
CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
200 Harrison Street, Jamestown, NY 

 
March 1, 2016 

 
PRESENT: Chairman Doug Bowen, Bernie Auer, Ted Bodgan, John Frey, Jeff Gossett, Jon Ortendahl, 
Richard Patton, and George Spanos. 
 
ABSENT: Bruno Bruni, John Hamels, & John Penhollow 
 
OTHERS: Dave McEntarfer, Village of Forestville Dissolution Committee; Ed Canon, Mayville ZEO. 
MINUTES Minutes from the December 2015 and January 2016 minutes were unanimously 

approved on a motion by John Frey which was seconded by Bernie Auer. 
CORRESP. Chairman Bowen asked if the Board had received any correspondence.  

Pat Gooch – Stated that no correspondence other than municipal referrals was received. 
PRIVILEGE 
OF FLOOR 

None. 

NEW BUSINESS 
Forestville 
Dissolution 
Committee 

Chairman Bowen introduced Dave McEntarfer, Chairman of the Village of Forestville 
Dissolution Committee, and Trustee on the Forestville Village Board. Dave McEntarfer 
gave a brief synopsis of the process and where it currently stands: 
 
We are in the middle of the process. The hard part of getting it on the ballot is done. An 
overwhelming majority of Forestville residents were in favor of dissolution. In New 
York State villages are within towns, in our case Hanover. So, after dissolution we will 
just become town residents and abide by town laws. The process is spelled out in the 
New York State Government Reorganization and Citizen Empowerment Law, which 
deals with consolidation of two governmental agencies – say a town and village choosing 
to have one fire department, or merging into a single town, or the dissolution of one 
government agency, like in Forestville’s case. Dissolution can occur via one of two 
mechanisms; either a petition from 10% of the residents of the town (in our case about 
100 people) or from the village board itself via a resolution. The process was started 
nearly five years ago, but Forestville residents approved dissolution in a vote in 
November of 2015. Forestville’s Mayor at the time convened a fact finding committee, 
however it never got very far. If it came up for a vote at that time, it never would have 
passed; there was a great deal of opposition. However, opinions changed overtime. 
 
Most people don’t understand the process. It simply is the dissolution of the village 
government, we would become part of Hanover, and we would still have representation. 
One of the benefits of dissolving is the Citizens Empowerment Tax Credit. This tax 
credit is given to the community based on the tax base of the year you dissolve. This 
applies to both the Town of Hanover and the village of Forestville.  Or really to the 
Town of Hanover, as the village will be gone. 
 
After the petition was certified by Albany, it was automatically placed on the ballot. 
Once it was approved by the Forestville residents, a process dictated by the New York 
State Government Reorganization and Citizen Empowerment Law after the ballot is 
followed. It will take us roughly four months to put together a plan to dissolve and 
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consolidate, for us we need to have it complete sometime in May. 
 
It’s taken five years to get to this point – it’s a long story – but the problem that enabled 
consolidation to happen was financial. The village government has witnessed a great deal 
of turnover, and because of that the village finances were unclear.  Everything came to a 
head, when a building collapse occurred and Forestville conducted an emergency 
demolition of the building. The village needed to borrow $250,000 to conduct the 
demolition; we approached a bank that we already had a $100,000 loan with. For some 
reason Forestville’s treasurer had the $250,000 listed under assets, and when the bank 
discovered this they reviewed the collateral involved with the loan and found that it 
didn’t exist. It is unclear how the mistake was made and how we even got the loan, but 
the bank called in the loan immediately. At the same time we were in the process of 
completing a zero interest financing package for a $4 million water project, which we 
would have lost if we defaulted on these loans. The County stepped in and paid the loan 
for the village, on the condition that we put together a fact finding committee to explore 
dissolution.   
 
A joint task force was established and a consultant was brought in, CGR out of 
Rochester. CGR has done this about a dozen times, they understand the law, and they 
have guided us through the process. I was nominated to be the chairman of the 
dissolution committee, because I was the only board member who was in favor of 
dissolution. I selected 8-10 residents to help me figure this out. Our job was to come up 
with a plan over the next 45 days. The plan needed to identify how we provide the 
services Forestville residents have come to rely on, and would need to move over to 
Hanover, with that came the question of how to pay for it. The big service issues were: 

• Village Water – we are going to be on a separate water district. Additionally, we 
as a district are responsible for the $4 million loan.   

• Fire Department – This is a village entity.  There were several options. However, 
they opted to become totally independent - essentially incorporate and become 
their own legal entity. This will happen before dissolution and they will have 
their own fire district with in Hanover. They already have contracts with the 
Town of Hanover, so it shouldn’t be too much of a change. 

• Inventory of Forestville Assets – more than 50% of the assets were fire 
department assets. They have fire contracts totaling nearly $90,000 all across the 
Town of Hanover.  However, this was rolled into the general budget, no way to 
check to see how the money was spent. As an independent entity, it should be 
easier.  

• Service Districts – for plowing streets and sidewalks, lighting, brush pickup, 
cleaning out the ditches, etc. The way to keep these items going is to have a 
special district, which will be the boundaries on the former Village of 
Forestville. The end result will be that when the Town of Hanover sends out its 
tax bill, there will be additional line items for those who live within the area that 
was once the village of Forestville. 

The first thing CGR did was figure out the cost savings. They provide us with those 
calculations before the vote even occurred. Forestville residents currently pay $13.60 per 
$1000 of assessed value. After dissolution taxes would be approximately $7.00 per 
$1000 of assessed value. One concern that residents had was what would happen if the 
New York State Government Reorganization and Citizen Empowerment Law was 
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repealed or defunded, which would result in the reduction or elimination of payments 
from NYS to Hanover. CGR did an estimate on that and found that it would only change 
the tax rate by about $.05 or so per $1000 of assessed value.   
 
I’ve found that the hardest thing for people is the emotional aspect. Many people feel like 
this is destroying Forestville, taking away their heritage. Really, only the Village of 
Forestville government will be gone, services will remain, mail will remain, etc.  
Forestville doesn’t lose its history, it is still there and there is a new chapter. Honestly, if 
it weren’t for the financial crisis, this wouldn’t have happened, just too many emotions. 
Anyways, we are in the second or third stage of the draft plan, we should have a final 
version by the middle of April. The Forestville Village Board must approve the plan. 
They can tweak it, but they must approve it. We will hold at least two public hearings, 
where residents can express their concerns. Depending on residents’ concerns, we may 
need to tweak the plan again. After a final plan is adopted and published, we have a 45 
day window in which the Village Board can stop the dissolution process by putting it on 
a ballot and having 25% of residents approving a ballot initiative voting down the 
dissolution.  But, I’ve been told that has never happened before. Okay, I have already 
spoken longer than I planned. Does anyone have any questions? 
 
Chairman Bowen – The tax rate was just for the village correct?   
 
Dave MacEntarfer – Yes, that’s the difference between before and after consolidation. 
However, the Town of Hanover’s tax rate may go up slightly. But, they do not have a say 
in this. Dissolution is completely up to Forestville residents. However, we have been 
talking with Town of Hanover officials on a regular basis. Trying to figure this all out, 
including the village staff.  One of the things that CGR has dealt with before and 
recommends is setting up a severance package for the Village Clerk and other employees 
that we want to stick around until the end. Otherwise, they have no incentive to stay – 
they would simply quit when they found another job.  We didn’t get this in place soon 
enough and our Village Clerk has already left.  I can’t blame them but it puts add 
pressure on the Village Board as we are doing a lot of the clerk work. 
 
Pat Gooch – Chairman Bowen, the additional taxes that Hanover residents may see is 
about $.50 per $1,000 of assessed value, or $50 a year per $1,000 of assessed value. 
 
Chairman Bowen – What about the water district? Was there a water district in Hanover? 
 
Dave MacEntarfer – Yes, Forestville’s water district does extend slightly into Hanover. 
Forestville currently provides water, but Hanover charges for it.  
 
Chairman Bowen – So, will the entire Village be a new water district in Hanover? 
 
Dave MacEntarfer – I’m not sure how they plan to do it.  But, it will likely remain a 
separate district for a significant time because of the $4 million loan Forestville residents 
are responsible for. 
 
Chairman Bowen – What about highway? Does Hanover have enough people to service 
the Forestville as well?   
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Dave MacEntarfer – They are working on that, they will likely have to hire someone 
related to water.  Because Forestville’s system is well water and it needs to be tested 
daily to ensure it is safe to drink. However, it is likely that some Forestville employees 
will be hired by Hanover.   
 
Jon – Have you spoke with Randolph or Perrysburg, communities who went through 
this?   
 
Dave MacEntarfer - Yes, not me personally but we got some input. They said it’s 
working out for the most part; it wasn’t as smooth as they would have liked.  In general, 
the process took longer than expected.  But comments were generally positive. CGR 
referred us to another community upstate that dissolved under the current version of the 
law. 
 
Ted – What did this cost with all the fees for CGR, attorney’s, etc.?   
 
Dave MacEntarfer – It cost $50,000, we will get 100% back. The grant we received is a 
reimbursement contract so we are putting the money up front. We had to put $15,000 up 
front and $35,000 after the vote. 
 
John F. – What can the planners in the room or the County do to help? 
 
Pat Gooch – Well after my conversations with Dave, I think the best thing that the 
County can do is to let Forestville figure this out. CGR knows what they are doing, the 
residents are in the right hands to get this accomplished, or to figure out that it isn’t right 
for them. That being said, I think it is important that this Board is aware of the process 
and bring it back to their local communities.  It may or may not be appropriate in your 
community.   
   
Chairman Bowen – The biggest issue is change.  
 
Dave MacEntarfer – Yea, one of the things that came up was local laws. Is our dog law 
the same as Hanover’s?  One of the issues is that all of our laws stay in place for two 
years. One of the concerns was whether Hanover would come in and re-zone Forestville. 
One of the things I did was get a Forestville Planning Board member appointed to 
Hanover’s Planning Board. That way there is some continuity and someone who can act 
as a bridge or liaison. In the next two years, we are working with Hanover to have them 
adopt certain laws that Forestville residents feel are important. I keep telling people who 
are worried that they should run for the Hanover Town Board, or join the Planning Board 
or ZBA. That is the best way to make your voice heard. Other issues are the inventory of 
assets. Anything we don’t sell will become the property of Hanover. This includes the 
buildings, the dump which is 50 acres, and anything else the Forestville owns.   
 
Don – What happens after two years? Do you attempt to mesh the laws together?  
 
Dave – Yes, that is currently going on. Our Town Attorney believes that there are only a 
dozen or so local laws that might need to be added or modified to ensure Hanover and 
Forestville laws work and Forestville residents are satisfied. Some of the bigger concerns 
are the Youth Recreation Committee.  Forestville has village sponsored Easter egg hunts; 
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Santa comes to Forestville, etc. The Recreation Committee has a $12,000 budget that 
might change. But we are trying to figure out how to get it moved to Hanover or if it 
becomes a non-profit or something else. We took a survey and the biggest concerns are 
the sidewalk plowing and the Youth Rec Committee.  
 
Chairman Bowen – Thank you very much Dave, your presentation was really 
informative.    

Webb’s 
Waterfront 
Hotel Municipal 
Referral 

Chairman Bowen – Moving on to the Webb’s Waterfront Hotel Municipal Referral.   
 
Pat Gooch - The County Planning Department discussed this project with Chairman 
Bowen shortly after it arrived in our office. Chairman Bowen and the Department are of 
the opinion that this is a local concern. However, Chairman Bowen thought it best to run 
that decision by the Board before any response was sent out. I would also appreciate the 
Board’s input on the project, regardless of whether it is a local concern.   
 
Pat Gooch presented a brief synopsis of the project and the variances requested.  
 
Chairman Bowen – There are a fair amount of variances with this project.  Hopefully all 
Board members had a chance to review the materials sent out last week.  Does anyone 
have any questions about the project or the requested variances? 
 
Pat Gooch – I also want to add that this is one of two or possibly three municipal 
referrals that must come to the County regarding this project. The zoning law that 
controls this type of development also requires site plan review and a special use permit, 
each of which will require a municipal referral – however those may be sent at the same 
time. 
 
Chairman Bowen – I know we have several village of Mayville representative’s here, can 
you share with us concerns about this project, are there any particular variance requests 
that the public is concerned with? 
 
Mary Schiller, Chairman of the Mayville Zoning Board of Appeals – Based on the 
comments at the meetings we have had, I think that the number one issue is the height.  
 
Chairman Bowen – I assume that the major concern regarding height is that it will block 
people’s views? 
 
Mary Schiller – Yes, I think that is part of the concern.  But it is also that it is much taller 
than anything else in the area. So the question is, does it fit in? 
 
Chairman Bowen – Okay, would the visual impacts that people are concerned with still 
be present if a building constructed to the maximum allowable height was constructed?  I 
believe that’s 40 ft. correct? 
 
Mary Schiller – The Webb’s could certainly build something 40 ft. tall without a 
variance request.  However, there would still be some visual impacts from a structure of 
that size, though the impacts would likely be lessened.   
 
Jon Orthendahl – Mary, is the new overlay district more restrictive or less restrictive than 
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the underlying district?  
 
Mary Schiller – I believe it is more restrictive, there would not be a need for this many 
variances under the old district.   
 
Ted – What percent of the total rooms will be used as a hotel?  Can you explain the 
operation a little? What’s the total cost? 
 
Ben – The easiest way to answer that is to refer you to Tamarack in Ellicottville, are you 
familiar with it? Terry Elsemore of Fractional Strategies is helping us with this; this will 
be identical to Tamarack. We will retain ownership of approximately 15% of the facility, 
really just the common space to operate the facility. And the total cost of the project is 
$13 Million.   
 
Chairman Bowen – I’m looking at the submittals and it appears that a previous version of 
this building was approved with the height of 55 ft., and the current proposal is ten feet 
taller or 66 ft., correct? 
 
Mary Schiller – Yes, that was nearly 18 years ago. 
 
Chairman Bowen – What about setbacks from the Lakeshore, is the project in 
compliance with that?  
 
Pat Gooch – Mayville owns the parcel between the lake and the parcels the Webb’s plan 
to develop. Mayville is currently developing it into a paved-shared use trail which will 
eventually be incorporated into the Barcelona to Chautauqua Institution Trail.  
 
Chairman Bowen – Pat, I believe you also sent out information regarding a facility in 
Bemus Point. Can you explain that?   
 
Pat Gooch – I think it is best if the person who sent those materials to us explains them. 
Ms. Smead, can you inform the Board about those materials? 
 
Sharon Smead – Thank you. I am a village Trustee and I did some research on similar 
projects and forwarded that along to the Village of Mayville and the County of 
Chautauqua.  Based on my research the project in the village of Bemus Point can be 
considered a disaster. Stores and small businesses in the community are no longer 
frequented. The cabins that previously existed were used on a turnover basis, so there 
were more tourists coming through the village. The contractor promised to use local 
labor and local materials, but everything came in from Ohio. In general it was poor 
construction. I understand that there are still units for sale, partly because of the Great 
Recession and the developer running out of money. Unfinished units are being sold as is. 
In general, it was poorly done and has decimated downtown Bemus Point. I also looked 
at several other developments in Watkins Glen and Clayton in the 1000 Islands. Both 
were on Brownfield areas. The communities owned the brownfields and put out an RFP 
that matched the communities’ desires. Those worked better, because the County was 
able to attract the development it wanted. 
 
Bernie Auer – I’d like to comment. I’ve lived in Bemus all my life.  I remember the 
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Norton Cottages and the Allenson Cottages.  Both were sold to a guy named Frank 
Flowers, who also bought the Golf Course, and the Villa. He ran them into the ground. 
They fell into disrepair, they were poorly run. I don’t know if that was due to the market 
or just poor management, maybe someone could have down a better job. However, those 
cottages ran their useful lifespan. I know that Pete Wymer at Wewantchu Cottages had to 
consolidate to stay in business. Part of the problem is that the market for rentals has 
changed and is generally only for the summer. The village of Bemus Point didn’t truly 
benefit from the cottages in the way you state, it was only the summer months that 
people rented them. The project was built at the wrong time, and were far more 
expensive, nearly $400-500,000 each. There was a great deal of opposition at the time, 
including the height. It was not economically feasible at that time to build only three 
stories. I believe, even with all the bumps in the road, it has been a positive development. 
I gained a few customers from those dwellings, they are attractive looking. We can’t 
really compare the projects, they are different. Also, with a fractional ownership model 
you do have more than one person there a season, often you’ll get four to five shares 
there a year.   
 
Pat Gooch – If no one else has anything to add, I’d like to raise one concern from the 
County Planning Department’s perspective. And that is the safety of pedestrians that may 
need to cross the street if the optional parking across the street is built. Although the 
speed is only 35, there is a slight bend in the road there which could lead to someone 
coming upon pedestrians quicker than any of us would like. I have recommended that the 
village and the developer work with the New York State Department of Transportation to 
ensure that the crossing is safe. That might mean a traffic control device, striped cross 
walks, or something else.   
 
Jon Orthendahl – Can anyone think of a pedestrian incident in this area?  What about 
when they have big events, The Ice Castle is there, the Gran Fondo was there this past 
summer. I don’t think I’ve heard of any issues.   
 
Don McCord – Usually traffic is directed by local or county police and fire officials.   
 
Mary Schiller – Along that line, I’m amazed that no injuries have occurred.   
 
Dick – I’ve got a question off topic. Are any of the other sites that Trustee Smead looked 
at or that anyone else knows of that are as small as the parcels in Mayville?   
 
Sharon Smead – I know the space in Celeron is much larger, nearly seven acres.  
 
Pat Gooch – Although this type of intense use is a bit out of the ordinary for Mayville, 
this parcel would not be too small for a more urban setting or for other tourist areas near 
large bodies of water. Chautauqua Lake is a valuable resource and it makes a great deal 
of sense to build up to take advantage of it. I’m sure we have all been to tourist hotspots 
like Myrtle Beach or Florida, where vertical developments along the water are the norm.   
 
Mary Schiller – The initial approval was 18 years ago. The project was essentially the 
same. The zoning law was redone sometime during the 2000s. Recently, an overlay 
district was created to address a fractional ownership process, which was a hole in the 
existing zoning law.   
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Chairman Bowen – I think I am satisfied that this is a local concern.  If no one else has 
any comments, I’d like to move on. If there are no more comments I motion that the 
Webb’s Waterfront Hotel is a local concern and can be handled by the County Planning 
Department.    
 
John Frey seconded the motion which was unanimously approved by the Board. 

ZONING 
REFERRAL 
LOG 

Pat Gooch gave a brief description of the referrals. John Frey motioned to approve, 
which was seconded by Dick Patton and unanimously approved.  

 OLD BUSINESS 
 
Wind Projects 
 
 
 
 
 
Chautauqua 
County Landfill 
 

Arkwright Summit Wind Farm (Planning Board’s duties are complete): 
• FEIS for Arkwright released January 2016 
• Town Approved Project on February 9, 2016 
• FAA has yet to release the final determination regarding turbine #110 as of

 3/1/16. 
 
Cassadaga Wind Project (Article 10 Process – No referral forthcoming): 

• CCPED & the County has been consistently updated on this project. 
• Final Application before June 1st, likely end of March or April 

 
 
Ball Hill Wind Project (Planning Board still has to review Municipal Referral): 

• SDEIS released January 2016 
• Town is aware of the need for a Municipal Referral – Time Frame undetermined 

 
Ellery Landfill – The County has allocated funds for any potential legal action that is
 necessary. 

Other None. 
ADJOURNMENT Chairman Bowen asked for a motion to adjourn. John Frey offered the motion to adjourn, 

which was seconded by Bernie Auer and unanimously approved. Meeting adjourned.   
Next Meeting  The Chautauqua County Planning Board’s next meeting is Tuesday April 5th from 4 to 

6pm in Mayville at the Gerace Office Building. 
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