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CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
Gerace Office Building – Legislative Chambers 

3 N. Erie St. Mayville, NY 14757 
June 1, 2021 

4:00 PM 
 

PRESENT: Doug Bowen, Jeff Gossett, Kathleen Dennison, Dick Patton, Rick Ketcham, Melissa Myers, Bruno 
Bruni, Brad Bentley, John Penhollow 
ABSENT: Courtney Curatolo 
OTHERS: Rebecca Wurster, Matt Bourke, Melissa Keller 

ADMINISTRATION  
MINUTES Chairman Bowen called the meeting to order and welcomed everyone to the June 

Planning Board Meeting. 
 
Chairman Bowen asked for a motion to approve the minutes for the May 4th and May 
11th 2021 meetings.  Melissa Meyers made the motion.  The motion was seconded by 
Rick Ketcham and passed unanimously. 
 
 CORRESP. None.   

PRIVILEGE OF 
FLOOR 

None. 

NEW BUSINESS 
Zoning 
Referral Log 

Doug Bowen:  Are there any comments or questions on any of the projects on the log? 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Doug, I’d like to make a comment on the Pomfret Solar Project.  I have to 
declare a conflict because this project is within a few hundred feet of my house.  I see 
that Matt’s letter is encouraging the Town to require visual buffers.  As these go 
through, it seems there are a proliferation of these, I would like to see proper visual 
barriers and reasonable setbacks are there.  I would say the same thing no matter where 
the project is located.  If it is approved, it should be properly buffered. 
 
Doug Bowen:  What’s the size of that project? 
 
Matt Bourke:  It is a 3MW projects and we’re looking at about 25 acres. 
 
Doug Bowen:  That is well under the ORES threshold. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  I think the letter does address my concerns, it mentions visual impacts, 
but I thought it was important to discuss. 
 
Melissa Meyers:  I worked with the Town of Allegany on their solar law and one of the 
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Zoning 
Referral Log 

things I thought was important to include was to make sure that the developer has set 
aside an escrow fund for decommissioning. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  I do believe Pomfret has a similar requirement in their law. 
 
Matt Bourke:  I’ve prepared a little presentation if you’d like to go through the details.  
After our initial discussions, we determined that this project is similar to others we have 
deemed a local concern.  However, we did want to bring this project to you for your 
feedback and comments.  I’ll give some quick background on the project.  It is a 3MW 
commercial solar energy project, RIC Energy is the developer out of New York City.  It is 
located on Van Buren Road, right near the board of the Village of Fredonia and the Town 
of Pomfret.  This is for a special use permit submitted by the applicant.  I did go out to 
check out the site last week and did see many of the same things Rick had talked about.  
The vast majority of the site will be cleared.  Rick, you may know better than I do, but I 
think we could consider this forested. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Yes, it’s wet but there are thin trees.  It has not been utilized in many 
years, if at all. 
 
Matt Bourke:  Many of our comments center around visual impact, there was a visual 
impact analysis prepared with the application.  We can see from the application that the 
do intend to keep the trees closest to the property lines, which is important in 
maintaining a visual buffer.  The pines that they’ve proposed planting will take years to 
mature.  They’re also proposing to grow them on poorly drained soil, which might mean 
that they might not grow very well.  That’s something we want them to consider as well. 
We think these impacts are substantial and have reiterated this in our review letter.  We 
suggest the applicant leave as much of the original vegetation as possible.  There are a 
few other things I mentioned in the letter I’d like to touch on.  Again, we’re losing 25 
acres of forestland here and we want to acknowledge that here.  We do also mention 
stormwater.  The applicant has prepared a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  
Knowing that this area is susceptible to flooding, we encourage the Town to review that 
fully.  We did want to note that there is no prime farmland being converted for this 
project.  The developer intends to put two parcels of land in Fredonia into a 
conservation program, and we think this is a positive thing.  Lastly, decommissioning 
came up a little earlier.  I know this has been a frequent topic for our Agriculture and 
Farmland Protection Board.  They want to make sure that decommissioning is done 
right, that there is enough money set aside, and that communities aren’t stuck with 
these projects when it comes time to decommission them. 
 
Rebecca Wurster:  The Ag. and Farmland Protection Board has requested that our 
attorneys at the County look into this as well and see if we can possibly provide some 
sort of support to our municipalities if their solar law does not address this.  We’re 
speaking with other counties grappling with similar issues to see what they’ve done. 
 
Matt Bourke:  Yes, and in this case the developer has provided everything they need to 
provide.  I think the question is, is this good?  How do we evaluate it?  Smaller   
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communities may not have the resources to evaluate it. 
 
Doug Bowen:  A big thing on the decommissioning plan is making sure it is enforceable.  I 
have a question on the wetlands – is there a wetlands designation? 
 
Matt Bourke:  There is an acre and a half of wetlands near the upper portion, but I think 
they’ve managed to avoid impact to that area. 
 
Jeff Gossett:  I don’t think there’s anything you can do on this at the County level, but 
these solar farms are going to pop up more and more.  Here is an example where you 
have a nice residential area.  These people spend a lot of money every year to live there, 
and suddenly you have something right up against it.  Some of it is foresight, but you 
need to be able to have a buffer between these projects and the residential 
neighborhoods. 
 
Matt Bourke:  I don’t disagree.  The NYSERDA model solar law has a few sections about 
visual impacts.  Pomfret doesn’t have that in their law, but I think it is best practice.   
 
Bruno Bruni:  There may be some reflection that may cause concern. 
 
Matt Bourke:  I can add that as a comment to the visual impact section. 
 
Doug Bowen:  I’ll take a motion to approve the letter with the additional comment. 
 
Bruno Bruni:  So moved. 
 
Dick Patton seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously with Rick Ketcham 
abstaining.   
 
Doug Bowen:  Are there any other questions on the referral log?  If not, I’ll accept a 
motion to approve the log. 
 
Jeff Gossett:  I’ll make that motion. 
 
Rick Ketcham seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously. 
 
Doug Bowen:  On solar projects in general, the Town of Ripley is looking at a 270MW 
project, which encompasses developable areas between 1,200-1,500 acres.  Being over 
25MW, this project will be decided on through New York State’s ORES process.  My 
concern moving forward for the County in general is that multiple small projects can end 
up consuming a lot of acreage countywide.  I would assume that County Planning is, to 
some extent, mapping these projects as interest comes through.  At what point do you 
stop?  What percentage of area in the County are you allowing to be developed into 
solar?  It is a concern that is out there.  I don’t know the answer.  Each community will 
be different.  With local rule, the County’s involvement will probably be through the 
referral process.  When you do your comments, this might be something you include. 
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Review of 
Capital 
Projects 
Rankings and 
Report 

Doug Bowen:  You have in front of you the prioritization of the projects based on the 
form rankings.  Are there any initial thoughts? 
 
Jeff Gossett:  I was surprised that JCC’s were as low as they were, compared to their 
signage project. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Along those lines, I was surprised where the salt sheds fell.  I’m not a big 
fan of moving things around after we’ve ranked them, but the salt the sheds hold need 
to be kept dry.  I know that the Legislature does their evaluation, but to me it seemed 
that that is an important project. 
 
Jeff Gossett:  Network equipment is also an important project that I am surprised fell as 
low as it did.   
 
Doug Bowen:  Jeff, would you like to move anything? 
 
Jeff Gossett:  I would like to see the roofs moved up.  You need to take care of what you 
have. 
 
Dick Patton:  The airport tractor was ranked highly, but if our airports are nonfunctional, 
I don’t see how that makes sense. 
 
Melissa Meyers:  I have to say I’m a bit surprised as well that JCC’s signage ranked so 
high.  Looking at JCC’s projects, it looks like they ranked the roofs lower in their 
prioritization. 
 
Melissa Keller:  The signage project was in part because of a mandate, so that influenced 
the ranking as well. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  That is probably why they ranked it higher then too.  I’d like to go back to 
the salt sheds.  I’d like to hear from Brad on this. 
 
Jeff Gossett:  I’d like to quickly jump in here.  I saw something built locally within the 
past two weeks that was for housing topsoil in the summer and salt when the season 
comes.  The facility is not as big as yours, but it had concrete walls and permanent 
arched roofing.  There wasn’t any framing or cloth covers, and I thought a more 
permanent solution might work out better.  At what point do we consider these things? 
 
Brad Bentley:  I’ll answer the first question and then respond to the second.  As far as 
the rankings go, I would say all of my projects need to be done.  I agree with the 
comment of maintaining what you have.  I think that’s critical to what we do.  I feel that 
roads and bridges should be ranked number one – that’s essential to anything that goes 
on in the County.  When you look at the gutters for the Sheridan building, that’s just as 
important as a roof.  I’m going to say that generally, I’m not going to ask you to change 
the whole prioritization.  There is a process that you use, and it is what it is.   We’re 
trying to find the best solutions – we don’t always find it on the first pass.  We had a  
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couple of different alternatives for the salt shed.  One was replacing the hardware and 
getting the fabric cover up.  We noted that the height of the salt shed allowed salt to get 
on the top and eroded some of the anchor joints on that.  We’re more aware of this now 
and the long term damage it can do.  We sweep those off now.  We’re also looking at 
doing something outside the concrete wall – a new structure.  This would be similar to 
what you are suggesting, but that ended up being $500,000 versus $100,000.  We have 
limited dollars and we try to get the best use out of what we can get.  I do know it needs 
to be fixed, because otherwise I have a lot of salt that is going to be exposed and we 
have the environmental concerns.  If we don’t do something about this, we open 
ourselves up to liabilities. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Is there any support for moving that item up?  Maybe above the Dive 
Team Vehicle?  I am concerned about where it is listed. 
 
John Penhollow:  Maybe we can swap it for 22?  Distance Learning? 
 
Rick Ketcham:  Instead of swapping, maybe we can insert it somewhere. 
 
Bruno Bruni:  We can put it above 22.  I’ll make that a motion. 
 
Jeff Gossett seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously. 
 
Melissa Meyers:  In these presentations that we had, it would have been really helpful in 
rating them if we had pictures.  Then, we can see the deterioration and better 
understand it. 
 
Doug Bowen:  Any other questions or comments?  If not, I will accept a motion to 
approve with the adjustments made. 
 
Rick Ketcham:  I make that motion. 
 
Jeff Gossett seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously. 
 
Doug Bowen:  I also wanted to address the six year plan.  After the first round of 
presentations, the need for the six year plan was questioned.  1:26:12 

OTHER 
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Ripley Veteran’s 
Cemetery 

Doug Bowen:  I do have an additional item to add to the agenda.  I’m not sure how many 
of you remember, but in 2014 the County Planning Board was approached by Master 
Sargent Bob McIntosh concerning the possible development of a veteran’s cemetery in 
the Town of Ripley.  In 2014 the Planning Board provided a letter of support for that 
endeavor.  Over the last few years, the process died down for this, but I recently 
received an email from the State and they are looking for a new location for a New York 
State Veteran’s Cemetery. Due to this, we are resurrecting the project.  I’d like to ask the 
Planning Board consider making a motion to support this project and provide a letter of 
support as they did in 2014.  I will make the motion.  Do I have a second? 
 
Rick Ketcham seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously. 
 
 

 ADJOURNMENT 
 Chairman Bowen asked for a motion to adjournment the meeting.  Dick Patton made a 

motion to adjourn the meeting.  John Penhollow seconded the motion and it was 
approved unanimously. 
 
   

 


