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CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
5 North Erie Street, Room 331 Gerace Office Building, Mayville, NY 

 

Tuesday May 5th, 2015 
 

PRESENT: Bernie Auer, Chairman Doug Bowen, Bruno Bruni, John Frey, Jeff Gossett, Jon Ortendahl, 

Maureen Morabito, and Richard Patton, George Spanos, Kitty Crow. 
 

ABSENT: Ted Bogdan, John Hamels, John Penhollow 
  

OTHERS: Patrick Gooch (Junior Planner),  

MINUTES Doug Bowen – Welcome Everyone, Is there a motion to approve the April Minutes? 

John Frey motioned to approve April Minutes, seconded by Dick Patton, and the motion 

was unanimously approved by the Chautauqua County Planning Board (Board).  

PRIVILEGE 

OF FLOOR 

None. 

CORRESP. Chairman Bowen – Any correspondence?  

 

Pat Gooch – Yes, several Board members received a mailer from Southern Tier West for 

Erosion and Sediment Control in Cattaraugus County. They were handed out at the 

beginning of the meeting and an extra was passed around for those who are new to the 

board.  

CAPITAL 

PROJECTS  

Pat Gooch – We have great news; we have the Capital Projects books to distribute to 

everyone today.  I will cede the floor to Kitty who may have something to say about the 

books.  

 

Kitty Crow – We reuse these binders yearly, so if you could turn these back in to us 

when Capital Projects is done, we can save a few dollars for the County.  Also, we 

separated the projects by department, and within those department sections are multiple 

colored sheets that identify further sections. Also, I have some clarification on the airport 

projects if you’d like me to speak now.   

REMOVAL OF 

AIRPORT 

PROJECTS 

FROM 

CAPITAL 

PROJECTS 

RANKING 

 

Kitty Crow – What happens with the airport projects is that often the time between 

applying for a grant and receiving a grant is several years.  As such, we tie up capital 

funding for several years by including airport projects in the capital projects process.  

The Audit and Control Committee thinks it is best to remove airport projects from the 

capital projects process in order to stop tying up these funds for several years.  Instead, 

the legislature is going to approve the funding at the time the grant is approved by the 

FAA or other granting body. We do have airport projects in this year’s capital projects 

book.  You will see that they mirror the airport master plan.  You will still review the 

projects but it is not necessary to rank them in the context of the Capital Projects in the 

2016 budget.  Other than that, the books speak for themselves. 

 

Pat Gooch – Kitty do we have an idea of funding yet?  

 

Kitty Crow – I will have to ask Susan what our current projections are, but I know we 

talked about keeping that aside from ranking the projects so that the Board can rank the 

projects based on the merit or quality of each individual project, regardless of the money 

that the County has to spend on capital projects.   

 

George Spanos – I think that is the main purpose of the Board, to review projects based 
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on the merit, rather than cost.   

 

Doug Bowen – After we get our first cut ranking list we will go over the projects and 

make sure that the rankings line up with the Board’s priorities.  In some cases, projects 

that we think are important do not get ranked as highly as we would like.  So we may 

move up projects that didn’t rank highly.   

 

George Spanos – I believe your recommendations are part of the overall picture that is 

the Capital Projects Budgeting Process.  After you, committees of the legislature, the 

County Executive, are all part of the Capital Projects Committee.   

 

Doug Bowen – Our rankings forms go out to the Department heads correct?   

 

Kitty Crow - I haven’t distributed it in the past, or this year. 

 

Pat Gooch – There is a copy in the Capital Projects Report that is submitted to the 

Capital Projects Committee and posted online.  So department heads could, go online to 

review it after it is posted.   

 

John Frey – Would it be helpful to pass this on to them?   

 

Kitty Crow – I think it would be helpful, but as they already submitted the forms, it will 

not help them for this year.  But I can make sure to send this out next year with the 

capital budget forms.   

 

Doug Bowen – Anything else?  

 

Kitty Crow – Not, on my end.   

 

Pat Gooch – We need to go over some administrative issues before we leave today.  Such 

as lunch for next week and the schedule.  I provided a schedule in your materials today, 

and I will provide one again next week.  A reminder from Don, is that you are there to 

vet the projects so please do not feel bound to the schedule if a certain project takes 

longer because it requires examination.   

 

Doug Bowen – I think that is something I need to focus on, I tend to rush, I think it’s the 

farmer in me. Anything else? If not, let’s move on to the Rating form.   

 

Pat Gooch – Most of you have more experience with this form than I do. But the form 

was recently revised, so I will point out the changes recently made. For the most part, 

you should be able to fill out this ranking form from the Capital Projects book.  

However, the presentations are meant to fill in some gaps and to give a little color to the 

requests.  I will be filling in the Functional Area Priority question, which is the 

department’s ranking.  I will go through the definitions if there is need, does anyone have 

any questions about the ranking forms? 

 

Doug Bowen – Does anyone have questions on the ranking form?  Also, I’d like to thank 

the subcommittee for their work to change the ranking form.   
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Pat Gooch – I would like to note that the options you select have changed a bit, so please 

formalize yourself with these.  The first change is on the scale of the Operating Budget 

Impact.  We consolidated two scales into one, and go from -5 to 5.  We also eliminated 

options under Planning and Safety, in order to make it easier and, hopefully clearer to 

Board members. Hopefully, the questions are more self-explanatory.   

 

George Spanos – Can I use this airport project as an example for a question? What if 

something is mandated, but the cost is high?  The scale would make it so the project does 

not rank highly.   

 

Pat Gooch – The project would rank low on operating budget impact, but high on 

mandate.  If this is the case, the questions would equal out.  Additionally, this is only a 

tool, and a holistic tool at that.  We ask a range of questions to get a sense of the project.  

 

John Frey – If I may, the other thing to take into account is common sense.  At the end of 

the day we always take a look at the projects after they are ranked and adjust the rankings 

as needed based on Common Sense and the Board’s understanding of need.  So a project 

can rank low, but end up much higher on the list.  The initial ranking is just a tool to 

create some sort of order.   

 

George Spanos - I would argue that if it is a mandate the cost is not relevant, it needs to 

get done.   

 

Pat Gooch – I would argue that the cost is always relevant, even if it is a mandate.  There 

may be options in terms of complying with the mandate, we can evaluate the costs.   

 

John Frey – Also, we can use this to understand that there might be heavy operating costs 

based on the mandate.  That is important to know so the County can budget properly.   

 

Doug Bowen – You look at the mandate and the cost.  You can also look at what 

happens if you do not comply with a mandate.  In some cases the penalties are severe, in 

others it is a slap on the wrist.  This can be weighed against the cost and the time frame 

of complying.   

 

Doug Bowen - Let’s Move on, if no one has further questions.  

OLD 

BUSINESS: 

SHERMAN 

SHOP 

Pat Gooch – I believe that the County Executive and George Spanos are here to address 

the Board’s concerns regarding the Sherman Shop letter.   

 

County Executive – George and I have spoken about the Sherman Shop, I am going to let 

him take the lead on the response.   

 

George Spanos – I can address the concerns, questions and anything else related to the 

Sherman Shop.   

 

Doug Bowen – The Board approved the letter and sent it to the County Executive, 

because we as a Board and Citizens of the County felt that the Sherman Shop project 

needed to be tightened up, and also that maybe certain options were not looked at 

initially.   

George Spanos –Is it okay if I update everyone on the project? We originally planned to 
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collocate with the Town and Village of Sherman.  However, they went ahead a built a 

facility without us.  But, the consensus is that we still need a new facility and we went 

ahead with planning for a new facility based on conversations we had in the past with 

this Board.  One of our goals with a new facility is to improve safety, for County 

Employees and residents of Sherman.  With that in mind, we thought consolidating the 

facility to one side of the road, to eliminate travel across the road, would improve safety. 

The east side of the road is the most appropriate for doing this. We already have a 

storage building, salt storage, a fuel depot, and a building with multiple uses.  We 

recently put an RFP out asking for an evaluation of consolidating everything on the east 

side or rehabilitating the existing buildings on the west side of the road.  Maybe restoring 

the current buildings and attaching a new building somewhere on the west side.  We 

should receive responses in a few weeks. We will see what comes back and hopefully we 

will have options.  Another thing is that we are working with the Village to extend the 

sewer lines under the road to the new facility.  We hope to use municipal forces, Town, 

Village, and County to do this work.  The existing building does bring up some code 

issues; the metal building on the west side of the road is beyond repair.  That will need to 

be completely replaced. If none of the buildings on the west side, we will attempt to 

relocate everything on the east side south of the fuel pump.  We should know costs for 

any options in the next few months.   

 

County Executive Horrigan – I’d like to add a few more points.  About 2-3 years ago, we 

had a study done that showed three shops was the most efficient way to run the highway 

department across the County.  This is especially true in the winter and without it we 

would be paying more for travel time.  Another thing, which is important to keep in 

mind, is that the County received funds through the Tobacco settlement and refinancing 

funds that must be spent on Capital Investment.  Therefore, we allocated these funds to 

the Sherman Shop to ensure that we are spending the monies on the Capital Investment. 

Also, we would like to construct something that is going to last a long time and would be 

flexible enough to allow for a shared facility in the future.  The facility may be a scaled 

down version of the original project idea, but that also needs to make sense.  We are 

going to know more when we receive submittals to the RFP.  

 

George Spanos – Also, the Tobacco Funds require that the capital investment last 30 

years.  So the building will be built to last, and a metal structure is much easier to add on 

to.   

 

John Frey – Has there been any more though on the building inspector recommendation? 

 

George Spanos – I don’t understand this request.   

 

Doug Bowen – We were suggesting that a county engineering position be created for the 

inspections that must be done by the State Building Inspector.   

 

George Spanos – I think two things are conflated into one.  However, that is about a 15 

minute inspection.   

 

John Frey – I think the heart of the suggestion is the difference in adhering to code that 

we have heard goes on.  We heard that similar facilities built recently were built in 

different ways, with one adhering to the State Building Code and the other not adhering.  
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This of course resulted in a significant difference in expenditure.  So the suggestion here 

is to consider hiring an inspector who can lessen the cost of future inspections.   

 

George Spanos – There are two things going on here. The New York State Building 

Code is what we are talking about.  In my experience, who inspects or enforces the Code 

is critical. I cannot say what other places do and who inspects.  But, the code should be 

uniform, but I can tell you it is not always enforced that way.  The 7% and the inspection 

during construction are different. A County code enforcer who did the County and the 

Towns would allow the County to save money, without diminishing the quality of 

buildings. It would simply be a cost savings for our department.  

 

Bernie Auer – My question is, are the buildings built wrong or of lesser quality?  Who 

says the building is built incorrectly?   

 

Doug Bowen – While, the New York State Building Code establishes the rules, and if a 

building does not adhere to these rules it would be built incorrectly.  More importantly, 

you want the building to be built right.  There is not point spending tax dollars on 

something thrown together.   

 

George Spanos – Agreed.   

 

Bernie Auer – I guess my point, any maybe John’s is that we don’t need a Cadillac 

Escalade, when a Chevy Tahoe will do the same job. Sure it’s nicer to have the Cadillac 

but it comes with higher costs.  

 

Bruno Bruni – Let me see if I can clarify a few things.  Neither the State Building Code 

Inspector nor the Local Building Code Inspector has the time, or the skill to spend on a 

large project.  They are able to call for certain inspections when they need.  Instead a 

project manager is either hired by the builder or the County to be there every day and 

ensure that the building has complied with the New York State Building Code.  This 

inspector is the one that costs 7%.  

 

Doug Bowen – Let me offer an example of this.  The Town installed an 8 inch water line 

extension a few years ago.  We used a qualified Town Employee to be the inspector.  

Doing so saved the Town the 7%; however we also had no one to seek recourse against if 

there was something wrong.  If it was a consultant inspector and something went wrong, 

we could have sued them if we believed they were negligent in their duties.   

 

George Spanos - Another thing that I don’t think is being considered is that a building of 

7,200 square feet has different standards than a building of 21,000 square feet.  This size 

difference automatically leads to higher costs by different standards.  Anything over 

12,000 square feet requires sprinklers; we have 50 employees so we need larger and 

multiple bathroom facilities.  Also, by Code we need an elevator. Smaller buildings don’t 

need these things.  It is simply not as simple as scaling up a smaller building.  There are 

different circumstances that require us to do more and spend more.  The last facility was 

built in 1927.  We don’t want to build a palace, but we want it to last.   

 

Bernie Auer – Let’s build one that lasts as long.   

George Spanos – I think that’s a great idea.  And the difference between building a 20 
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year and 50 year structure is the heart of this issue.   

 

John Frey – I think the suggestion is to have someone throughout the County who can 

administer the building code throughout the County and Towns.   

 

Doug Bowen – Any other questions.   

 

George Spanos – Before I forget, I wanted to invite all of you to the Falconer Shop Open 

House May 22nd, 4-6pm.  It is nearly complete and we are moving in.   

 

Doug Bowen – Any other questions? Okay, Let’s move on. 

ZONING 

REFERRAL 

LOG: 

Approved – Motion Made by Jon O, Seconded by John Frey. 

 

Other: 

 None. 

 


