	Cortland County Highway Committee

	Minutes
	October 7, 2008
	8:30 AM

	County Office building
Room 304

	

	Meeting called by
	Mr. McKee called the meeting to order @ 8:37 am.

	Type of meeting
	Regular Committee

	committee Members present
	Mike McKee, Chairman; John Steger, Vice-Chairman; Kathie Arnold, Chad Loomis, Danny Ross and Newell Willcox

	attendees
	Scott Schrader, County Administrator; Mark Suben, County Attorney; Katrina Spicer, Secretary to County Administration; Don Chambers, Superintendant of Highways; Bob Buerkle, Deputy Superintendant of Highways; Dan Dineen, Planning Department; Amy Bertini, Paul Stepion, Catherine Wilde, Cortland Standard; and Eric Mulvihill, WXHC

	not present
	Tom Hartnett


	Minutes Approval

	August 12, 2008, Highway Committee Meeting

Mr. Ross made a motion to adopt the minutes of the August 12, 2008 Highway Committee meeting.  Mr. Loomis seconded the motion.
All members in voting favor, none opposed; minutes from the August 12, 2008 Highway Committee meeting were approved as corrected.
September 9, 2008, Highway Committee Meeting

Mr. Loomis made a motion to adopt the minutes of the September 9, 2008 Highway Committee meeting.  Mr. Steger seconded the motion.
Mr. Willcox made an inquiry regarding the status of the J. M. Murray Center and their proposal regarding the Recycling Center.  Mr. Schrader explained that he is reviewing their proposal and considering in the overall context of the 2009 Budget preparation.  Mr. Willcox gave Mr. Schrader an article from the Post Standard, October 6, 2008, and stated that after Mr. Schrader reads this article he may change his philosophy.  He stated that this is from the Governor.  He stated that the Governor’s Office believed this is a good idea.  

All members in voting in favor, none opposed; minutes from the September 9, 2008 Highway Committee meeting were approved as printed.


	Agenda topics

	Resolution ~ Airport
No. 1  ~ Amend Budget/Transfer Funds, Aviation Fuel, Cortland County Airport, Highway Department

	Discussion
	Mr. McKee called for a motion.  Mr. Ross moved the motion.  Mr. Steger seconded the motion.  Mr. Buerkle explained that this request is to cover shortfalls in the expense account for aviation fuel at the airport.  He further discussed some of the background related to this and explained that they are not purchasing any more fuel than they usually do.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the price has increased significantly and the aviation fuel expense funds have been burned up and the expense fund has $0 in it.  He explained that he is proposing to take funds from the revenue account to purchase more aviation fuel  and gain revenue in addition to the amount budgeted for the year.  He explained that $105,000 was budgeted for 2008 in revenue and they have $100,000 already realized for the year.  He stated that there is currently approximately 2000 gallons in the tank and there will be a need to purchase more aviation fuel in a couple of weeks.  Ms. Arnold inquired as to the profit gained per gallon of aviation fuel.  Mr. Buerkle explained that it is roughly 20 % profit.  Mr. Willcox inquired as to the price per gallon of aviation fuel.  Mr. Buerkle stated that it is sold at $5.22 per gallon.  He added that this is still the cheapest in the central New York area and it is competitive.  
Mr. Schrader requested that the resolution be corrected to reflect a balanced budget.  He stated that the Revenue line for $15,000 needs to be changed to $26,000 to reflect a balanced budget.  
Mr. Willcox inquired if Mr. Schrader had heard from the Governor’s Office in regards to the gasoline prices here in Cortland County.  Mr. Schrader explained that he spoke with Senator Seward at the Historical Parade.  He stated that Senator Seward had received no response from the New York State Comptroller’s Office, Attorney General’s Office or the Governor’s Office regarding the fuel prices.  He added that his office has not heard anything either.  

	Conclusions
	All members voting in favor; none opposed. Motion carried.


	Discussion Item ~ Highway Department
Sale of Surplus Equipment

	Discussion
	Mr. Chambers distributed a list of Highway Equipment sold at the Lansing Auction and the selling price of each item.  Additionally, he distributed a preliminary list of Highway Equipment to be sold at the Onondaga County Auction.  Mr. Chambers explained that the Lansing Auction charged a 10% sellers commission and this amount has been noted on the document he distributed.  Mr. Willcox stated that last year five patrol cars were sold to Schuyler County, 2000 and 2001 vehicles, for $500 each.  He pointed out that a 2000 Plymouth Neon was sold at auction for $3,100.  He stressed that there is a large difference between $500 and $3,100.  He stated that we should have sold the patrol cars at auction.  Mr. Schrader pointed out that at #16 on this list two cars were sold for $1,225.  Mr. Willcox pointed out that they were salvage vehicles sold.  Mr. Schrader explained that the vehicles sold to Schuyler County were also salvage vehicles.  Mr. Schrader and Mr. Willcox discussed the condition of the vehicles that were sold to Schuyler County.  


	Discussion Item ~ Dwyer Park
Replacement of Little York Dam

	Discussion
	Mr. Chambers explained that a request to discuss the replacement of the Little York Dam was received in the Clerk of Legislature’s Office.  He added that several years ago an engineering study was done in regards to the replacement of the structure with in five to ten years.  Mr. Chambers explained that he has proposed to include the engineering fees in the 2009 Budget at an amount of $180,000 and $750,000 for the proposed replacement which will need to be included in the 2010 Budget the decision is made to move forward with this project.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the study was completed in 2004.  Mr. Loomis inquired as what the costs include due to the fact he felt they were high.  Mr. Chambers explained that they include obtaining permits, land acquisition fees in addition to the actual engineering costs.  He explained that he has guessed at to what the estimated costs will be.  Mr. Willcox inquired as to what the immediate danger would be if there was a break in the Dam.  Mr. Buerkle explained that he was not an expert in the area of dams.  He added that the study done in 2004 was an extensive one done by Barton & Loguidice, of which they have a group that are and added the concrete around the dam is severely deteriorating.  He explained that it is not currently a stability issue but the structural integrity of the concrete is an issue.  Mr. Buerkle explained that it is better to be proactive in regards to a dam.  Mr. Schrader stated that report has expressed that there is a minimal, if any, risk of catastrophic danger.  Mr. Chambers explained that this is a scheduled replacement and added that they were given.  Ms. Arnold inquired as to the actually process involved.  Mr. Buerkle explained that a coffer dam would be built.  Mr. Chambers explained that the design would be incorporating a portion of the existing dam into the new dam.  Mr. Buerkle explained that there is a control structure to the east that can be used to regulate the water level.  Mr. Steger inquired if the water level would be maintained through out the summer activities.  Mr. Buerkle stated that it would be and added that the DEC controls that.  Mr. Willcox inquired if the Legislature had any control over the DEC.  Mr. Schrader explained that they did not and explained that the a few years ago the water level was lowered so that residents could do work on the shoreline and were told to return the water level to where it was.  Mr. Willcox requested a letter to that effect because he has constituents that have raised this question and are blaming the county for the water level being maintained where it is.  Mr. Chambers stated that he should have a letter on file in regards to this.  Mr. Steger explained that last summer there was weed harvesting done on the lake and at that time the operators of that organization stated that if the water level were lowered a bit more it would help the weed control.   He asked if there was required level at this point and time.  Mr. Chambers stated that the water level is prescribed by the DEC in a letter that he has which gives them direction.  Mr. Buerkle explained that the concern of the DEC is aquatic life upstream from the dam.  Mr. Steger explained that in the past years it has been lowered more and asked if a new regulation has been put in place.   Mr. Buerkle and Mr. Chambers did not know of a new regulation being put in place.  Mr. Steger discussed years back residents being able to improve docks and do shoreline work and this has not been able to be done since.  Mr. Chambers explained that there is a minimum level to be maintained as prescribed by the DEC.  Mr. Chambers further discussed that the DEC would like to be involved in the preliminary design of the project.  Mr. Buerkle stated that they need to work with them because they will need to obtain permits on the dam and will need to gain DEC approval in regards to this.  Mr. Chambers stated that discussions with DEC have already begun.  Mr. Steger introduced Mr. Paul Stepion.  Mr. Stepion explained that he is a resident of Little York and described where he lives.  Mr. Stepion inquired if the letter regarding the prescribed water level was public record and expressed an interest in receiving a copy of the letter.  Mr. Stepion inquired as to who lowers the water level.  Mr. Chambers stated that the Highway Department does.  Mr. Stepion inquired if there was a permanent marking as to what the water should be maintained at.  Mr. Chambers expressed that there is not.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the water level is subject to rainfall and the Highway Department has no control over it.  Mr. Buerkle stated that if there was an increase in the water level the water level may remain at the higher level for a period of time due to the fact that the Highway Department cannot put someone in harms way to remove a board from the dam to lower the level.  He added that they may need to wait until it is safe for a person to do that.  Mr. Stepion discussed the difference in the water level over the last three years and asked who the driving force was in regards to this water level.  Mr. Schrader discussed last year taking out one more board which dropped the water level and the DEC ordered them replace the board.  Mr. Chambers stated that the water level is enforced by the DEC and that is stated in the letter he has on file.  Mr. Buerkle discussed the water level changing on a year to year basis and that level depends on the preservation of the aquatic life.  Mr. Chambers expressed that Mr. Mike Burkowski in the Syracuse DEC Office was his point of contact.  Mr. Stepion discussed the replacement of the dam.  He explained that he went and looked at the dam this past Saturday.  He addressed his concerns regarding the integrity of the dam and expressed that there are numerous holes in the dam.  He discussed the dam and the fact that it is not just being utilized by the people on the lake, he added that it is a resource of Cortland County.  He expressed that there is no catastrophic loss if that dam goes but added it may have a dramatic impact on the county if the dam goes.  Mr. Willcox expressed his concerns regarding the east side of the dam and the danger after the flooding two years ago.  Committee members discussed agreeing with Mr. Willcox and his concerns.  Mr. Stepion expressed that he represents the land owners on the lake and stated that he has a vested interest regarding this because he lives there.  He explained that one reason why he bought property there is because it was on the lake.  He explained that the concerns of the land owners are replacement of the dam, lowering of the water level and weed harvesting.  He further discussed the creation of a channel where they took out fifteen truck loads of weeds he said it all settled in from the sides but it did make a channel.  He discussed the history of the dam and water level.  He expressed his concerns regarding the use of the lake by future generations.  Mr. Schrader explained that the county does not make the decisions for the future generations in regards to this.  He explained that weed harvesting, dredging, water depth and any construction are regulated by DEC.   He explained all the county does is manage it.   He explained that as far as the dam goes, it comes from the county but everything else is regulated by DEC and the county has not control over it.   Mr. Stepion inquired is the Legislature could make a request to the DEC in regards to the water level.  Mr. Schrader stated no and explained that the DEC does not answer to the county.  He added that the county requests permission to do things and they either grant it or deny it.  Mr. Schrader stated that he would love to dredge the lake but he does not see DEC allowing him to do that.  Mr. Stepion explained that there have been studies done recommending the lake be dredged.  Mr. Schrader stated that he would love to harvest some weeds and do weed eradication but he does not foresee DEC allowing it.  He added that he would love to adjust the water level but DEC will not approve it.  Mr. Schrader explained that the county would like to adjust the water level earlier but DEC will not allow it.  Mr. Stepion discussed another land owner along the lake who had worked with Soil & Water regarding weed harvesting.  Mr. Stepion inquired as to how that was accomplished.  Mr. Schrader explained that any work of that type would need to be approved and permitted by DEC.  Mr. Willcox inquired as to how these permits were issued to do work but you are not permitted to change the water level to do that work.  He stated that nothing would be done.  Mr. Schrader and Mr. Buerkle explained that a coffer dam would need to be built in order to do the work in a dry area.  Mr. Stepion inquired if the work to be done on the dam was budgeted.  Committee members discussed the expense to build a coffer dam.  Mr. Schrader stated that DEC is not concerned about that.  Mr. Schrader stated that DEC will be required to give us a permit for the dam but added that permit will be contingent upon their approval if the design.  Mr. Buerkle stated as long as the design meets their specifications.  Mr. Stepion inquired about the support from the Legislature and if this was in the budget for the new year.  Mr. Schrader expressed that the county could use help from Mr. Stepion and the organization that he represents to lobby DEC regarding this.  Mr. Stepion stated that he is new to group and will assist in any way he can.  



	Discussion Item ~ County Landfill
Wind Farm Proposal on Landfill Property

	Discussion
	Mr. Chambers stated that he took the liberty and invited Dan Dineen to the meeting to assist in discussions regarding this.  He added that Mr. Dineen has been the primary contact with TCI Renewables in regards to this.  Mr. Chambers stated his involvement to this point was only to review maps and to point out areas for landfill expansion; other than that he has had no other involvement with the landfill wind farm.  He explained that TCI has requested access to the landfill for archeology study purposes.  Mr. Dineen explained that about a year ago TCI submitted a license and option agreement for the county landfill property.  He explained that it did not include the county’s standard contract language and it was also geared toward private land owners.  He added that he was also able to obtain, free of charge, services from a consultant firm from Rochester who has experience with this type of agreement.  He explained that they looked at the agreement and made several comments.  He also explained that the comments were sent to back TCI Renewables to rework the agreement in January 2008 and they have not returned the agreement yet.  Ms. Arnold inquired about what type of rental figure is involved in this.  Mr. Dineen explained that the offer was extremely low, $1,200 per megawatt.  He additionally explained that the proposed windmills are for two megawatts.  Ms. Arnold explained that she recently attended the NYSAC conference where there was a presentation regarding wind energy that she attended.  She explained that representatives from Lewis County were there and she inquired as to what their land owner payments were.  She explained that she was told they are approximately $6,000 to $10,000 per year for 1.6 megawatt towers.       She explained that it is based upon the actually out put of each windmill and added that it seems like TCI is on the low end.  Mr. Dineen explained that the average rate around New York State is $8,000 per megawatt.  Committee members discussed Cortland County should be receiving about $16,000 for a two megawatt wind mill.  Ms. Arnold inquired about a confidentiality clause in the contract.  She explained that what she has heard is that landowners are tied into these agreements with confidentiality clauses.  Mr. Loomis inquired if it was that they could not tell others what they were making from the windmill.  Ms. Arnold stated that they cannot tell what the wind data and capacity.  She added that the land owners cannot give the information out to the municipalities.  Mr. Schrader explained that for the project in Wyoming County, the land owners were all provided with the same lease and terms as any other property owner.  He added that there was a clause in the agreement that stated that the land owner would get the same rate as the highest paid land owner in the project.  He added that there are 87 wind mills in that project.  Mr. Schrader added that as far as the confidentiality clause is concerned for the county can be thrown out the window we are a public entity and can not keep things confidential.  He added that the county can demand that the provisions in the leases have the same types of terms that the rate per kilowatt hour for leasing is same across all of the property owners.  He added that he thinks there are 37 property owners now.  Ms. Arnold stated that there are 52 now.  Mr. Loomis inquired about the map showing those land owners and proposed wind mills.  Ms. Arnold stated that she has one but it is not the latest one.  Mr. Loomis inquired if this was going through the Planning Department.  Mr. Dineen and Mr. Schrader stated that wither of them had a map with the 52 sites on it.  Ms. Arnold stated that she was not certain if there was a new map available.  Ms. Arnold stated that they are mostly going through the towns.  Mr. Loomis asked if this had gone through the Planning Committee.  Ms. Arnold stated that it had been discussed in the Agriculture/Planning Committee.  Mr. Schrader stated that he thinks the county should take the lead role on this project.  Ms. Arnold asked if he had found out that the county could.  Mr. Schrader stated that the county could.  He added that he would like to see the county take the lead, not in regards to the environmental aspect, but in regards to the PILOTs.  He added that if the county were to allow the Towns or if the Towns were forced in to negotiating the PILOTs themselves, it would not be in the best interest of those towns or in the interest of the county as a whole.  He stated again that the county should take the role as lead agency in negotiating a PILOT with TCI for the placement and the operation of these wind mills.  Mr. Willcox stated that this sounded like a good idea to him.  Mr. Schrader explained that he has a copy of, what is characterized as the most lucrative PILOT in the state; he added that it is from Clinton county.  Mr. Schrader explained further that Cortland County should not use that as a starting point of negotiating a PILOT with the company but recommended that the county hire an attorney that his specifically geared towards these types of projects, with no disrespect to the County Attorney.  Mr. Schrader explained that these attorneys are specifically geared towards these types of projects and have a significant amount of experience with these projects.  He added that they know the ins and outs of drafting the PILOT.  Ms. Arnold stated that there is a balance between getting the best we can and killing the project.  Mr. Schrader agreed with Ms. Arnold.  Ms. Arnold stated that where most of the projects are in Wyoming County they have set aside the traditional PILOT formula where school districts get the most.  She added that in this instance the school district is not having any additional impact from the project.  She added that they are not enrolling any more kids or providing additional services.  She explained that the project in Wyoming County, 80% goes to the Towns plus a host agreement and the other 20% is split, 10% to the school district, 5% to the county and 4.5% to the towns.  Mr. Schrader stated that is not the best one out there.  He added that what is happening, it has been seen in Lewis County and will be soon be seen in Wyoming County, the towns can not possibly spend the money they will be getting.  He additionally discussed all the towns are doing is padding there surpluses, they can not possible spend it.  He discussed the residents getting the best bang for their buck he would like to propose that the funds go to the higher agency and have that funding trickle down to avoid wasteful spending.  He stated that the towns are not going to like to hear that but also explained that the towns he has spoken with from these other counties are buying items like fire trucks just because they have the money and do not know what to do with it.  He added that there are not taxes in these towns and the taxes cannot be reduced beyond zero.  He stated that this is becoming an issue and added that it has not become an issue as much in Wyoming County because they have not put the actual wind mill up yet, but it is an issue in other areas.  He added that it is an issue in other areas of the state where the towns have received the most benefit from these PILOTS because the towns cannot spend the money.  Ms. Arnold stated that the figures they have received from TCI not very high at all.  Mr. Schrader stated that those figures are just for leasing.  Ms. Arnold corrected him and stated that what TCI has suggested for their PILOTs have been pretty minimal.  She added that the other thing that has been suggested that the revenue gained from these wind mill projects be put into projects for economic development.  She added that this is not just a short 20 year boom to help the municipality.  Mr. Buerkle reminded the committee members not to forget infrastructure and roads.  Mr. Schrader stated that he would characterize roads construction as part of economic development.  Mr. Schrader pointed out that if new road is put in then new houses follow.  Ms. Arnold inquired if Mr. Schrader found out about a lead agency in regards to SEQR in Wyoming County.  Mr. Schrader stated that if in fact the county takes on the responsibility of the PILOT then the county can be the lead agency because we then would have a vested interest in the project.  Ms. Arnold stated that she would like to make sure that the towns that host these and the people that will need to look at them will be provided with a descent share.  Mr. Schrader explained his concerns with there being no town tax for these towns and beyond that they basically just make up things to buy.  Ms. Arnold agreed and said that it does make sense to do that.  Ms. Arnold further discussed her concerns regarding the benefits given to the towns that host these projects.  Mr. Schrader stated that the PILOT agreement and Host Benefit agreement aught to be separate and distinct.  He added that they have not been in other areas.  He added that there is no reason why if the county does a PILOT that it is applied to county taxes.  He added that there is no reason why an agreement can not be reached with those towns also.  He stated that it is just something that we need to take a look at.  Mr. Loomis inquired, fundamentally, what is the purpose of a PILOT.  Mr. Schrader explained, theoretically, the purpose of a PILOT is to make the structure tax exempt.  He added that in this case you are saying in order to obtain a permit you need to give me a payment in lieu of taxes, otherwise it is tax exempt.  He further discussed the circumstances in which this PILOT would work.  Mr. Loomis stated that the purpose is to stimulate economic development.  Mr. Schrader stated that actually in this case, it is a reverse PILOT.   Mr. Loomis stated his concerns for his constituents that think the county would be giving these wind mills a PILOT.  Mr. Schrader stated that actually it is the other way around.  Mr. Schrader stated that this is where Wyoming County is different because they do not have the large Highway Department that we do.  He added that 70% of the roads in Wyoming County are the responsibility of the Towns.  He further discussed that in this county the difference is that they are going to use our county roads to get to these structures and we want them to be in the best condition so they are going to pay us for that.  Mr. Loomis stated that it is good to get it out to the people that we are not giving these guys a tax break; it is our way of obtaining additional funds from the project.  Mr. Loomis inquired as to what other projects this company has worked on.  Mr. Dineen stated that TCI is currently working on a project in Minnesota that is there first project.  Mr. Loomis asked for clarity regarding that project.  Mr. Dineen stated that they are putting up wind mills.  Ms. Arnold explained that they are putting up a few projects in Canada but none are completed yet.  Mr. Ross stated that they have put upon a few in different countries.  Ms. Arnold stated that they have done projects in Ireland.  Mr. Loomis stated that Mr. Schrader made a good point about us being the lead agency because it ties into zoning and he further inquired about zoning regulations.  He stated that we are ahead of the curve and this provides an opportunity for us to get involved in the zoning regarding these municipalities.  Ms. Arnold inquired if Mr. Loomis was willing to head that up.  Mr. Loomis declined and stated that he was on the Planning Board so he would see them on the other side.  Ms. Arnold stated that she is trying to find someone who will head this up and try to work with these municipalities.  Mr. Loomis volunteered Mr. Dineen to do that.  Mr. Dineen agreed to work on that.  Mr. Loomis explained that these are two megawatts and asked if anyone knew what two megawatts was.  Mr. Loomis explained that these are going to be as large as the Washington Monument.  He stated that everyone should imagine the country side being dotted with 37 Washington Monuments.  Mr. Loomis discussed limiting the size but added that would limit the output and inquired if that would still make the project viable.  Mr. Loomis discussed the lines carrying the power once it has been produced.  Mr. Schrader stated that he went to Wyoming County when he recently attended the NYSAC Conference and stated that they talk about the 86 wind mills and now they have roads going to those sites.  He added that what you do not realize is that they need to have the infrastructure to get the power to the grid so they are putting in substations all over the place, and they are kind of ugly.  He stated that that is a substantial thing to remember, the substations to get the power to the grid and added that they do make a humming noise.  Ms. Arnold discussed attending a tour in Lackawanna and explained that she found it interesting that the blades where made of balsam wood.  Ms. Arnold and committee members discussed the transmission lines that went through her farm and the lines in general that carry the power.  Committee members discussed the substations and underground transmission lines involved with this project.  Ms. Arnold stated that at the last meeting with TCI they were in contact with National Grid to try to obtain an interconnect agreement with them.  She added that she hadn’t heard anything yet.  Mr. Schrader stated that right now we will sit and wait for them to respond to our licensing agreement.  Mr. Chambers stated that the question that they proposed to him was what they need from us to allow them to gain access to the landfill property.  He questioned if we just need an insurance certificate to naming them as additionally insured or and agreement.  Mr. Schrader stated that he believes we will need more specifics as to what they are actually doing.  Mr. Chambers stated that they have proposed to do archeology studies and wetland delineations.  Mr. Schrader stated that they just need an insurance certificate and to name us as additionally insured.  Mr. Loomis asked what the fall zone was for one of these wind mills and how does this impact the zoning of these farm lands.  Mr. Dineen stated that typically is 1.5 times the height.  Ms. Arnold stated that the actual footprint is not that large.  Mr. Ross added that it is less that a quarter of an acre.  Mr. Schrader stated that the zoning is not impacted by this because the land would be zoned agriculture.  Mr. Loomis requested a copy of the map showing the 52 sites for the proposed windmills.  Mr. Schrader stated that he has not seen a map showing anything more than 38 sites.  Ms. Arnold stated that the number has increased.  Mr. Loomis stated that we need to press on that zoning and cover ourselves and make sure that nothing gets permitted.  He suggested meeting with the residents and the land owners to make sure we get something that is agreeable with the Mr. Schrader stated that there aught not be any permits issued until there has been a meeting with everyone involved.  Committee members discussed the towns beginning to move on this and the zoning in the towns.  Mr. Loomis stated that if we were to be the lead agency we should try to coral all the towns into similar situations.  He inquired how Mr. Dineen can go and say we are going to PILOT this project with different towns having different plans.  Mr. Loomis explained that he would like to see all parties involved sit down at the table with all the issues and everything be discussed ahead of time.  Mr. Loomis stated that Mr. Dineen can not be asked to do eight different versions of zoning because of eight different towns involved.  Ms. Arnold stated that there was a meeting already where we had officials from four different towns attend a presentation was done by Ag & Markets on effects and mitigation for agriculture lands.  She had some people agree to be on a committee to look into this and standardizing the zoning.  Mr. Loomis stated that he does not believe that each town needs there own version of the zoning. 


	Discussion Item ~ Airport
Grant Funding

	Discussion
	Mr. Buerkle stated that Cortland County has been selected to receive grant funding at the Airport for three projects.  He explained that one is to rehabilitate the main hangar building, the old main hangar; we received $297,000 to do that.  He added that we received a grant to tie all three main hangar buildings to the town sanitary facility, sanitary sewer.  Mr. Loomis inquired if that was the Town of Cortlandville.  Mr. Buerkle stated that it was and there was a connection there and we are tying into that connection.  He added that the third one was to purchase a new truck and snow plow equipment at the airport.  He stated that we are expected receive letters from the state officially telling us about these grants within a couple of weeks.  Mr. Schrader asked Mr. Buerkle to explain to the committee what the intention was for the main hangar.  Mr. Buerkle explained that he submitted two proposals in regards to the main hangar.  He explained that the first was to do a total rehab to the main hangar and the second was for a partial rehab to the hangar.  He stated that they received the second proposal for the partial rehab to the facility.  He explained that the proposal includes making the business and office areas energy efficient with new windows and doors and insulation in the walls.  Mr. Buerkle added that it includes a new electrical system for the building because the one we had out there right now is out dated.  He explained that this includes putting a new floor in the hangar and bit of facade work on the building with a new roof over the office hours.  Mr. Willcox inquired if this was part of the $8 billion dollar debt of the State of New York.  Mr. Buerkle stated that he was not sure and said that it was part of the Transportation Bond Act of 2005.  Mr. Willcox and Mr. Loomis discussed the debt of New York State. 
 

	

	Discussion Item/Committee Approval ~ Airport

Fuel Dispensing System

	discussion
	Mr. Buerkle explained that he would like to discuss the fuel dispensing system at the airport has the capability to be a key system as well as a credit card system.  He explained that currently we have a business on the airport that is utilizing that key system and we invoice them monthly.  He added that there is a new and we have not had a flight school in a few months.  He added that this new school has requested to have access to this system by use of a key and be invoiced monthly for use in his flight school aircraft only.  He added that by doing this the 2.5% that is incurred by the user for the use of a credit card.  He stated that he would like to request that we pass that savings on to this business owner and allow him to have access to the system by use of a key.  He stated that there is not net loss on our revenue.  He stated that he does invoices for forty tenants there at the airport monthly and this is just one more.  He explained that he will do a credit a check on the individual and pass it on to Mr. Schrader to make sure he is ok with it.  He stated that he would like to pass this savings on to the businesses at the airport.  He explained the importance of having a flight school at the airport.   He stated that he is asking the committee’s approval on this.   Mr. Willcox inquired about the 2.5% and stated that he is paying 1.75% and suggested that we look into this.  Mr. Buerkle and Mr. Schrader explained that the fee charged is set in the bid for the aviation fuel.  Mr. Buerkle explained that the charge is passed on to the person buying the fuel, using the card.  Mr. Loomis inquired if the card system was already in place.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the system is already in place.  Mr. Loomis and Mr. Buerkle discussed the use of the card system.  Mr. Schrader stated that at most $5,000 a month.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the $5,000 a month would be in the summer and about $2,000 in the winter.  He added that his access to the system can be shut off at anytime for nonpayment.  
Mr. McKee made a motion to give Mr. Buerkle permission to allow this business access to the fuel dispensing system at the County Airport.  Mr. Steger seconded the motion.  

  

	conclusions
	All members voting in favor, none opposed.  Motion approved for Mr. Buerkle permission to allow this business access to the fuel dispensing system at the County Airport.  

	

	Discussion Item ~ County Landfill

Florescent Light Bulb Recycling

	Discussion
	Ms. Arnold inquired about the recycling of florescent light bulbs.  Mr. Chambers explained that he spoke with Brian Parker, Superintendent of Buildings & Grounds, and expressed that Mr. Parker does recycling the florescent light bulbs for the county and stated that he told him that it would be a very costly venture because a significant amount is paid for the disposal.  Mr. Chambers explained that the grant assists with disposal of these items when they are done with the Household Hazardous Waste program.  He added that the New York State DEC gives the county a 50% grant to do this with the program and added that if it were done on a daily basis the county would not be eligible for that grant.  Ms. Arnold addressed her concerns with the florescent light bulbs ending up in the landfill.  

	

	Discussion Item ~ County Recycling Center
Flow at the Recycling Center

	Discussion
	Ms. Arnold stated that she had noticed that Oswego County was having inadequate flow of recyclables in their recycling facility because they were being taken elsewhere.  She asked if Cortland County Recycling Center has that problem.  Mr. Chambers explained that in July there was a point where we had an issue with one large hauler for about a two week period while they were covering for vacations within their own company.  He stated that this was only for the two week period where there was this shortfall of flow.  He stated currently the flow is back to where it had been.  Ms. Arnold stated that Oswego County put in to affect a flow control law to require that all sold waste and recyclables that are generated in the county stay in the county.  She added that by doing this they found that they could lower the rates for everyone.  She expressed her desire to keep the rates down for the public.  Mr. Schrader stated that he recommends flow control since the moment he arrived in Cortland as County Administrator.  Mr. Ross expressed that flow control will fill up the landfills sooner.  Ms. Arnold agreed with Mr. Ross but additionally asked what the argument was against it.  Mr. Schrader stated that Ms. Arnold would need to ask those who argue against it but added, summarizing, those individuals believe it would restrict free market economy.  

	

	Discussion Item ~ County Landfill

JM Murray Center and County Recycling Center

	Discussion
	Ms. Arnold stated that she would also like to bring up the subject that relates to Mr. Willcox’s concerns regarding the JM Murray Center and the Cortland County Recycling Center.   She stated that before she would ever be in favor of it she would need to see the numbers.  She stated that it would need to be a positive move.  She further addressed one of Mr. Schrader’s concerns regarding CSEA employees at the Recycling Center.  Ms. Arnold stated that she attended a workshop put on by Ontario County at the NYSAC Conference.  She added that the representatives from Ontario County explained that in the past they privatized their landfill, they took it back and they privatized it again.  She added that they had the same issue and they were able to overcome it, they did not loose any CSEA employees.    She explained that the employees are still county employees and remained members of the CSEA Union.  She stated that as she understood it the employees were hired by the company and entered into a labor agreement, they are just paid by the company.   She further discussed raises for those employees and the language in the agreement to that affect.  She explained that that the union did not have a vote because no one was taken out of the unit.  She stated that additionally the agreement language stated that if the county was to give a raise higher than what the company had proposed then the company would make up the difference for those employees.  She stated that there is a model where that can be done.  Mr. Schrader stated that he never said it could not be done but added it was difficult to do.  Mr. Willcox inquired if Mr. Schrader could move two employees through attrition.  Mr. Schrader stated that there was no attrition.  He added that they are still there and intend on staying there.  Mr. Schrader explained that the JM Murray Center is suggesting moving the employees that are currently at the Recycling Center to the landfill.  Mr. Schrader stated that this would not help the county save money.  He stated that it would end up costing us money.  He added that not only would the county have to pay those employees working at the landfill they would have to pay the JM Murray Center.  He stated that their proposal has some flaws that can be worked out.  He stated that he needs to sit down and evaluate it in the context of the overall budget.  Mr. Schrader discussed the JM Murray Center being realistic in their assumptions.  He stated that he can not move two people to the landfill and constitute that as a savings.  Mr. Willcox addressed his concerns regarding the one woman who was moved from the landfill to the Recycling Center.  Mr. Schrader stated that she is just physically located at the Recycling Center.  Mr. Willcox and Mr. Schrader discussed the movement of these employees to the landfill as it relates to the budget.  Mr. Ross stated that he believes that the employees already there at the Recycling Center should stay at the Recycling Center and not move them out.  Mr. Schrader stated that is not what JM Murray Center is proposing.  Mr. Ross stated that county needs to work with the JM Murray Center.  Ms Arnold agreed and added that the change needs to be fiscally solid.  Mr. Schrader stated that the JM Murray Center does not understand those needs.  He added that we are a public sector and we must deal with the unions where the JM Murray Center does not recognize that because they are private and do not have to deal with unions.  He added that he believes there is a larger role they can play; we just need to work that out.  Mr. Willcox stated that he believes we can bring in a great deal more recyclables if it were run by the JM Murray Center.  Mr. Schrader stated that he does not know if that is necessarily true.  Mr. Willcox suggested a trial basis.  Mr. Schrader stated that he does believe that they can play a role.  Mr. Loomis inquired about what their proposal timeline looks like.  Mr. Schrader stated that they have proposed to begin in January.  Mr. Loomis suggested that they put this on the agenda to discuss in committee the next month or so.  Mr. Schrader stated that it is part of the budget, so yes.  Mr. Loomis suggested reviewing the proposal submitted by the JM Murray Center and the budgetary impact it has on the county.  Mr. Willcox requested to have the JM Murray Center come to the meeting and discuss their proposal.  Mr. Schrader stated that he has no problems with that but additionally discussed that he would rather pick apart their proposal in private as opposed publically.  Ms. Arnold suggested picking it apart privately then discuss it in public.  Mr. Willcox inquired as to what is wrong with discussing something as basic as this in public.  Mr. Loomis stated that the county should look at this objectively from the county’s stand point and then discuss it with the JM Murray Center as to where we are.   Ms. Arnold requested a copy of the proposal.  Committee members discussed reviewing the proposal and having the back ground.  Mr.  Willcox expressed that he would like to have the JM Murray Center here so he can ask them questions publically.  Mr. Willcox expressed that he is just trying to have a $3 million facility paid for by the tax payers maximize its revenue.  Mr. Schrader stated that he supports what Mr. Willcox says and added that he believes the JM Murray Center is overestimating the savings to the county in their proposal.  Mr. Willcox inquired about a vacancy in the Highway Department and the possibility of moving the employees at the Recycling Center to the Highway Department.  Committee members discussed employment requirements and qualifications for different positions.  Committee members discussed a Flow Control Law and the legality of the law.  Mr. Schrader stated that he would not recommend their proposal as proposed because they are not accurate in their assumptions.  Mr. McKee inquired as to what a good time would be to review this proposal.  Ms. Arnold suggested reviewing it at the next Highway Committee meeting.  Mr. Schrader stated that he had no problem with that.  


	Meeting Adjourned
	Mr. Loomis made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Steger seconded the motion.  Mr. McKee adjourned the meeting at 10:05 am.

	Special notes
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