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John Penhollow - Where would the overflow from the sedimentation pond go? Would it impact 
Sager Creek? 
 
Pantelis Panteli – Yes, it could if it overflowed. I have not seen that happen and we had the 
wettest spring on record this year. 
 
John Penhollow - Where do most of the complaints regarding odor come from? 
 
Pantelis Panteli - Most of the complaints regarding odor come from the area east of the landfill. 
In regards to erosion, our storm water or runoff is captured in a retention or detention pond and 
slowly released so it does not impact the surrounding waterways. 
 
On the tour the Board observed the gas collection system, the base of the new vertical expansion 
area, the eastern face of the active landfills cell and the capped areas of Phase I and III. The 
Board also toured Sager Creek at road crossings, Sager Road, Townline Road, Slide Joslyn Road 
and Towerville Road to get a sense of the landfills current visibility, road conditions and trash 
along the road. The Board also briefly toured the new methane generation plant. Supervisor 
Johnson and Councilman Cresanti from the Town of Ellery accompanied the Board on their tour. 

Board's Charge Chairman Bowen – I will reconvene the meeting and will accept a motion to remove the Town of 
Ellery referral from the November 21st meeting off the table. 
 

On a motion by Mike Rogers, with a second by John Hamels, the Board voted unanimously to 
take the Town of Ellery referral off the table. 
 

Chairman Bowen – Is there any discussion at this point before we move on to a potential motion? 
 

Mike Rogers - I have a couple of things. One of the things that Ted Bogden and I had talked 
about before reconvening was that we just wanted to have some more clarity on what we were 
actually voting on. Don sort of cleared some of that up for us. He talked about the options of 
approval of the moratorium as it is, or disapproval of the moratorium, or approval with 
modifications. 
 

Chairman Bowen - A disapproval could be with informal comments. You would disapprove of 
the referral, as it is presented to us, and then you could work on the informal comments that 
would go back to the community. The informal comments don't have to be set in stone right now. 
That's something we could work on through e-mail over the next week to finalize the informal 
comments.  
Don McCord - At the last Planning Board meeting many of the subjects that were raised are 
outside the parameters of what you might base your decision on. The Board certainly has the 



latitude to incorporate them in the form of informal comments if they chose. 
 
Mike Rogers - OK. So if we disapprove, by the way I live in the Town of Ellery and I would say 
this even if I wasn't in the Town of Ellery because I think we're all in the same community so it 
doesn't really matter. If we disapprove are we telling the Town that you can't do a moratorium, go 
in another direction? 
 
Don McCord – We're telling the Town that we recommend that you not move forward with the 
proposed moratorium. 
 
John Penhollow - Based on parameters and reasons, which we would provide if we disapprove. 
 
Chairman Bowen - Keep in mind our disapproval of the referral does not prevent the Town from 
having a moratorium. They can still move forward with the majority plus one vote. It doesn't 
prevent them from going through that process. 
 
Mike Rogers - I understand that. 
 
John Penhollow - I think our role would be to help facilitate communication between the Town 
and the County and provide a better avenue for communication going forward. From a personal 
point of view, over the years there's been a breakdown in communication between the parties. I'm 
not pointing fingers at any one party but it appears from hearing residents, taking tours, and being 
at the landfill on a daily basis, that is the case. I know these people have had these concerns for 
years and I have even smelled the odor myself. However, seeing what the County has done since 
2007 in terms of the gas collection system, expansions, involvement of the DEC, and the weekly, 
monthly and semi-annual inspections reports; it just appears to me that maybe the Town and this 
moratorium isn't that correct way to go. I believe we as a Planning Board could possibly be more 
involved if a few of us felt that way. Maybe we could get involved to create a forum to improve 
the communication between the parties. Possibly get some involvement from the residents from 
the town and some involvement from the Town Board going forward. We've seen today what the 
residents see on a daily basis; we've seen the truck traffic and the roads that they follow; and we 
also reviewed the streams where we heard the concern of erosion. With today's weather, and at 
this time of year, personally I don't smell the odor that much. However, at the end of the day the 
Town came to us with this referral but I believe we still don't know what the Town wants in 
terms of what Neil Robinson, the Town Attorney, presented to us in November. The information 
we received from him; personally I think it was too vague, too elementary. We just didn't have 
enough facts from them and I think the decision today is going to be based on facts that are true 
and what we have in hand. 
 
Arden Johnson - You all received an e-mail that I sent to Don yesterday. We took a survey of the 
townships in the state where there are County owned landfills in the town. As you can see by this 
letter several towns are getting a few dollars back because of the inconvenience that the County 
has placed on the town. We have that right here, no question about it. I don't think this is asking 
too much for a few dollars to offset some taxes for the people affected. If it is given to us, it will 
go to reduce the taxes and maybe we can help the people who have had to live here. This is self- 
explanatory, you can see that there are several counties paying towns and I think this is part of 
what were asking for. I met with several people in the county for years, many years, and all I get 
is "no." I was in Mayville just a year or year and a half ago asking and all we get is "no." You can 
put this in your notes that this is one of the things were after. 
 
 
 
George Spanos - I'm following up on what John said about not being clear about the demands 
from the Town and today the demands became a little more unclear to me because is the Town 



asking for a moratorium or are they asking for a fee? 
 
Chairman Bowen - The referral the Planning Board has before it has to do with Local Law # 1 
for 2011 for the Town of Ellery and it has to do with a twelve-month moratorium on construction 
and expansion of a landfill. That is the specific issue that we are looking at here to day. All these 
other issues that are brought up are contingency issues and our feelings towards answering these 
could go in our comment section after the decision is made.  OK? 
 
Right now the Planning Board is charged with acting on the referral as presented. Does 
everybody understand that? OK, I am prepared to make a motion. Does anybody have any 
comments prior to that? 
 
Mike Rogers - I have a couple of other things I'd like to talk about. In support of what John said 
in regards to our role in this as a Planning Board. I went back to what the role of the Planning 
Board was when it was established in 1959. I'll just read from what was put together by the 
Board of Supervisors on August 14, 1959. It says " The objectives of county planning are first the 
planning required to meet the problems facing county government and second the assistance by 
the Planning Board, and its staff, to the cities, villages and towns of the county by advising them 
and assisting them in achieving adequate local governmental units to deal with the problems of 
each of these municipalities."  
 
Personally I have no criticism of the way this landfill is operated. I think they're doing everything 
they are required to do. I'm not sure there doing everything they can do. I mean there satisfying 
the DEC but there's obviously some kind of problem because we wouldn't be here talking about it 
if there wasn't. So it's a good neighbor thing and in a good neighbor thing you try to do 
something to solve the problem. I'm not sure if paying a fee solves the problem but I think if 
there's an odor problem maybe we can go above and beyond what we're doing. I mean you get 
online and plug in landfill odor and there are hundreds of sites that you can go to and different 
solutions to odors so maybe we need to look at some of that.  
 
I think the Planning Board's role is to somehow, and this is what you're saying John, get the 
County and the Town together on this. I really thought when we met last time, and the Town 
made their presentation, I thought Neil Robinson laid it out. There was an odor problem and an 
erosion problem and the Town's feeling were "If you've got that now, and the landfill expanded, 
what's going to happen next." I think they're just looking for a period of time to get some kind of 
communication and dialogue. I think they want to be at the table when these expansions are 
discussed and I don't think it would take the year to do that. I wouldn't personally just say "hey" 
disapprove of this moratorium. Maybe the moratorium is the wrong way to approach it but I 
think as a Planning Board we have a role here to try and bring these two parties together. That's 
the idea. Also at that last meeting when the Town made their presentation they made it very clear 
there not going to stop this expansion. That's not what they're trying to do. They were pretty clear 
that they don't want to stop it. 
 
John Penhollow - We've heard from the County Attorney that they can't, so that was clear. Neil's 
presentation consisted of a letter from a resident who lives on Salisbury Road and comments 
about a prior Planning Department administration's response to erosion concerns. That's what 
was presented at that meeting and that's what we have to react to today unfortunately. I feel for 
these citizens who live around here because I do too and there's a human factor that may be were 
overlooking. 
 
 
 
Mike Rogers - Well the Town had a public hearing and at that public hearing there were a 
number of residents there that brought out all of these complaints. I think the minutes of that 



public hearing were sent to everybody. These people aren't lying, you know I don't think they're 
making this up, I mean it's a real issue. Whether it takes a year to solve it or not, I don't know. I 
think these guys that run the landfill are doing the best that they can. They're doing what they're 
required to do. These are tough conditions to work under up here and odors go with landfills. 
You go to any landfill you're probably going to have some odors. Maybe there's a way to prevent 
some of that odor, I'm not sure.  
 
Another thing that kind of bothered me at the last meeting was when it was thrown to the County. 
I sat there and thought "boy" this is great. The County Officials were there; Abdella, Spanos, and 
Greg Edwards. I was just hoping they would jump on that and say "OK, we're all in the same 
room together let's start to work this out." For some reason they didn't do that. They dug their 
heels in and I thought "oh no" this isn't good. Then they came to us and said if we don't go along, 
if we allow this moratorium to go, then it's totally against what we have in our County 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
There is one place in the Plan where the landfill is mentioned and that's in the actions section. 
This is the County's Action Plan. In reading into the County Action Plan, which is a bunch of 
specific smaller plans, it is stated "Working together is a key to solving our common problems 
and providing a stronger future for Chautauqua County and its citizens. This includes cooperation 
across jurisdictional boundaries of government, across public, private and not-for-profit 
organizations. Amongst representatives of government, business, labor, and the faith community 
and other interest groups and between citizens and government." All that's pretty clear! That's 
just saying we've got to work together! We're one County!  
 
When you go over to the actual specific actions the landfill is mention. I guess there's a total in 
that section of about fourteen different actions. There are four high priority ones and then there 
are ten not so high. Way down at the bottom of the not so high priorities it does say "Continue to 
implement the master plan for the expansion of existing county landfill." Then you go above that 
and it says "Create model local ordinances to protect the environment, air, water and other 
natural resources by placing controls on chemicals, emissions, nutrients and sediment runoff." So 
we're like a balancing act here. We got the comprehensive plan telling us to do one thing and 
another. I don't know what to do. 
 
Mark Geise - That shouldn't be interpreted as not high priority. You got the four high priorities 
and then the rest are high priority but they're not the top four. So it's not in order like this is.  
 
Chairman Bowen – They're all on that list but the two that you read are not mutually exclusive in 
my mind. You still have a landfill but you operate it accordingly to the other guidelines. 
 
Mike Rogers - Well I think the landfill needs to be expanded. OK, I only have one other issue 
and then I'll shut up. I've been trying to figure out what our role is in this. We are a County 
group.  We're officially a County group. We're actually voting on something that affects the 
County directly. I keep thinking, "Are we getting ourselves involved in a conflict of interest of 
some sort here?" "Are we doing what's proper?" I feel uncomfortable with it. Not because I live 
in the Town of Ellery but because I'm on the County Planning Board and making a decision that 
affects the County directly.  It makes me uncomfortable. 
 
John Penhollow - I think a way around that is we respond to the referral on the moratorium and 
then we respond with strong informal recommendations and suggestions to the Town and 
County. I wish that at the meeting that the Town of Ellery would have presented us with more 
factual information to support the moratorium request. I understand the public hearings and the 
irate residents. I know them all and I've had some of their concerns over the years. However, we 
have to respond as a Planning Board to the referral presented as a moratorium. I think we respond 
to that and then we make the informal suggestions and recommendations to both parties. We 



become that balancing act.  
 
I volunteered myself to be involved because I'm involved with both the County and the Town of 
Ellery from a business point of view. I'm not sure what to do either but at the end of the day I feel 
we all have an obligation to try and balance the situation out. The County is following all the 
rules and regulations. The guys and gals here care about what they do and it affects them as well. 
This is an asset to our County. Thank goodness we have this right now in our current situation. 
However, at the end of the day we have to be cognizant and aware of these residents that are 
living right here close to the landfill. How do we balance that out and give them the support that 
they need. That good neighbor policy comes to my mind. It's happened to me in personal 
situations. Here we are with the County and the Town both sitting over there listening. That's our 
role to help them open that line of communication. These residents have become entrenched over 
the years because they feel they haven't been heard. They feel they haven't been heard and the 
County says "Well, we have explained to them. We've invited them to meetings and sent them 
meeting minutes." Well, unfortunately when you're in the leadership role sometimes we need to 
step out of that and go down different avenues. There's a lot of talent on this Planning Board, a 
lot of different backgrounds, and I think we can offer some help. At the end of the day we have to 
respond to the referral and the request for a moratorium. Can we recommend another avenue that 
the Town takes?  I think we can but I don't know quite what it is.  
 
Ted Bogden - I concur with what these two gentlemen are saying. I think that the county has to 
make a reasonable effort to cure these ills. We know what they are and maybe there's a new one 
on the table with the financial aspect. I do have a question though. I've been through it a couple 
of times. State law has a process called SEQRA. For new development I believe the landfill has 
to go through the State SEQRA process. So my question is "Does the Town of Ellery get invited 
to comment during SEQRA?" 
 
George Spanos - Yes. 
 
Ted Bogden - So there's an opportunity for the Town to lay their cards on the table and get their 
position known. 
 
John Penhollow - Who would be the lead agency? 
 
Chairman Bowen - The DEC. 
 
Chairman Bowen - I've had some sleepless nights on this issue and in my mind it boiled down to 
two choices: approved with modifications or disapprove with some strong informal comments. 
Where is the compromise between those two areas?  I keep coming back to what the Planning 
Board is charged with. What is our charged in the referral process?  We look at the issues. One of 
the first things is: "Does it have inter-community or countywide impacts?" At the last meeting we 
agreed that it does. With that, along with other reasons, I am going to make a motion on the floor 
that we can discuss further during the discussion phase of the motion. I make the motion that we 
disapprove the referral as submitted and my reasons are: 1) It goes against the statement in the 
County Comprehensive Plan; 2) the fact that the moratorium does have countywide in inter-
municipal impacts; and 3) the lack of documented clear evidence that was presented by the Town 
with the referral to the County Planning Board. Do I have a second on that motion? 
 
Maureen Morabito - I'll second that. 
 
 
 
Chairman Bowen - The motion has been made and seconded. Now we can have further 
discussion.  



 
I mentioned "Where does the compromise come in?" and I think this is where the compromise 
comes in. We have some strong informal statements they go along with the disapproval. Those 
informal statements would go back to the Town and also be reviewed by the County Officials. 
We could make recommendations on how to proceed. Those informal comments do not have to 
be set in stone tonight. We can review those as a Planning Board through email throughout the 
week to get things finalized as far as how we want to say them. We can discuss some of those 
informal comments now if you like just to get our rough draft out. 
 
John Hamels - Well these guys kind of came up with a couple of informal suggestions; a form 
getting people together; and the SEQRA process. Those are some ideas to get people involved. 
 
John Penhollow - I can only imagine there has to be great interest from the Town of Ellery 
residents, and a representative from the Town Board, to be intimately involved much more than 
they have been in the past. For whatever reason that hasn't happened for the last ten to fifteen 
years. We've heard the comment from the Town and from the County. We have that obligation as 
the Planning Board to be more involved and to help that at the end of the day. That's just what it 
comes down to.  
 
We've seen the documentation from the County. It's unreal! The permitting process, the years of 
engineering, the geologist, the attorneys; volumes and volumes of data is coming into place. 
We've seen where the runoff comes off the landfill; we've seen the views that these people see 
every day; and we've traveled the roads that they have. As the people that have had the most open 
communication with the County and the Town officials, I would recommend we ask them to get 
involved. We may have to be the referees for part of this process because these people are so 
entrenched in their beliefs. 
 
Chairman Bowen - My motion does not diminish these people's concerns. 
 
John Penhollow - I think that's a point that is important for the Town to understand. We do feel 
for these residents. Unfortunately, at the end of the day there is no obligation from either party to 
follow our recommendations. However, as a human being on this Planning Board I feel adamant 
that we need to hold both of them responsible to at least start out and have that open dialog and 
have involvement; not only from the Town Board but with a few residents from the Town. 
 
Chairman Bowen - I looked at the Environmental Conservation Laws and they consider, and are 
based on, the health, safety, and welfare of the residents.  The health and safety aspects are 
covered pretty clearly through the regulations. The welfare portion, or the third leg, in my mind 
covers the local impacts that are not specifically a health hazard. They are the impacts that are the 
annoyances; the items that cause a dislike of the situation. They are whatever issues that come 
along with the existence of the landfill directly adjacent to those residences. I mean those are the 
areas that I feel can be addressed. Maybe the Planning Board would be the forum to move 
forward with these concerns. We were looking at our work agenda for next year, maybe we just 
found it. 
 
Any further discussion? Again the informal comments can be developed further by email. 
 
John Penhollow - Do we bring forward what we're hearing tonight from the Town regarding what 
I believe would be a host fee? I mean if we go back to the first meeting we had on this issue; if 
we would have known at that time we could have done more work; and more investigation into 
what happens in other county landfills that are within a township. 
 
Chairman Bowen - Those are things we can research moving forward. 
 



Mike Rogers - I'd like to see us put some sort of a time frame on this, deadlines always mean 
something. If we just give them recommendations, we may be sitting here a year from now and 
this stuff may be going on again. In the real world you could say "Let's take six months and get 
this straightened out." "If there hasn't been any progress made in that six months, then come back 
with that moratorium and we'll talk about it may be doing something a little more drastic." I think 
that in six months you ought to be able to come together with at least an advisory board or 
something. You may not get rid of the odors in six months but at least you can have some kind of 
a timeline so this doesn't keep going on and on. I think you've got to put the pressure on 
everybody, including ourselves, to get something done here. I hate to think we're going to be 
sitting here a year from now and talking about the same thing. The odor is going to be there and 
we haven't accomplished anything. 
 

John Hamels - One of the things I would like to see, and I can't even speak to this so I'm going to 
talk into the air right now, is to take an issue like the erosion issue. I'm hearing there are erosion 
issues and I'm hearing it can't be the landfill because we have all these diversion systems and this 
and that. Well, somebody has to come in and study this and give us more information or maybe a 
recommendation. If people are saying this is an issue, we need to encourage you all, you people 
over there are sitting down to hire somebody and spend a couple of bucks and figure out where 
the erosion is coming from. If it's not the landfill, fine. If it is the landfill, we need to fix it. We 
all know that there are people who come to our meetings and get an idea in their heads that it's 
got to be that landfill.  They get ten people to believe that then they come to your meetings and 
everybody says it's the landfill after ten years. It's like an urban myth. Well, I don't know that, 
and I don't know if everybody in the room knows that one way or another. So it's going back to 
what John was saying. I think there needs to be good information and it's studied and brought to 
this forum. You say alright we got this expert who came in here and said the odor is coming from 
this quadrant of the landfill and on certain days when the wind is in a certain way there is a 
problem and here is what I recommend. Another expert comes in and says this is where the 
erosion is coming from and here are my recommendations County you do this. Town can you do 
that? Can we split the cost? Instead, we got the defense over here, and the offense over there, and 
we're in the middle watching this whole game going on between them and no one moving. I think 
what you said is "Can we be the ones who say alright we need to bring people together?" Calmly, 
and not pointing any fingers, but we have to be sensitive to the residents who say there is an 
issue. Well, maybe the issue is not the landfill and maybe we can help discover what that is. 
Maybe it is the landfill and we can discover what the problem is there.  
 

John Penhollow - The data to the County has is unbelievable. We all saw the years of weekly, 
monthly, semi-annual inspections; volumes of data and information. The gas system and the 
methane gas system that was put in; the amount of engineering time and engineering dollars and 
the money that's been spent. It's all there but a resident down on Towerville Road is going to say 
"I don't know what that engineering report says and it still smells to me." Well, they have made 
significant improvements here in that aspect. Are we going to be able to stop it 100%?  No. But 
that resident needs to sit down and have a calm conversation and work through those things. I 
don't know what more you can do but that person down the street, he doesn't feel that he's been 
part of that. Is one resident? Is it ten? Is it 25? I don't know. 
 
John Hamels - Is it one day a week out of the year or is it every other day?  All that sort of thing. 
 
Chairman Bowen – I made the motion to disapprove the local law for the moratorium on an 
expansion and development of the landfill. Specifically that's what was before us. I listed are 
three reasons why we should disapprove the moratorium. We will have to follow up with 
informal comments, which will also go to the Town. In those informal comments we will state 
these peripheral things important to the issue that may not directly related to the moratorium but 
they relate directly to the situation at hand. 
Mike Rogers - OK, but you'd be unwilling to put a timeframe in to get these groups together. Six 
months or what ever. 



 
John Penhollow - The town residents in the Town, they need a vehicle. They've been invited to 
every meeting; they've seen reports. However, there are two sides to this and we need to be that 
vehicle to get them back together. 
 
Mike Rogers - I'd like to see some kind of timeframe in the motion myself. 
 
Chairman Bowen - We can try and figure that out. 
 
Mike Rogers - I won't vote for it the way it is. 
 
Chairman Bowen - Do you want to have a specific timeframe right now before you vote?  Is that 
which are asking for? 
 
Mike Rogers - That's what I want. 
 
John Penhollow - The time frame related to our recommendations for the moratorium because the 
Town has other avenues. 
 
Mike Rogers - The town can do the moratorium. We can't stop it. 
 
John Penhollow - You're right, but we know right now that the moratorium can't stop the 
expansion of the landfill. We don't want this to continue to be negative. 
 
Mike Rogers - But they're not trying to stop the expansion. 
 
John Penhollow – No they're not, but they need to have a vehicle to use to have their voices 
heard. That's what they need at the end of the day. Now we heard from the town the things 
they're looking for is a host fee. We don't know what the impact would be on the County. 
 
Mike Rodgers - This is the first we've heard of that being brought up. 
 
John Penhollow - Do we have any authority, other than making recommendations on the referral, 
if we do put a timeframe in there that we want to see a formation of a committee? 
 
Don McCord - The situation that you have before you as a Board is that you have three choices. 
This is the difficulty with the motion on the floor that was made based on the Planning Board's 
role. You have disapproval, which is just flat out disapproval without any conditions and that 
would preclude you from adding something such as a timeframe. The next option would be 
approved well with modifications. What might those modifications be? A modification might be 
a shorter timeframe for the moratorium but it still approves the moratorium, which then has the 
potential for countywide impacts if you delay the landfills timeline too much. The final choice is 
the approval. So I guess I completely agree with what you're saying but as a planning board we 
have very limited authority in the form of a recommending body. About the best we can hope for 
is that there are County officials and there are Town officials in the audience right now. I think 
many people at the table today have made sincere very strong points about what they believe and 
they all echo each other. So I think the best we can hope for Mike, if we don't approve with 
modifications, is to disapprove and then forward informal comments with language that indicates 
that they are strong recommendations, that this board has strong beliefs that this should happen. 
After all, you are the County Planning Board and very many policymakers look to you for 
guidance. As part of that I would incorporate in your comments that you strongly believe there 
needs to be a timeframe developed that's like a six month timeframe. That would be within the 
parameters of the Board's role. I'm not trying to encourage you to approve or disapprove.  I'm just 
saying that's the layout of your options. 



 
John Penhollow - What are some of the comments from some of the other board members? 
 
Jeff Gossett - I talked to both Doug and Don and I'm going to have to step back from this whole 
thing because of my prior engagement at the landfill as a subcontractor. I also have several 
contracts open with the County itself. So after discussion with Doug and Don they decided that I 
should step back. I have a lot of thoughts but unfortunately I'm going to have to recuse myself. 
 
Garrett Brooks - It is frustrating we are a recommending body and we do not have legislative 
powers. I just hope that if we do disapprove that the County does the right thing and follows 
through with our recommendations. 
 
Chairman Bowen - I'm not making light of these concerns with my motion. I'm purely looking at 
the charge of the County Planning Board with dealing with the referral, the specific referral that's 
before us. I mean that's what we have to keep in mind. The other peripheral information that's 
come before us is important; don't get me wrong. I'm not making light of those issues. Any other 
comments? Don will you do a roll call vote? 
 
John Penhollow - I have to disapprove. However, the Town and the residents need a vehicle to 
have their voices heard and feel like they're concerns have been reacted upon. We need positive 
outcomes coming forward. Not to take away anything from any of the landfill employees and the 
way the County runs this operation. However, that's just the way it is. Town residents feel like 
they haven't been heard and it's my obligation to help create that vehicle. I can only hope that it 
will go forward positively because this could end up getting very ugly. You know the Town has 
the potential to vote for it with a majority plus one. Let's just hope it doesn't go that far. I feel 
that's where we have to step in and be very vocal with the Town and the County to prevent this 
thing from going any further than what it is. I believe from the discussions I've had with the 
Town Board members that they have had enough and this was their mechanism for getting their 
voice heard, and this is what this is come to. I respect that. We have to take our blinders off a 
little bit and be open to that. But I do have to vote to disapprove based only on the information 
that was presented to us on the referral at the last Planning Board meeting and with strong 
recommendations going forward that some of us, or one of us, is more involved with the County 
and the Town going forward on expansions and their concerns. We need to develop that because 
I don't think we can do it right now but we need to develop that and we need to do that in a fair 
amount of time so it can be given to the Town and the Town will know we didn't take this lightly. 
 

Mike Rogers - I like to see more in there. I'd like to see a deadline. 
 

Chairman Bowen - Informal comments have got to be completed no later than two days prior to 
calories next meeting which is January 9. 
 

Mike Rogers - I just have that gut feeling that if you don't put a deadline on something it won't 
happen. Something like you can have this moratorium for six months and in those six months.  
there better be some progress made and getting the parties together. 
 
John Hamels - Mike, you are the email that to the powers to be, I'll back you on it. 
 
Mike Rogers - If not, it's all for naught. So based on that, I'll vote no. 
 
Maureen Morabito - I vote to disapprove. I seconded the motion for disapproval and I will stand 
by that. I think that conversations that took place at the table between the County Planning 
Board, the Town, and County government. I think they should still continue but without the 
moratorium. 
Jeffrey Gossett - I abstain. 
 



Ted Bogden - I vote to disapprove. 
 
John Hamels - I go to disapprove. 
 
Chairman Bowen - I vote to disapprove. 
 
Garrett Brooks - I vote to disapprove. 
 
Chairman Bowen - There are six votes to disapprove so the motion carries. Thank you 
everybody. We will have our organizational meeting on January 10th in Mayville at 4:00. 

Next Meeting The meeting adjourned at 6:00 PM. The next regularly scheduled meeting will be on January 
10th, 2012 at the Gerace Office Building from 4:00 to 6:00 PM. 
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