
CHAUTAUQUA COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
Gerace Office Building, Mayville, N.Y. 

 

Tuesday September 9, 2014 
 

PRESENT:  Vice-Chairman John Hamels, Jon Ortendahl, John Frey, John Penhollow , Jeffery Gossett and 
Ted Bogdan 
 
ABSENT: Doug Bowen, Daniel Johnson, Maureen Morabito and Bernie Auer. 
   

OTHERS: Donald McCord (Planning) and Dick Patton 
MINUTES No minutes were available for the August meeting. Minutes will be reviewed and considered at 

the October meeting. 
CORRESP. Correspondence attached from neighbors in the Pratt Street area in Mayville and Doug Conroe, 

Chairman of the Chautauqua County Environmental Management Council. 
PRIVILEGE 
OF FLOOR 

Dick Patton introduced himself as a citizen interested in serving on the County Planning Board. 
  

NEW 
BUSINESS: 
Webb Hotel 
Project Review 
– Variances 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

John Hamels - This project will be a large project for us to discuss. We have many questions 
regarding the project. Jim Webb has applied to build a building in Mayville. The applicant is 
calling it a hotel but it seems to be more than that.  
 
Don McCord – A specific use has not been designated but it is being titled as a hotel at this time. 
Is everyone familiar with where the property is? The site is a collection of three parcels along 
Route 394 in Mayville in front of where the Chautauqua Belle is located.  
 
John Penhollow – Is it lakefront property or set off? 
 
Don McCord – No, it is between the road and the railroad tracks with the Village of Mayville 
owning the land between the tracks and the lake. The Village also owns the railroad right of way. 
 
In 1997 & 98, a project with some similarities went through a lengthy review process for the sites 
in question. In December of 97 the Mayville Zoning Board of Appeals denied the area variances 
that were requested back then. The issue went to court and the ZBA eventually did grant the area 
variances. It took until December of 1998 to get through all the reviews that were required. 
However, that development was for just a hotel with 68 rooms and the building was four stories 
tall (55’). The Village has a provision within tis zoning code that says if the applicant does not 
proceeded within a project within a set period, the approvals expire. So 16 years later the 
modified project is going through a review process again. That is a summary of the history of the 
project. Now I will attempt to summarize where the proposed project is going. 
 
Currently the Webb’s have a request in for five area variances. The first variance is for height. 
The Village’s Zoning Law allows 40 feet within the district and the applicant is requesting 66 
feet. It is typical for a local code to require 40-50 foot setbacks in the front and rear yard area and 
10-15 feet for side yard areas. Because of the limited size of the lot and the size of the proposed 
facility, the applicant must also request a side yard variance; a 22 foot front yard variance; and a 
26.5 foot rear yard variance. The remaining variance is for parking. The current lot has space for 
40 parking spaces and the initial projection is for 51 parking spaces. 
 
Unfortunately, the materials provided at this time are primarily conceptual. The materials do not 
provide seating capacity for the proposed restaurant; the shared ownership portion of the building 
has different parking needs, which have not been calculated into the parking number; and a gift 
shop or open space for meetings may be included and have not been considered in determining 
parking needs. With the only private parking option available to be offsite across the street, this 
could be the one variance that the Board may wish to examine due to the potential impact on 
traffic patterns on Route 394 and the need for pedestrian safety at this crossing location. 



Webb Hotel 
Project Review 
– Variances 
(Cont.) 

This may not be the most controversial issue at the local level but it is one of the issues we need 
to be concerned with. 
 
John Penhollow – I think we need to be concerned with the amount of parking created and the 
runoff impact on the Lake. 
 
Don McCord – The challenge we have in reviewing this proposed project is similar to what 
occurred in 1998. We have been requested to respond to their decision on the requested area 
variances. There still are two other local zoning approvals, site plan review and a special use 
permit, required that we will have to review. It would have been nice to have bundled these and 
reviewed the project in its entirety but that was not how the Village chose to approach the review. 
Therefore, items like stormwater runoff are things we will evaluate during future reviews of the 
project. Today we just have to determine the impact of granting the requested five variances. 
 
John Penhollow – The only thing I can compare this to is the condominium project in the Village 
of Bemus Point. You pull into the Village and there they are. Nothing else in the Village is of the 
same caliber. Is that what it’s going to be here when you compare the proposed development to 
other development in the neighborhood? 
 
Don McCord – I have drafted a response letter as a starting point for discussion. This is the 
Board’s decision so please feel free to suggest changes to the draft. Before we begin to discuss 
that I will pass around a letter from the neighbors regarding the variances (the letter was read 
aloud to the Board). I will also submit a letter from the Environmental Management Council with 
their thoughts on the project (the letter was also read aloud). I have reached out to the EMC and 
let them know about this meeting. 
 
Jeff Gossett – When you’re filing a request for a project like this, I don’t know if it should be 
reviewed on the short form under the SEQRA process. There is stormwater, visual impacts and 
other impacts that might make it a Type I action. 
 
Ted Bogdan – Does the Town of Chautauqua have any jurisdiction in this matter? I believe our 
role in this is just a County perspective. 
 
Don – No the Town does not have a say in this. Your other point is a good point to remember 
when we are deciding how to respond to this or any other project. Things that are impacts of a 
County nature are what we are charged with taking a look at. The Board can make informal 
comments to improve the project but formally it must be a County impact. Impacts such as lake 
impacts and traffic impacts are the types of impacts that we would formally comment on. 
 
Jeff Gossett – I feel bad for the neighbors but I think the local law would allow for a 40 foot 
structure that would block their view regardless of the variance. 
 
Ted Bogdan – I believe the issues before us today are local issues. 
 
Don McCord – The SEQRA question raised by Jeff is a good question and perhaps we should 
make an informal comment to insure the Village utilizes the correct procedure during the local 
review. 
 
John Frey – I was just thinking about the parking and the impact on the State highway. If you 
have a thin lot with variances on every side, you could generate a Tim Horton effect. I don’t 
know if that’s a fair comparison. I don’t want to be negative about the parking but I think we 
should have more specifics before we sign off. 
 
 



John Hamels – Lets just look at the five variances today.  
 
First variance is front yard which is 18 feet from the curb edge, a 22 foot variance. Many of the 
other buildings in the area are that close to the curb. I think 40 feet is quite a bit for a business 
district similar to the district in question. 
 
The second is a side yard variance from 15 to ten feet. The third variance is a rear yard variance 
from 40 feet to 13.5 feet. The fourth variance is for a 26 foot variance for height. The final is for 
the parking space variance. 
 
The concern that we did raise was the traffic flow for parking should we comment on the 
parking?  
 
Don – We can add that to the comments. I think where we are stuck on finalizing the Board’s 
decision is on the exact language for the parking issue. 
 
John Penhollow – Would raising the parking issue keep them from moving forward? 
 
Don McCord – I don’t believe so. The draft just requests that the parking be tabled or denied 
until further information is available. 
 
John Hamels – I wish to entertain a motion that we approve the draft letter to the Village of 
Mayville with the additions recommended at today’s meeting. 
 
On a motion by John Penhollow, with a second by Ted Bogdan, the Planning Board unanimously 
voted to send the Draft referral response to the Village of Mayville’s ZBA. 
 

Capital Project 
Process Update 

John Hamels - John would you like to comment on the meeting. 
 
John Frey – I would like to reserve my comments until our next meeting. 
 
John Hamels – I pushed hard to have a strategic planner position added to help departments with 
capital planning. I told the committee that they are going backwards when they don’t adequately 
fund the capital needs of the County. I also told the committee that airports are not a favorite 
topic for our Board. Vince Horrigan is moving forward with an airport study to determine the 
answers to many of the questions raised by our Board and others. 
 
We also had a good discussion on the fire training sites. We recommended $30,000. The fire 
group said that the City of Jamestown uses it all of the time for training. I encouraged them to 
approach City to help with maintenance and work with DPF for parking lot maintenance with 
millings. George Spanos was there and said that he would help with millings. This goes back to 
the fact that you need someone who talks with the departments about their needs and then 
coordinates this stuff. 
 
Jeff Gossett – Where are they at with the process? 
 
Don McCord – The County Executive must submit a tentative budget by September 24th. 
 

Zoning Referral 
Log 

The August Zoning Log was reviewed by the Board. On a motion by John Frey, with a second by 
John Penhollow, the August Zoning Log was unanimously approved. 

New Business –  
Membership 

Don McCord – I want to inform the Board that the County Executive will still be accepting 
potential candidates for the Board up until September 12th. 

Next Meeting The next meeting will be on October 7th, 2014 at 4:00 in a location TBD. 
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