
CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
200 Harrison St., Suite 300, Jamestown, NY 14701 

 
October 6th, 2015 

 
PRESENT: Chairman Doug Bowen, Bruno Bruni, Ted Bogdan, John Frey, Jeff Gossett, Vice Chairman Dr. John Hamels, 
Jon Ortendahl, Richard Patton, and John Penhollow. 
 
ABSENT: Bernie Auer, Maureen Morabito, Kitty Crow, and George Spanos. 
  
OTHERS: Patrick Gooch (County Planning), Bill Tucker (Manager of Chautauqua County Airports) 
MINUTES Chairman Bowen welcomed everyone and asked for a motion to approve the September 

Minutes. Vice Chairman Dr. Hamels motioned to approve the minutes and was seconded by Mr. 
Patton. Upon a vote called for by Chairman Bowen, the Board unanimously adopted the 
minutes.  

CORRESP. Chairman Bowen asked if the Board had received any correspondence.  
Mr. Gooch stated that the only correspondence was from Southern Tier West for the Fall 
Planning and Zoning Conference.   

PRIVILEGE OF 
FLOOR 

None 

Old Business – 
Update on 
Kiantone Referral 

Chairman Bowen informed the Board that Mr. Gooch has an update on the Kiantone 
telecommunications tower referral heard last month. Mr. Gooch briefly provided background 
on the referral, stating that the tower was controversial, with several nearby residents writing 
letters to this Board stating their opposition. This Board’s review indicated that the location 
may not have been the best location for the tower, but it was a matter of local concern. I have 
been informed that the applicant is working with the town to find a location that is more 
suitable to all parties. I will keep the Board informed of other developments. 

New Business –  
Chautauqua 
County Airports  

Chairman Bowen stated that Bill Tucker, Manager of the Chautauqua County Airports, is here to 
give a presentation on safety issues related to the airspace around the airports. Mr. Tucker 
thanked the Board for affording him this opportunity. Mr. Tucker stated that he has spent a 
great deal of time over his first year working on zoning and height restriction issues. I have 
worked with Pat on several of these issues, and we both agree that the Board should be aware 
of the restrictions and the issues that have come up. Mr. Tucker provided a brief background 
regarding the airports, stating that the airports are a significant presence in this county; they 
total 1,238 acres, 32 road miles, 20 buildings, and 5 full time maintenance personnel. Also, we a 
study of the airports is currently ongoing, and some draft figures show that the airports create 
105 jobs from direct employment and $2.63 million in capital spending annually. 
As the airport manager I worry about many things, but safety and compliance with FAA 
requirements are at the top of the list. Both airports are federally obligated airports because 
they are included in the National Plan of integrated Airport Systems, and they are recipients of 
capital improvement funds from FAA grants. These funds help maintain, weather, lighting, 
approach, safety and other systems that allow us to safety operate a modern airport. 
Acceptance of these funds includes a long list of grant assurances that we must agree to, 
including grant assurance number 2. Grant assurance 21 relates to compatible land use. In other 
words, we must take appropriate action, including the adoption of zoning laws that ensure uses 
surrounding the airport are compatible with normal air craft operations. The main issue for the 
airport is that we need to ensure that physical structures within a certain range of each airport 
do not exceed certain heights; otherwise they could be a flight hazard or considered a 
navigational obstruction.  This is one of the reasons the airports take up 1,238 acres.  By 
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mandate we keep land surrounding the airports clear. Additionally, we trim trees to a certain 
height within a certain distance of the airport. This in, itself, is a task we can barely keep up on.  
We mitigate or eliminate any obstacles to aircraft on land that we control.  The FAA expects us 
to do the same on land that is adjacent to the airports. In New York, that means we need to 
work with the municipalities within certain proximity. That is why I am here. I have prepared a 
letter that identifies the need to ensure that structures within certain proximity of the airports 
are not constructed.  
The basic synopsis is that there is a 100:1 ratio for the runways.  This is identified in the map 
currently on display. Any structure of above average height that is constructed within six miles 
of the airport needs to be scrutinized closely and may need to be cleared by the FAA.  Those 
looking to construct a tower or other tall structure can request an FAA aeronautical study that 
will determine the impact and or risk.  However, they do not control local zoning.  A town can 
still allow something to be built that is a flight hazard.   
As we need the towns to work with us to ensure safety and success of the airports I am 
requesting that this board review a letter that identifies this issue and if agreeable, vote to send 
the letter out to the towns within six-miles of the airports.  Any questions?   
Mr. Patton – You stated that even if a structure is deemed a hazard by the FAA the town can 
still allow that structure to be built.  What happens, or what effect on the airport would that 
have? 
Mr. Tucker – Worst case scenario, it could potentially shut the affected airport down or at the 
very least shut down certain runways.  I’ll add that we have roughly perpendicular runways 
because during certain wind conditions, you can only use certain runways.  If this happened we 
could lose paying tenants.  But, more likely the flight minimum would be raised.  If the flight 
minimum is allowed to rise, eventually certain aircraft classes will not be able to use the airport. 
Mr. Gossett – Does this apply only to the approach surfaces, the area within the trapezoidal 
area? 
Mr. Tucker – The trapezoid represents the approach and landing area, which has the most 
stringent restrictions.  But everything within six miles may be affected, with areas closer to the 
center of the airport having greater height restrictions.  
Mr. Frey – Are there any current exceptions or towers that exceed the minimums?   
Mr. Tucker – What we have currently is existing instrument minimums that are published.  In 
the past, structures have gone up that have caused the operating minimums at the airport to be 
raised. This becomes an issue due to weather and aircraft abilities. As minimums rise, the 
percentage of days that aircraft can land goes down. This is even more of a factor in the 
Snowbelt region of WNY, as we have low clouds more often than many other facilities. 
Mr. Penhollow – Do we have those concerns?   
Mr. Tucker – Yes, we have concerns about towers and structures that are going up.  There are 
roughly a dozen requests for towers and structures near the airport that could affect the flight 
minimums.   
Mr. Patton – So what is the simple solution? 
Mr. Tucker – The simple solution is to work with the local townships to ensure that they are 
aware of the issue. And that they are included in the process when requests for structures come 
in. 
Mr. Bowen motioned to send out a copy of the letter to the communities that surround the 
airport and Mr. Bogdan seconded the motion. The Board unanimously voted in favor of the 
motion. 

Wind Tower 
Projects and the 
County Planning 
Board’s Role 

Mr. Gooch presented a PowerPoint regarding several wind power projects in Chautauqua 
County that are currently in the permitting process or may restart the permitting process. These 
include the Arkwright Summit Wind Farm, the Ball Hill Windpark, and the Cassadaga Wind 
Project. A brief description of each follows: 

2 
 



• Arkwright Summit Wind Farm (2008): 
o Towns of Arkwright and Pomfret 
o 47 wind turbines  
o Up to 79.9 megawatts (MW) 
o Construction expected to last 2 years 
o We are expecting updated information before this project moves forward 

• Ball Hill Windpark (2008): 
o Towns of Villenova and Hanover 
o 60 wind turbines  
o Up to 100 megawatts (MW)  
o Approximately 16 miles of access roads 
o 23.8 miles of underground transmission lines and 174 ft. of overhead lines 
o Recent press regarding NYSERDA funding award 

• Cassadaga Wind Project (2015): 
o Towns of Charlotte, Cherry Creek, Arkwright, and Stockton 
o Up to 62 wind turbines  
o Up to 126 megawatts (MW)  
o Approximately 19 miles of access roads 
o Approximately 5.5 miles of transmission lines 
o Article 10 Preliminary Scoping Plan Submitted Sept 2015. 

An outline of the PowerPoint is available here. 
 
The Arkwright Wind Farm (2008) needs local permits and variance approval.  As such, it is our 
understanding that a referral will be sent to the County in the near future. The Ball Hill Wind 
Park (2008) is less clear, but likely requires local permits and variance approval. The Cassadaga 
Wind Project will not come before this Board. It is a newer project and falls under NYS Article 10 
of the Public Service Law, which lays out a process for approval, with local public input, but 
bypasses the traditional approval process. This will also be the case for any future wind projects 
over 25 MW.  

ZONING 
REFERRAL LOG  

Mr. Bowen directed the Board to the September Zoning Referral Log. Mr. Frey motioned to 
approve the zoning referral log as presented and Mr. Patton seconded the motion.  The motion 
was put to a vote with the Board unanimously voting to approve the log.   

ADJOURNMENT Chairman Bowen asked for a motion to adjourn.  Mr. Penhollow offered the motion to adjourn, 
which was seconded by Mr. Bruni. Meeting adjourned.   
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