lead on it but Ron is working on this with us. 
 
Dick Patton:  Is this for both of the airports?  With that, is there a possibility of 
eliminating one or the other? 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  This is for both of our airports.  We’re doing a cost/benefit analysis 
and will be looking at our options.  We don’t want to duplicate services and one airport 
may be better suited for some opportunities than the other. 
 
Bernie Auer:  Correct me if I’m wrong, but I don’t think we can close an airport, can we?  
We’ve had so much federal funding put into these airports and I think we’d have to pay 
that back. 
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Highlights/ 
Updates 

Doug Bowen:  Yes, to some extent that is correct.  It’s not as simple as just closing the 
facility, it’s complicated.  Any other questions? No?  Okay, any other departmental 
updates? 
 
Melissa Keller:  Yes, at the end of our last meeting we ran out of time to discuss the 
Clean Energy Communities grant.  In 2019, Chautauqua County was awarded $150,000 
from the New York State Energy Research & Development Authority (NYSERDA) to 
implement four clean energy projects. The projects included the LED replacement of 
tunnel lighting at the Jamestown Airport; the purchase of 3 Electric Vehicles; the 
installation of two Level 2 Dual Port EV Charging Stations; and, the LED replacement of 
parking lot lighting at DPF facility in Falconer.  To date, we have completed all the 
projects except for the LED parking lot lighting, which we are estimated to complete in 
the upcoming months.  That is an update on the County’s CEC grant, however, I also 
wanted to discuss a new grant opportunity that NYSERDA is offering.  Building off the 
previous program a new round of funding was launched in January 2021. The Leadership 
Round, will allow communities to continue to prioritize and implement clean energy 
high-impact actions, apply for grant funding for these actions, and give recognition to 
the communities doing this work. Communities involved with the initial program with 
receive some additional points on their grant applications, and some new actions have 
been added. Communities do not need to be designated Clean Energy Communities to 
earn grants through the Leadership Round. All communities are invited to participate. 
Key advantages to participating in the Clean Energy Communities program include: 
flexible grant funding with no local cost share, free coordinator support, and recognition 
for your community’s leadership.  Right now, Matt and Rebecca are looking into the 
program to see what actions we may be able to pursue through the County, but we 
thought this might be of interest to you and your respective communities as well since 
municipalities can apply if they are interested.  Quite a few of our municipalities have 
this designation.  We wanted to give you the heads up and if you are interested in 
dispersing to your respective communities, please feel free to do so. 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  I’ll just add that this round is a little different than past rounds.  In the 
past I believe you needed to do four out of the ten projects to receive the grant funding.  
This year it is based on a point system.  I would encourage municipalities to reach out to 
Jonathon Mayr for more information, he is our regional coordinator for the program. 
 
John Penhollow:  I’d assume that there is return on investment for those specific 
projects mentioned.  Are we able to see those projections and see the actual returns 
when they are available?  Also, can you use this new funding for any of the County’s 
upcoming projects coming forward? 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  I will look into what information is being collected to see any returns 
on investment. 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  Are there local shares for these projects? 
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Departmental 
Highlights/ 
Updates 

Rebecca Wurster:  No, these don’t include a local share.  Some of the high impact action 
item projects need to be completed and those take some time and local funding, but 
once those points are earned you’re eligible for grant funds that do not require match 
funding. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Perhaps, as John was saying, we could look within the County itself and 
see where departments might have upcoming projects that could align with this. 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  Yes, internally we’ll be meeting with Brad Bentley and a few other 
department heads to see if they’re already doing these projects or if they’re looking to 
do them in the future. 

OLD BUSINESS 
Capital 
Projects 
Process - 
Forms 

Doug Bowen:  Melissa emailed out the schedule to everyone.  One of the main questions is if 
we’ll schedule to meetings for presentations. 
 
Melissa Keller:  Yes, we’ve discussed breaking up the presentations into two separate days.  
Right now, I’ve set the schedule to have these meetings a week apart.  I wasn’t sure if the 
Board would prefer it this way or would rather have it on back to back days. 
 
Jeff Gossett:  I like having the two meetings a week apart. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  We’ll want to get the dates and times fixed so that we can get the greatest 
attendance possible. 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  If it is two sessions, I would suggest scheduling them to be four hours 
each. 
 
Melissa Myers:  If it is going to be in person, I think it should be split into two days. 
 
John Penhollow:  I would agree with that and will make a motion for that. 
 
Dick Patton seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously. 
 
Melissa Keller:  I did want to also ask about when you’d like to do the ranking forms.  The 
feedback we received last year indicated that you liked having a week to complete the 
ranking forms.  Does the Board prefer completing the ranking form directly after the 
presentation of the project, or did you want to have more time to complete the forms? 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Personally, I’d like to do it right after the presentations.  That way it’s fresh. 
 
Doug Bowen:  I’d agree.  Will the ranking forms be electronic again? 
 
Melissa Keller:  Yes, I planned to do Google Forms as we’ve done in the past. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Okay, let’s move onto the adjustments to the form. 
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Capital 
Projects 
Process - 
Forms 

Melissa Keller:  We made quite a few changes to the forms this year.  On the ranking form 
itself, we added two additional items: timing/linkage and maintaining services.  Both were 
previous versions of the form in past years and we thought it would be helpful to add them 
back in.  I think these questions get at some of the concerns the Board has expressed.  The 
timing/linkage item would give some weight to projects that had previously been submitted 
to the Board.  The maintaining services item gives weight to items that need continual 
maintenance, such as a roof.  With the addition of these new items, we need to adjust the 
weight of the other items as well.  We also added an item related to the completeness of 
the project description so that that is factored into the calculation.  I’ve included what the 
previous weight of each question was and have tried to balance the new weights.  We’d like 
the Board to review the new items and new weights and let us know what they should be 
changed to. 
 
Rick Ketcham: I realize that not all projects will have financial impact but I think financing 
and operating budget impact are really important and should be higher. 
 
Courtney Curatolo:  I noticed that project description is at 3%.  We could make that 1% and 
add those points to the operating budget impact.  That questions has the biggest point 
different. 
 
Doug Bowen:  In the past we’ve had a difficult time getting all the information we need from 
departments on the projects.   
 
John Penhollow:  Is there a way we could get this feedback back to the departments?  That 
way they know what areas they need to improve on?  I think the 3% number is important 
because we have seen presentations lacking in the past. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  I think that’s a good point, how will they know if we don’t tell them?  I think 
if we can relay that somehow, that would be a benefit to them. 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  We could share the ranking forms with them. 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  Do department heads get to see these ranking forms?  If they see where 
they’re lacking they can improve on that in the future. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  We could just have comments section where we can enter our comments. 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  To my knowledge, the forms have not been shared in the past.  Melissa 
or Jenelle, do you have any other comments? 
 
Melissa Keller:  We have not shared the forms with them in the past.  Essentially the answer 
to the form are compiled into a spreadsheet where we do the calculations.  However, we do 
usually include a comment box for Board members to put in their comments.  We have 
received comments in the past relating to the lack of information, and when I see this I do 
include it in the final capital project report.  If the departments don’t review the report 
though, they wouldn’t see it.  We can make a more pointed and concerted effort to make 
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Capital 
Projects 
Process - 
Forms 

 sure that these comments are shared with the department heads. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Do we want to change the weight of any of the items on the ranking 
form?  I’m happy with the way it’s presented at the moment.  We can use it this year 
and see what the outcome is and make changes as needed. 
 
Jenelle Hansen:  I think it would be beneficial, as you’ve discussed, to give feedback on 
the forms and the presentations to the department heads. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Have department heads ever requested to see the completed ranking 
forms in the past? 
 
Melissa Keller:  Not that I know of.  I compile all of the responses for all of the projects 
into a singular spreadsheet.  If a department asked what their ranking was for an 
individual project, that would be easy to pull. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Could you add a page to the final report for each project with this 
information? 
 
Rick Ketcham:  You’re saying a summary page. 
 
Doug Bowen:  I’m thinking a summary page similar to the ranking form, that would 
include the responses from all of the Board members. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  I don’t know what that would entail administratively, but we should find 
a way to get them feedback somehow. 
 
Melissa Keller:  I’ll look into what that would take and see if there is a quick and efficient 
way we might be able to pull that together. 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  I don’t see the mechanics of how you put it together, but there 
must be a final number for each item ranked for each project – right? 
 
Melissa Keller:  Yes, it’s definitely in the spreadsheet.  It’s more of a matter of whether 
or not we can pull that from the spreadsheet easily or if we’d have to go in and do that 
manually. 
 
Doug Bowen:  That’s something for further discussion.  Getting back to the form, do I 
have a motion to approve the form as presented? 
 
The motion was made by Rick Ketcham, seconded by Jeff Gossett, and passed 
unanimously. 
  
Doug Bowen:  Great, any other form changes to discuss? 
 
Melissa Keller:  We’ve made a few changes to the request form that the departments 
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complete, in an effort to make it align with the Board’s ranking form better.  We took 
the category of each ranking item and indicated what questions were associated with 
the questions on the request form.  We hope that this will lead to clearer answers for 
the Board, and hope that this will make it explicitly clear to departments what 
information the Board is seeking.  We also made the question on safety similar to the 
mandate question, making it a yes, no, or maybe answer.  Before it was buried within 
another question, so this should help clarify this moving forward.  These were the main 
changes we made.  Kathleen and Jenelle, is there anything I’m missing? 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  No, but I’ll add that I think this provides a clearer way for 
departments to understand what they’re being judged on. 
 
The motion was made by Dick Patton to approve the changes to the request form, and 
seconded by Melissa Myers.  It was approved unanimously.  

Capital Projects 
Process - Training 

Melissa Keller:  We’re looking to do a hybrid Zoom/in-person training session for the 
department heads.  Currently, it looks like most will attend over Zoom.  The training will 
be this Thursday on March 4th from 2-4PM.  Last year we invited Board members to the 
training in the event they wanted to speak or answer any questions.  We wanted to 
again invite you if you have the time. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Melissa, go ahead and send the invite out and those who want to attend 
can let you know. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Would there be a fifteen minute window where we could speak? 
 
Kathleen Dennison:  I don’t think it will take the entire two hours.  If Board members 
would like to speak we can add a period at the beginning for you to speak.  I think that 
would be a good idea. 

OTHER 
Ripley Veteran’s 
Cemetery 

Doug Bowen:  I do have an additional item to add to the agenda.  I’m not sure how many 
of you remember, but in 2014 the County Planning Board was approached by Master 
Sargent Bob Mcintosh concerning the possible development of a veteran’s cemetery in 
the Town of Ripley.  In 2014 the Planning Board provided a letter of support for that 
endeavor.  Over the last few years, the process died down for this, but I recently 
received an email from the State and they are looking for a new location for a New York 
State Veteran’s Cemetery. Due to this, we are resurrecting the project.  I’d like to ask the 
Planning Board consider making a motion to support this project and provide a letter of 
support as they did in 2014.  I will make the motion.  Do I have a second? 
 
Rick Ketcham seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously. 
 
 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
 Chairman Bowen asked for a motion to adjournment the meeting.  Dick Patton made a 

motion to adjourn the meeting.  John Penhollow seconded the motion and it was 
approved unanimously. 
 
   

 


