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CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
Chautauqua County IDA Offices, Jamestown, N.Y. 

 

Tuesday February 3rd, 2015 
 

PRESENT:  Bernie Auer, Chairman Doug Bowen, Bruno Bruni, John Frey, Jeff Gossett, John Hamels, Jon 
Ortendahl, and Maureen Morabito. 
 
ABSENT: Ted Bogdan, Richard Patton, and John Penhollow. 
   

OTHERS: Don McCord and Patrick Gooch (Planning) 
MINUTES Jon Ortendahl – Motioned to approve January minutes, seconded by Jeff Gossett, and the motion 

was unanimously approved by the Chautauqua County Planning Board (Board).   
CORRESP. None 
PRIVILEGE 
OF FLOOR 

None 

NEW 
BUSINESS: 
 
Introduction of 
Pat Gooch – 
New Junior 
Planner and 
Planning Board 
Liaison.   

Chairman Bowen – I’d like to introduce the Board to Pat Gooch.  He is the new Junior Planner in 
the Chautauqua County Department of Planning and Economic Development and will be our 
Liaison. I’ll let him say a little bit about himself.   
 
Pat Gooch - As Chairman Bowen said, I’m the new junior planner working under Don and I will 
be transitioning into the Board liaison role.  Don is working to get me up to speed and to ensure 
that the transition goes smoothly. I have both a planning and law degree from the University at 
Buffalo and I am a licensed attorney in New York State. However, planning is my passion and I 
look forward to working with Don, Mark, and Dave. They have accomplished some good work 
in the past and I want to help them carry that momentum forward. My wife works at Fredonia, so 
we currently live in Dunkirk, but we hope to establish some more permanent roots somewhere in 
the County. I look forward to working with all of you and I know I will learn a lot from everyone 
here.  

Report of the 
Capital Projects 
Review Process 
Subcommittee.   
 

John Frey – The subcommittee met in Bemus Point to discuss the capital projects requests 
Process (capital projects). The goals of the review include creating a better process for 
department heads, with emphasis on complete and necessary information and making sure that 
there is sufficient justification for each request. We have five recommendations. 

1. We recommend that a complete package of capital projects request forms be received by 
the Planning Department one week prior to the full committee’s presentation date by the 
Department Heads of the County.   

2. In order to more accurately convey our intentions, we recommend that the full board split 
the project recommendations into three parts, all of which are prioritized: 

a. Those projects recommended with funding (historically $700k to 800k).  
b. Those projects not recommended due to lack of funding.  
c. Those projects not recommended.   

3. We recommend that the Chairman of the County Planning Board lead the presentation of 
recommended capital projects to the County Executive, the legislative representative and 
other interested parties in the August Review session.   

4. We recommend that the full board, at its daylong review session in May, rejects and 
refuses to entertain those project requests, which are incomplete, inaccurate, vague, or 
simply need more information in order to make a responsible judgment.  A follow-up 
meeting would be tentatively scheduled for a week later in order to entertain those 
corrected and completed requests.  This action would be respectfully taken only after 
communication and support of the County Executive and the communication to the 
department heads.   

5. We recommend the County investigate the hiring of an individual who fulfill many of the 
architectural, engineering, and design functions associated with and a part of many 
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proposed capital projects.  The County spends a great deal of money paying for these 
services; it may be possible to save money by having a County employee do this work.   

 
John Frey – Do we know if the chairman could lead the presentation?  Or is that something that 
is controlled by the County Charter?  
 
Don McCord –Who presents at the meeting, is up to the County Executive, it is not controlled by 
the County Charter. Anyone could present.  In the past, the meetings were led by the planning 
liaison or the chair of the planning board.  
 
Chairman Bowen – Let’s keep in mind that the Board is charged with providing 
recommendations to the County Executive, but ultimately it is the County Executive’s 
prerogative to decide which projects to include in his budget. I think it is imperative that we 
continue to use the capital projects recommendation report as the place to maintain our comments 
in writing.  Having a member of this Board present at the August review session is a good forum 
to fill in any blanks or answer questions that may not be addressed in our written comments.  Our 
written comments help the County Executive and the department heads understand why a project 
was not recommended. Another point I want to remind the Board of is that as we ask for more 
background information from the departments, that we don’t unintentionally insult anyone or any 
department in the process. We need to make it clear that we are requesting information to better 
serve the county and to satisfy one goal; to use limited County resources in the best possible 
measure as we move forward. One of the reasons we want the projects in advance is so we can 
review them and submit questions, if needed, to the department heads before their presentation. 
This should make it easier for the department heads to address our questions, which in turn 
would make it easier for us to score the projects.   
 
John Hamels – Just throwing it out there, but would knowing the capital projects budget in 
advance be important?  Does it make sense to know that? 
 
Chairman Bowen – In ranking the projects? 
 
John Hamels – Yes, would it make a difference in ranking? I ask because we agonize over 
projects that are $5,000.  We may make three recommendations, but in the review meetings they 
pull a project out of the capital project budget because they bond it or find money elsewhere. So 
it’d be nice to not agonize, but at the same time, does it really matter since we don’t have control 
over how they fund our recommendations.  So worrying about the money may not make sense, 
and we should just prioritize based on the quality of the projects.    
 
Don McCord– A lot depends on the challenges we face. Specifically, the presentations are 
sometimes lacking information that we need in order to fully support a project. Sometimes we 
have requests that could swallow the entire capital projects budget, but could be so important that 
we recommend only funding that project. However, we often do not get enough information in 
the presentation to feel fully comfortable with that recommendation. So I think that the priority 
should not be on the budget at first. Maybe, after the initial priority we look at the budget and see 
if it affects our prioritization.   
 
John Hamels – The first prioritization could be blind and we could know for the final 
submissions to see how it all fits.  It is just tough because we do all this work to figure out the 
priorities and then they take things out, or find money elsewhere – it is frustrating when that 
happens.  Jeff, I know we have discussed this before, what do you think? 
 
Jeff Gossett – In recent years, we thought we had a budget number, but we found out after our 
deliberations that it was much lower.  It just felt like we wasted so much time and energy only to 
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find out that a good portion of the projects we recommended couldn’t be accomplished with the 
budget.   
 
John Hamels – I am frustrated because sometimes we look at the cost of the project as the 
determining factor, because we do not have enough information otherwise.  Additionally, we find 
out that there is a pot of money that we don’t know about, so some of these projects don’t get 
funded through the capital projects process.   
 
Don McCord – Sometimes the source of funds is not included in the presentation.   A good 
example happened this past year with the CARTS Bus. We were presented with a request to get 
an extra CARTS bus. We as a Board were uncertain if we wanted to recommend the extra 
CARTS bus.  But what they failed to mention in the presentation was that the CARTS bus was 
going to be funded through an insurance settlement from an accident.  So really, the request was 
not a capital projects request – so it was an easy project to approve if we had all the facts. 
 
Chairman Bowen – Something that would make it easier for me is breaking the capital projects 
into two categories, new projects and maintenance projects. When you make a new capital 
projects request, you should also be budgeting for maintenance in all new facility or equipment 
requests. Capital assets need to be maintained, so they should plan for it in the initial request.  
Otherwise, we have to sit here and say, what gets fixed this year and what doesn’t.  I don’t think 
it’s fair to the departments that we need to decide if their equipment is going to be fixed or not. 
There should be a reserve account where these departments are setting aside money yearly for 
ongoing maintenance for foreseeable repairs and purchases. We know that trucks will need to be 
replaced, that roofs need to be replaced. A good example of what I am advocating for is the 
Sheriff’s Department, they have a designated account where they put money aside yearly so that 
when they need to replace a police interceptor car, they have the funds to do so without a huge hit 
to the budget.  I think the highway department or other departments should follow this model.    
 
Don McCord – I’m pretty sure we made that recommendation in the past. 
 
Chairman Bowen – I believe so as well, but I’m not sure where it went. I’m not sure we are on 
topic anymore, but it seems like we get capital requests for assets and there is no plan to maintain 
those very same assets. That is an important element missing from capital project requests that 
we see. 
 
John Hamels – I think it is on topic and important because, our ranking criteria includes the effect 
on their operating budget. How does that fit in John?  
 
John Frey – We looked at operating budget and what does it really mean.  Something that we 
want to do as a Board is to review the ranking form and better understand the scoring categories.   
As the administrators of the form we need to have a thorough understanding of each category and 
how we will score the projects. And correct me if I’m wrong, Don, but didn’t you originally 
design this form? 
 
Don McCord – Right, we put it together a few years ago to help the Board out. It’s a four page 
form, for one year projects. As part of the package, there is a return on investment section. It’d be 
quite easy for Board members to fill out the effect on operating budget question if the return on 
investment (ROI) section is filled out.  But I’d say that that almost 70% of capital project 
requests fail to fill out the ROI section. And it is something that could be calculated out in most 
cases, some requests it is not possible to identify a return.  But there are many that could be 
calculated and aren’t . . .  
 
John Hamels – An ROI could be calculated for air conditioning or updating a heating unit, 
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because these things are more efficient and you would see an instant cost savings that could be 
the ROI.   
 
Don McCord – Exactly. Getting back to the form, the form is really just a measuring tool 
designed to be comprehensive. You do not have to focus on all categories, or score well in all 
categories to score highly. Sometimes a ROI can’t be calculated, but it will not hurt the project.  
It would just fail to get positive points.  Other categories could make up the difference. Ideally, 
by looking at it in a comprehensive manner, it balances out. Based on our experience using it, I 
think this is the case. Really, we only moved 8 out of 45 projects. So the form works, even 
though it isn’t a perfect tool. I think the form can and should be changed as we see fit.  But I 
think that there needs to be clarification on the ROI section. Improving the instructions or 
creating a guidance document, with examples, that better instructs the department heads on 
filling out the capital projects request forms, might lead to better results. 
 
Jeff Gossett – John, correct me if I’m wrong but you struggle on the effect on operating budget 
category like I do.   
 
John Hamels – Yes, 90% of the time we do not have the information to answer this question.   
 
Jeff Gossett – I think it is a struggling point for me, and I think that the presenters need to fill in 
these blanks by including it in their presentation and making sure that they think about it.  They 
need to think about how this request affects the budget, 1 year, 2 years, and 5 years down the 
road.   
 
Don McCord – The subcommittee thinks that the weight of this category should be higher.  So 
we will work on that.   
 
John Hamels – I think we struggle with it, because it is not presented to us.  It’s a lack of 
information that makes it hard to address this category confidently.  I think raising the weight 
could force them to think about it. They will know how important it is to us. 
 
John Frey – Let’s move back to the recommendations. Number five is that the board would reject 
to hear requests that lack information on that night. We would, respectfully, tell departments why 
it was rejected and we would schedule a follow up meeting to hear these requests after the issues 
with them have been redressed. We need to be sensitive about this, and make sure that we do not 
upset the department heads. We are really just trying to get complete information so we can fairly 
rank the projects. Also, it is important to make sure that we have the County Executive onboard, 
otherwise this will go nowhere. 
 
Chairman Bowen – Could we help the department heads out?  By creating an instruction sheet 
for filling out. I’ve had great instruction sheets accompany an application for a farm service loan.  
They walk you through every step. 
 
John Frey – That is a great idea. We hardly touched that part and need to spend some more time 
on it.  One of the things we did talk about is the personnel cost that is hard to calculate. But Don 
McCord mentioned that an instruction form could include a standard multiplier for benefits to 
make it easier to calculate. Benefits cost 40-60% of salary, so a multiplier of 1.5% would give 
department heads a rough guide for personnel costs.  This would help the departments give us 
more complete information.    
 
Bruno Bruni – If a department head has to create a budget for their department and has a project 
in mind, they should know the rough budget. They should know their operational expenses and 
their personnel fees. This should be included in a basic budget. I do not see why they wouldn’t 
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know the monies they spend to operate and the monies needed for a new capital project.    
 
Don McCord – Typically for the budget process, the way things work are the County Executive 
gives targets, or specifics about whether the budget is going up or down.  The department head 
will task an employee with gathering a rough draft of the current budget and seeing if it hits the 
target.  
 
Bruno Bruni – The department heads should have a good idea of their budget. And should not be 
asking for capital project monies without an understanding of the costs to complete the project. 
Even if they had someone else do the budget preparation work, they should know the 
components of the budget.   
 
John Frey – Number three does not fit in to the capital projects review process, so we moved it to 
the end. The point of this recommendation is to save the engineering and architectural fees that 
we pay out.  We recommend exploring whether hiring someone in house could save the county 
money.   
 
John Hamels – I thought we already recommended this.  Additionally, didn’t we talk about the 
idea of having someone who could do long term planning for the departments. 
 
Don McCord – Yes, we did.  I’m not sure the appropriate title of that job, maybe efficiency 
expert or project manager, but someone who could help the departments with long range 
planning.  It is a hard thing to do and requires a special skill set. 
 
Jeff Gossett – Let’s go back to the runway extension as an example of the failure to do long 
range planning, at least on the forms we were given. Ninety percent of the funds to complete that 
project came from federal aid and the County chipped in 5% - so to construct the extension the 
County spent very little. But the request never factored in the maintenance that is needed, such as 
painting, and de-icing, and lighting. Yea, we may not have needed to spend much County money 
to construct the thing, but we maintain it with County money and that’s expensive. We need 
someone who can look at it and analyze the costs over a few years.    
 
Chairman Bowen – You can make arguments that the longer runway will actually increase 
efficiency.  For example, I could argue that using the same machine to plow the additional length 
makes my cost per foot less.  
 
John Frey – Let’s move on to the rating sheet recommendations. We increased the weighting for 
the financial aspects of this sheet.  So we increased the operating budget, finances, planning, and 
economic impact categories. We also deleted timing and linkage, which allowed us to shift the 
weights around.   
 
John Hamels – Could we change the operating budget to “long term” operating budget? 
 
John Frey – That sounds like a good idea to me. We thought that the wording in other categories 
could be changed to help focus the department heads on the appropriate priorities.  But it needs to 
be worked out still.  
 
Don McCord – We have a deadline coming up pretty soon. By charter Budget Director Crow 
needs to send these out by March 1st.  So we have a deadline a week or so before then. The 
departments have 45 days to respond, which is April 15th.   
 
John Hamels – I’d be fine with the subcommittee meeting to wordsmith the forms and 
instructions without the approval of the rest of the board.   
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Bruno Bruni – A basic application form with instructions are definitely needed.   
 
Chairman Bowen – I want to come back to the ranking form. Could cost effectiveness be 
changed to what other options were looked at or alternatives looked at? Essentially, cost 
effectiveness is getting at whether they choose the most cost effective option after looking at 
multiple options.  
 
Bruno Bruni – Let’s call it “what other options have you considered?” We could just have them 
list other options considered.  It would show whether they considered alternatives?  
 
Jon Ortendahl – I worry that not considering other options could penalize projects that may not 
have other options.   
 
Don McCord – I think that goes back to the fact that the tool is designed to be comprehensive.  
So in theory, they would do well in other categories and a zero is not really a penalty. So a 
comprehensive tool allows them to make up the difference in other places. 
 
Chairman Bowen – I understand the subcommittee’s reasons for deleting timing and linkage, but 
there are certain projects where it is important.  Many of the IT projects come in stages, and they 
do the first phase the first year, phase two the following year, and they do the final phase after 
that. So that’s an issue to consider. 
 
Jon Ortendahl – I understand that, but why don’t they make that a part of a general operating 
budget or request funding for the entire project? Linkage makes more sense if they didn’t 
anticipate something or realize that complete conversion or roll out requires something more.  
That makes sense to put in a capital projects request the following year.   
 
Bruno Bruni – You want to know if the projects are going to be staged?  
 
Chairman Bowen – Yea, I mean some projects call for staging and if we rank stage one high, 
then you’d assume we would rank stage two or three high the following years to finish the 
project.  
  
Bruno Bruni – The other thing about staging is that it would help us identify whether the 
administrator thought the project through and budgeted for the following stages.  It may be worth 
having for that reason alone. I think it is important, if you do a project one year but can’t 
complete it the following year, what is the point of doing the first year of the project.   
 
John Frey – If someone was to properly and completely formulate a capital budget that had three 
to four phases wouldn’t the first year, as long as it was in all the years, wouldn’t that take care of 
the linkage?  
 
Don McCord – The current form gives them the opportunity to space a project out across as 
many as six years and to demonstrate to this board the cost over the years. Even from the earliest 
stages they could put rough information in.  The could identify that we only have an engineering 
study now, but we anticipate moving forwarding and needing this amount of money each year to 
complete the project.  Additionally, there is a question on the existing form that asks if it’s a 
continuing project. So I guess going back to the original question, you can find out about linkage 
without the linkage question.   
 
Chairman Bowen – Right. That brings me to another point that, if we end up getting the projects 
in advance, we have a responsibility as Board Members to review the projects in advance and 
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present questions to the department heads beforehand. If we ask for more, we have to give more.   
  
Don McCord – Getting them in advance has always been an issue.  I know I have been driving to 
your house on a Friday night before the Tuesday meeting in order to get the projects to you in 
advance.    
 
Jeff Gossett – I think my first year you handed them out as we walked in the door. 
 
Don McCord – I would appreciate your personal support. I think getting them in advance is 
critical to doing a better job. A few years ago, I attempted to solve the problem myself and 
pushed the first capital projects budget meeting back a week. Instead of giving the Board time the 
Departments just submitted their projects later, so it ended up being the same situation. We ended 
up canceling the meeting so we could review the projects beforehand. 
 
Bruno Bruni – I would have a hard time considering a project if I was handed the project 
description when I walked in the door. So I will support efforts to have them earlier. 
 
Chairman Bowen – It is not just one project, its every project from each County department.   
 
Jeff Gossett – It is tough to do a good job, you are sitting there listening and reading at the same 
time.   
 
John Frey – This goes back to recommendation number five. We need to sit down with the 
County Executive and express our concerns and what we think can be done to resolve these 
concerns. We can say anything we want, but I think that if we do not have his backing and he is 
not willing to talk to the department heads about our concerns, it is not going to happen.   
 
Don McCord – I think a meeting with the County Executive would be important and he is very 
amenable to discussing things.   
 
John Frey – Should we make that the 6th recommendation? 
  
Don McCord – I think it’d be important to try to institutionalize a capital projects requests 
kickoff meeting. The budget process has a kickoff meeting. All the department heads come to a 
meeting where the County Executive states how the budget will be changing this year or if it will 
stay the same. I think a kickoff meeting for capital projects would carry more weight than just an 
email or flyer in your mailbox.  
 
John Hamels – Its important to do this right, I bet there are projects that needed to be done that 
we never approved – and the legislature never approved – because a department head did not put 
enough information on the forms.  So it was unclear to us or did not seem as important as it was.   
 
Don McCord – I think it is not just about numbers it is about culture as well. 
 
Chairman Bowen – Is the subcommittee going to meet again? 
 
John Frey – Yes we will. 
 
Chairman Bowen – Will we need to call a special meeting or can we do this via email? 
 
John Hamels – Email seems fine, we have discussed the changes here. 
 
Don McCord – Could the subcommittee meet with the County Executive in order to meet the 
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March 1st deadline? 
 
Chairman Bowen – Is that a motion?  I’ll make it a motion.  Motion to have the head of the 
subcommittee, John Frey, Chairman Bowen, and the Planning Board Liaison relay important 
issues? 
 
Jeff Gossett – Second, motion. The motion was unanimously approved.   

Progress on 
Workforce 
Development? 
 

Chairman Bowen – Let’s move on to the workforce development meeting we spoke about last 
meeting. 
 
Don McCord – We contacted the two workforce development speakers we had in mind. They 
can’t make it until April 7th. That gives us more time to figure things out, including who we wish 
to invite.    
 
Chairman Bowen – Who are we inviting? Legislators and the County Executive? 
 
Don McCord – I think it would be important to invite the County Executive and Legislators at a 
minimum.   
 
Chairman Bowen – Where do we hold this?  Jamestown or Mayville?  
 
Don McCord – We could figure out a location large enough.  We can use the County Legislative 
Chambers if it is available or the auditorium at Chautauqua Lake Schools.   
 
Chairman Bowen – The Legislative Chambers should work, I doubt we would have more people 
than it can hold. Do you want a list or should we discuss over email?  
 
Don McCord – Either works, does anyone have suggestions about whom else to invite? 
 
John Hamels – Do we want the press there?  
 
Bruno – Chamber of Commerce maybe?  
 
Don McCord – Yea, both sound good.  
 
John – What about the manufacturing association?  
 
Don McCord – John, what do you think about inviting guidance counselors? 
 
John Hamels – Yea, that and school superintendents? 
 
Don McCord – It may seem a bit broad, but those people shape the workforce of the future.  
 
Chairman Bowen – Let’s communicate via email for anything further.   

Zoning Referral 
Log 

Chairman Bowen – Let’s move to the Zoning Referral Log. Any questions or comments?   
 
John Frey – Can I ask about this radio tower on the church?   
 
Pat Gooch – It actually won’t be on top, it’ll be next to the church.  Additionally, there is a 
serious question as to whether it will ever happen.  I spoke with the local zoning officer, and he 
said that they need to raise the funds to build the tower. They currently have no funds.   
 
Don McCord – It’s in Kennedy, one block off the main drag there.   



9 
 

 
Maureen – Are they going to telecast their service?   
 
Pat Gooch – Yes, as far as I can tell from the conversation I had with the zoning officer, they 
want to broadcast their service, maybe have more programming. 
 
John Hamels – I move to approve the Zoning Referral Log. 
 
Chairman Bowen – Is there a second for the motion to approve the Zoning Referral Log as 
presented?  
 
Maureen – Seconded. And motion unanimously carried.  

Old Business: 
Sherman Shop 
Memo 

Chairman Bowen – Let’s move on to the old business if there is no further new business.   Let’s 
talk about the Sherman Shop and the memo that Bruno wrote after his fact finding mission and 
conversation with George. 
 
John Hamels – Bruno your memo really shoots down the memo the board previously drafted.  It 
seems like we were missing a ton of information. Information that would have prevented us from 
going off on tangents, tangents that are no longer relevant.   
 
Bruno Bruni – George didn’t mean to deceive. 
 
Don McCord – I have a question about the numbers in this? I know we double checked the 
numbers that were given to us during the highway presentation and they matched.  But they seem 
different here. 
 
Bruno Bruni – It is hard to know, because the building design didn’t include everything so there 
were several add-ons and extras that weren’t included.  I Don’t know what you were provided 
with in terms of an estimate.   
 
Don McCord – We received the invoices from the building and I know George eventually got 
those as well.   
 
Bruno Bruni – George mentioned that the building is nice but it probably would not be suitable 
for the County. 
 
Jeff Gossett – What’s the difference?  
 
Bruno Bruni – The difference mostly deals with code. County government has to follow New 
York State code and rules that town governments Don’t have to follow. The differences are all 
based in liability. For example look at the walls in the new structure, the walls are cement block, 
eight feet high, and fully insulated. The rationale for this type of construction is that it will stand 
up to abuse and will remain standing even if it is banged up. Whereas the North Harmony 
structure is sheet metal and plywood.  So the North Harmony structure can be damaged much 
more easily.  Additionally, sprinklers have to be a higher spec in the County building. The 
insulation is a big difference. The County needs to insulate better, because the Falconer shop has 
free gas from a nearby well and didn’t bother to insulate as much as they could or probably 
should have – so they saved $50-80,000 on insulation.   
 
Don McCord – They still ran into ice problems and had to make changes. They eventually paid to 
have spray foam insulation installed to fix the problem, which was included in the total we 
received.   
Jeff – Bruno, what do you mean when you say the structure wasn’t designed for functionality? 
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Bruno Bruni – With the truck bays, you need to have bays larger enough to fit trucks with plows 
and salters on them and space for the people working on the trucks.  This includes precautions 
you’d take to ensure safety.  The plans Don’t really include this level of thought.  Additionally, 
the plans were rudimentary or bare bones. The plans did not include any of the mechanical 
systems, like electric, water, fuel dispensing equipment, and hydraulics for the bays.  All of these 
systems had to be planned individually and uncoordinated.  The supervisor attempted to 
coordinate these things, but it didn’t work as it should have. This ran up costs. The design did not 
include everything that should have been included.  They don’t have a wash bay – which would 
be a great tool to maintain the trucks – because they ran out of money. Additionally, there are 
other problems that make the building ineffective. I don’t know if the fault lies with the architect, 
engineer, or someone else.   
 
Jeff Gossett – My question becomes, whether the design is a satellite shop or a main facility? I 
feel like a main facility is being proposed for the Sherman Shop, when it is not necessary.   
 
Bruno Bruni – That may be, it is unclear at this point, as there is a long way to go.   
 
Don McCord – Quick question about the last sentence, which refers to the $1.9 million target. 
We know it’s a rough number but, we ask for accuracy because a high number from one capital 
project can kick out one or several projects, that could be recommended. Additionally, I’m afraid 
that someone will design a project to the $1.9 million price tag, even if it is not necessary.   
 
John Frey – Your memo and the previous memo are opposed.  I mean, we say that the County 
should utilize the old building, update, and reconfigure.  Whereas, you say that a new structure 
needs to be built as the old structure would cost too much to renovate and would still never 
function as well as a new structure.   
 
Bruno Bruni – I don’t think there is any reason to invest more money in that structure.  There are 
serious issues that still exist and cannot be rehabbed.  It is not worth spending money to rehab the 
building, even with rehabbing you’d still have undersized doors, inadequate bay dimensions, and 
safety concerns about the space around a truck.   
 
Don McCord – The Board recommended building on site or at least using the building for cold 
storage, because we felt that we would be stuck with the building because of its environmental 
issues.   
 
Bruno Bruni – The site of the environmental issues is where the Board recommended building or 
expanding onto. This would mean the County would bear the costs of remediating those as it 
builds. There are also issues with the sanitary system.   
 
Jeff Gossett – I hadn’t heard that they planned to tie into the village sanitary system until today.  
How far away is that?  
 
Bruno Bruni – the existing sanitary system ends just short of the other side of the creek behind 
the building.  
 
Don McCord – Bruno do you know if that cost is included in the C&S report?  
 
Bruno Bruni – I think, George intended on extending the sanitary himself.  He can complete 
almost all of the work with County crews and would just need assistance in boring a hole under 
430.   
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John Frey – I’m still concerned with the difference between $1.9 million and $900,000.  It is 
more than twice the cost. We need to justify the cost differences, especially when it is this large.  
It is a million dollars, it is a lot of money that isn’t being justified.   
 
Bruno Bruni – I had a discussion with George Spanos about the specifics of the structure.  He has 
an idea of what needs to go into the design.  Additionally, the fueling at that facility is 
administered and controlled by the central office. So he plans on doing some technical work there 
to allow fueling to be administered at that site. He said that it is technical work.  He’d be willing 
to explain more about the facility when he comes back from vacation.   
 
John Frey – I think there is a gap between what is wanted and what is needed at that facility. It is 
a distinct possibility that it will be designed and built to the $1.9 million target even if it isn’t 
needed.   
 
Jeff Gossett – What is the facilities purpose? Did they define what it is supposed to be? That 
would help them understand what they want and what they should build.   
   
Don McCord – As a brief aside, the County had a highway consolidation study done 2-5 years 
ago, I don’t recall exactly how long ago. It might offer some guidance. Currently, the county 
operates on the premise that we need three shops to be efficient. The reason I recommend this is 
that, it might force us to think about things that we normally don’t think about.  Additionally, the 
study said that the current structure actually works well. The location of the service shops is 
efficient for the roads.    
 
Bruno Bruni – George stated that the Sherman shop is essential for winter services, but isn’t 
needed much of the rest of the year.   
 
Jeff Gossett – I’m still stuck on the $1.9 million, we were told that they use Falconer for their 
maintenance.  Why does this facility seem like it is going to be built similar to the main Falconer 
Shop.   
 
Don McCord – I think that our initial concerns are being addressed.  There is more thought going 
into the needs and design of the facility then before we started asking questions. George has 
picked up the plans for the other facilities and conducted some research to answer some of our 
other questions and concerns. 
 
John Frey - If they could justify $1.9 million, after a full vetting, I’d support it.  But it seems 
awfully high and I don’t think it needs to cost that much.  
 
John Hamels – I motion to table the letter and have Bruno get more info.   
 
John Frey – Second.  Motion unanimously approved.  
 
Chairman Bowen – Motion to adjourn.  
 
John Hamels – Seconded.  Motion unanimously approved.   

NEXT 
MEETING 

The next meeting will be on March 3, 2015 at 4:00 in the CCIDA Board Room in Jamestown. 

 

http://www.co.chautauqua.ny.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/362
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