
CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

Tuesday July 12
th

, 2011 
 

PRESENT:  Douglas Bowen, Ted Bogden, John Penhollow, John Hamels, Jeffery Gossett, Paul Gavin, 

Michael Rodgers and Kathy Tampio 

ABSENT: Linda Fairbanks, Truman Bradley and David Thomas 
   

OTHERS: Mark Geise and Donald McCord (Planning), Jeanne Polisoto (Citizen). 

MINUTES On a motion by Ted Bogden, with a second by John Hamels, the minutes of the June 7
th
 meeting 

were unanimously approved. 

CORRESP. None 

PRIVILEGE 

OF FLOOR 

Jeanne Polisoto – The Farmland Trust of America has a six part series on farmland protection. I 

have attended some of the webinars on this and find this to be an excellent source of information. 

The six part series can be found at www.farmland.org/ny After attending meetings and listening 

to the discussion I find the capital projects process to be to lose. More attention needs to be given 

to what happens to the request in the first two years. The process should not stop with approval 

or recommendation. Capital project implementation and monitoring to see if the project is 

successfully accomplishing what it stated will make the process better. 

NEW 

BUSINESS: 

NYS GML-239 

Exemption 

Policy 

 

Mark Geise – Resources within the Planning and Economic Development department have been 

reduced each year. At the same time municipalities are facing the reduction of local resources. As 

agent of the Planning Board our department reviews municipal referrals submitted in compliance 

with New York State General Municipal Law, Sections 239 l & m. Certain actions that are 

submitted under these requirements are usually found to be of "local concern." 

 

NYS GML 239-m states that   " The County Planning Agency (Chautauqua County Planning 

Board) may enter into an agreement with the referring body or other duly authorized body of a 

city, town or village to provide that certain proposed actions set forth in this subdivision are of 

local, rather than inter-community or county-wide concern, and are not subject to referral." 

 

We are presenting a proposal to the Board for consideration that would allow us to exempt 

special use permit renewals and certain residential area variances. We have provided a copy of a 

draft letter for municipalities and a draft of the agreement the Board may use. In developing this 

list I reviewed the past 15 months of referrals and found that these are typically a "local concern" 

issue. The department processes about 130 referrals per year and these make up approximately 

25% of the referrals. Exempting these would save time for the Department and the municipality 

and should not impact the County's ability to have input on important community projects. 

 

John Hamels – Does the referral process hold up local citizens from completing projects? 

 

Mark Geise – There will still be a local approval process that citizens will need to go through. 

We have always been very good about working to meet the municipal deadlines so that we did 

not hold up projects. It's rare that the referral process would ever hold up a local project. 

 

Kathy Tampio – I think that if we send this to municipalities that we should send some 

information on the referral process. 

 

Motion – On a motion by Paul Gavin, with a second by Kathy Tampio, the Board unanimously 

approved entering into agreements with municipalities to exempt certain actions from review 

under NYS GML 239 l & m, as outlined in the proposed draft presented by staff. 

Capita Projects 

Process -  

Discussion 

Don McCord – I have distributed the following materials to you: a copy of our current capital 

rating sheet, a sample rating sheet with a variety of categories, an explanation of the rating 

process, the definition of capital today; and a detailed explanation of rating criteria grouped by 

priority. 



The Board has ask that we review the Capital Projects Process and determining the basis for 

review is will be the foundation for all that we do when modifying the process or capital 

worksheets. In our current economic climate we need to group projects and our criteria for 

ranking them into broad general categories first. I think that utilizing simple terms for categories 

will help the Board members determine a projects importance. The three categories are "High 

Priority" or something we "must do"; "Medium Priority" or something we "should do"; and "Low 

Priority" or something we "could do." The first category contains items that are mandated with 

no alternatives by either the State or Federal governments and projects that address a hazard that 

relates directly to public safety and is imminent. The second category contains items that advance 

County goals as defined by the Legislature; improve efficiency; maintains an essential service; or 

directly supports economic development. Lower ranked project are ones that would be nice if 

finances allowed. Items such as something that is for the convenience of staff or users, provides 

service at a higher standard or creates a new service. 

 

If you look at the criteria in this way it becomes easier to begin to see where we should 

potentially make some adjustments in our weighting. However, one of the other challenges we 

have is that we group all of our capital projects together and use the same criteria for comparison. 

While this approach works for smaller units of government where it is easy to gather all of the 

decision makers and reach consensus on a limited number of project requests, it may have some 

drawbacks for a government of our size. Another approach would be to group projects by type 

and utilize ranking criteria for each category. I think a perfect example of the need for this is 

when we are evaluating technology investments, which typically have a very short lifespan and 

different benefit analysis. We rank a three-year investment in technology the same way we do a 

20-year investment in a crane or bridge. 
 

John Hamels – It makes sense to me to group the reviews by type. However, does that mean that 

you would support the top three in each category and move them forward? This might knock out 

an important project because another category had a project that ranked high in its category but 

wasn't more important on a County-wide basis. 
 

Don – That is a good point. I think the value is to rate and rank them in their respective 

categories so you are using the best approach to determine the most viable projects. Once that 

process was complete the Board would develop a priority list for the overall recommended 

annual capital budget. This would allow you to overcome that issue. 

 

Mark Geise – I don't think this would simplify the process. If we did categorize them then you 

would have to do more data input to figure things out and it would be more difficult to automate. 

 

Doug Bowen – I know it would make things more complicated but I think that in doing so that 

the final outcome would be simpler for all involved. 

 

Paul Gavin – In regards to the specific weighting of criteria, I think we could wait until March or 

April of each year to determine the weighting based upon the County's current priorities. 

 

Mike Rodgers – The availability of State or Federal funding for a project has often skewed the 

results and governed the outcome of the process. I think we need to adjust the process so this 

factor doesn't carry so much weight. 

 

Mark Geise – If you weight the high priority items at 15% each, the medium priority at 10% and 

the low priority at 5% it adds up to 100%. I also think that perhaps the impact on other 

departments and the content of the presentation are items that should be considered. 
 

John Hamels – I don't know if the rating on the "Functional Area" should be so high but I think 

we should retain the rating category. I found it very helpful this year to know how a department 

rated its own project.   



Doug Bowen – Part of the problem is getting everyone on board with the process. We need to 

develop questions so the departments understand them better and provide better information. We 

need them to explain why they are proposing to do what they're doing. 

 

John Hamels – I know I find the rating category of "Financing" and "Operating Budget Impact" 

confusing. If we could explain those two categories better I think that would help. 

 

Doug Bowen – Do we need to get the capital process changed in the County Charter to make 

some of these things happen? 

 

Don McCord – The discussion is timely because the Audit & Control Committee just asked 

Chairman Croscut to establish a committee to review and update the County's Financial 

Management Policy. Much of what determines how we approach capital projects is spelled out in 

that policy. I think if we submit suggestions to the committee that they will take them into 

consideration and be thankful that you provided them some guidance. 

 

Mark Geise asks the timeline for updating the materials. 

 

Don McCord stated that he would attempt to have a revised definition and ranking criteria to the 

Board by the August meeting.  

OLD 

BUSINESS: 

Farmland 

Protection Plans 

Don McCord – Did everyone receive the copies of the Chautauqua County, Cattaraugus County 

and Genesee County Farmland Protection Plans? The Erie County Plan, which was originally 

completed in 1996, is not included because they are currently in the process of updating the plan. 

I have compared the plans and find our plan to have a solid framework. However, the plans were 

originally funded by New York State to primarily help prevent the loss of farmland and did not 

get into as much detail on specifically how to help the agricultural economy. The Cattaraugus 

Plan, which was completed in 2007, does a fairly good job at starting to address this weakness 

but not in terms of some of the more progressive programs that have emerged recently. During 

the County's comprehensive Plan process we saw potential emerging with the development of 

agri-tourism, value added production and the farm to table movement. This type of 

entrepreneurial aspect of the agricultural economy is not strongly supported in our current plan. 

 

Last weekend I was at the Westfield Farm Market and meet the owner of a small farming 

operation from Stockton. He has been developing an organic meat product. This gentleman was 

full of enthusiasm but was surprised that being part of this local market would expand his 

potential customer base to Pittsburgh, Cleveland and Buffalo. Providing agricultural operations 

like this mechanisms to market their products, training and other structural supports, which can 

be identified and supported by an agricultural plan, is a way to build our agricultural economy. 

Farmland protection may be one of the goals we strive for to preserve the character of our 

County but we must realize that farming requires large areas of land. If the rural landowner is to 

hold on to the land in its current form it must provide a revenue stream that makes sustainable. 

Without the opportunities and support needed to survive, the farming community will continue to 

sell of lots for residential development and we will continue to lose farming as a part of our 

economy. 

 

Kathy Tampio – Has there been much progress in implementing the original recommendations of 

the current Farmland Protection Plan? 

 

Don – When the Plan was first adopted there was progress made on implementing it. The County 

passed a Right to Farm Law; some applications were made to protect farmland with "Purchase of 

Development Rights" funding; and annual farm days were started to educate the public. When 

the financial crisis of 2003 hit, much of that activity ceased. 

 

 



Jeff Gossett – Does the Farmland Protection Board meet monthly? 

 

Don – I am also the liaison to the Farmland Protection Board and they currently meet on an as 

needed basis. The group gets together to review a "Notice of Intent" or to review a State 

Agricultural District. 

 

All – After discussion on the state of agriculture and the pros and cons of revisiting the current 

Chautauqua County Farmland Protection Plan, it was decided to attempt to have a joint meeting 

with the Farmland Protection Board. 

 

Zoning Referral 

Log 

The Board reviewed the June zoning log. No comments were received from the Board on the 

zoning log. 

Other None 

Next Meeting The meeting adjourned at 6:00 PM. The next meeting will be on August 2
nd

 , 2011 at the IDA 

Offices located at 200 Harrison Street in Jamestown from 4:00 to 6:00 PM. 

 


