	Cortland County Highway Committee

	Minutes
	FEBRUARY 10, 2009
	8:30 AM

	County Office building
Room 304

	

	Meeting called by
	Mr. McKee called the meeting to order  at 8:29 am.

	Type of meeting
	Regular Committee

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

	attendees
	John Daniels, Chairman of the Legislature; Sandy Price, Majority Leader; John Troy, Legislator D1; Dennis Whitt, County Auditor; Elizabeth Burns, Assistant County Attorney; Don Chambers, Superintendant of Highways;  Bob Buerkle, Deputy Superintendant of Highways; Angela Wilde; Dan McNeil; Ron Rocco; Steve Lissberger; Kevin Mack; Eric Mulivihill, WXHC, Angela Wilde; and Catherine Wilde, Cortland Standard. 

	not present
	

	Minutes Approval

	January 6, 2009
Mr. Willcox made a motion to accept the minutes. Seconded by Mr. Ross. All members in voting favor, none opposed. The minutes from the January 6, 2009 Highway Committee meeting were approved. 


	Resolutions ~ Highway Department

	


	Resolution No. 1 –  Authorize Agreement, Page Green Road Phase II, Highway Department

	Discussion
	Mr. McKee called for a motion.  Mr. Ross moved the motion.  Mr. Willcox seconded the motion.  

Mr. Chambers explained that this is for the Page Green Road, Phase III Federal and State Aid project is currently in the design phase and ready to progress to the construction phase and go out for bid to do so and right of way acquisition.  He stated that this resolution is to authorize the funding for that phase.  He added that he would come back with a resolution to award the bid and approval for engineering services for the construction phase.  Mr. Chambers stated that this project has been previously approved to go all the way to Route 392 and there was a resolution, Resolution 458-06,      in which the Legislature approved going all the way to Route 392 for reconstruction of this highway.  However, he explained that the DOT did not come through with the additional funds past the congressional earmark that was for this project.  He explained that the scope has been reduce and he thought that he would come back for approval from the Legislature because the scope of the project has been changed.  He explained that the they have submitted their preliminary plans for approval to go into final design and gain authorization for right of way procurement.  He explained that DOT is taking longer than usual to gain approval and they are being held up at FHWA (Federal Highway Administration).  He explained that they are taking longer to review than normal.  He added that one reason for moving forward in January with a special article is because they were hopeful to include this project in the federal stimulus plan and added that the local share could possible go away.  He added that he wanted to make the committee away that approval is slower than usual.  Ms. Arnold inquired about FHWA and Mr. Chambers explained that it was Federal Highway Administration.  Mr. Willcox inquired if there was any way the local share could increase.  Mr. Chambers stated that the sponsor is for 80% federal, 15% state and 5% local.  He explained that if this is included in the federal stimulus package then the federal share would be 100%, the funding stream could change to 100%.  Mr. Willcox stated that it would help us but not hinder us.  Mr. Chambers stated that Mr. Willcox was correct.  Mr. Chambers stated that the resolution is in the format that the County did not receive the federal stimulus funding but if the project was included it would only be a better situation for the County.  Mr. Chambers stated that there have been changes in philosophy at the federal level in regards to going out for an actual cost of the project rather than an estimate.  He stated that that this is for better utilization of funding.  Mr. Loomis pointed out that the County’s share was $191,000 at this point.  Mr. Chambers stated that at this point that is correct for final design and right of way acquisition.  He explained that there have been other funds expended on this project.  
All members voting in favor; none were opposed.  The motion passed.  




	Resolution No. 2 –  Authorize Highway Equipment, Skid Steer Loader, Highway Department

	Discussion
	Mr. McKee called for a motion.  Mr. Willcox moved the motion.  Mr. Steger seconded the motion.  

Mr. Chambers explained that this Skid Steer Loader was on his Five Year Equipment Replacement plan for next year.  He explained that the current one is a Thomas and the company went bankrupt about a year ago, the equipment has been problematic and they have had a difficult time obtain parts to be replaced.  He also discussed that it is difficult to rent this piece of equipment because of the specific modifications and the manner in which the equipment is used.  He also explained that there are funds in the solid waste budget for this purchase; the sale of the Excavator came in over the amount budgeted for the sale.  He stated that the buyers were eager to give the amount above what was expected.  He also explained that the Equipment Master Plan will be under budget and all the scheduled equipment would have been purchased with the exception of a truck at the airport.  He explained that there may be an opportunity to gain grant funds to make that purchase.  
All members voting in favor; none were opposed.  The motion passed.  




	Resolution No. 3 – Landfill Construction Project, Phase II Liner Extension Change Order 

	Discussion
	Mr. McKee called for a motion.  Mr. Willcox moved the motion.  Mr. Steger seconded the motion.  

Mr. Chambers explained that the contract for this project had an option for either laying gravel or tire chips in the cells.  He stated that preferred item is tire chips and explained that the tire ships provide for further insulation in the cells and are preferred by the DEC.  He explained that it also use recycled tires.  He explained that there was a contract with New York State for the tire chips and the state only provided 2% of the tire chips that they were going to supply and stated that they have no further intentions of supplying more tire chips.  Mr. Willcox inquired as to what the contractual issues were with New York State in regards to this.  Mr. Chambers explained that what he was told by OGS there is litigation on the contract in regards to the quantities of the tire that are to be chipped.  He stated that there was a problem with what was estimate din the contract and what was actually being chipped.   Mr. Willcox addressed his concerns in regards to the stated failure to fulfill their contract.  Mr. Chambers stated that the County signed a New York State contract and have no recourse on their failure to supply the tire chips and non-delivery.  Mr. Chambers stated that this would have been beneficial to the County is this had worked out.  Mr. Chambers stated that there was change order on demand in the contract so this does not change the realm of the contract.  He stated that this is still within the contracted amount.  He added that this is over the $10,000 allotment that Mr. Schrader could approve and that is why it is being brought back to the Committee and the Legislature for approval.  Mr. Willcox inquired as to where the tires are going to be obtained for chipping.  Mr. Chambers explained that he is trying to work out a plan to take tire from the Landfill to be chipped but that has not been finalized yet.

All members voting in favor; none were opposed.  The motion passed.  




	Resolution No. 4 –  Authorize Sale of Used Equipment, Highway Department

	Discussion
	Mr. McKee called for a motion.  Mr. Willcox moved the motion.  Mr. Hartnett seconded the motion.  

Mr. Chambers explained that this piece of equipment was off the Excavator that was just sold.  He explained that he has meant with the Superintendent of highways from Cayuga County in regards to this and they have a need for this thumb.  He explained further that this is an equitable amount for this piece of equipment.  
All members voting in favor; none were opposed.  The motion passed.  



	

	Resolution No. 5  - Approve Supplementary Contract For Engineering, Tioughnioga River Trail/Highway Department
And 

Discussion Item – River Trail Project

	Discussion
	Mr. McKee stated that Mr. Chambers provided each member present with a copy of the Approve Supplementary Contract For Engineering, Tioughnioga River Trail/Highway Department Resolution.  Mr. Loomis stated that this may be better suited after the committee has had their discussion regarding this. Mr. McKee asked for a motion.  Mr. Ross made a motion. Seconded by Mr. Willcox.  Mr. Chambers explained that a conference call took place in regards to the River Trail project yesterday, February 9, 2010.  He explained that representatives from the Department of State and New York Stated Department of Transportation were conferenced in on a call with the County Administrator, some Legislators, representatives from FORT, members of the press and himself.  He added that at that meeting he was requested to bring forth a resolution regarding to move forward with the engineering.  Mr. Chambers explained that he has been in contact with the engineering company and added there has been a change in the hourly rate regarding an engineer.  He further explained that a year or two ago the cost estimate was $188,000 and that in this resolution to move forward he is recommending that a set amount not to exceed $200,000.  He added that this price would include an increased cost for engineering.  Mr. Chambers explained to the committee that if the Legislature were to decide to move forward with the project at least three more resolutions would be needed; 1.) to purchase right of way   at an estimated cost of $600,000 2.) receipt of a grant application from Department of State 3.) to modify the existing federal agreement, the current agreement is not in a format which does not use it to purchase the rights of way, a modification will be needed.  He also explained that FORT has stated that there is another possibility of another grant from the state.  Mr. Chambers stated that there are several steps beyond this that would need Legislative approval for this project before it progressed.  Mr. Hartnett inquired about the use of County funds for this project.  Mr. Chambers explained that there are funds from the IDA that has been scheduled for a local match.  He added that, from the discussions yesterday, some of the state funds can be used as matching funds for the federal funds that are in place provided that we modify the current agreement.  He explained that it was discussed yesterday to move things forward.  He explained that an additional $750,000 will be needed to move the project forward and those funds are not in place.  Chairman Daniels requested a chance to address this.  He stated that he is concerned with this motion.  He explained that in December the full Legislature voted, a pretty unanimous vote, not to spend any additional funds on the River Trial.  He added that this is pretty clear, it doesn’t matter how you juggle the numbers and the money is applied for, this will cost the County money.  He stated that to allocate $200,000 that may come back and the County end up having to pay is wrong.  He stated that he thinks it is a big mistake moving forward with this.  He added that people are calling day after day in regards to the increase in their tax bills.  He explained that $200,000 or $300,000 increase the tax levy by 1%.    He stated that decision needs to be made on this and the decision needs to made that we stop the project and move forward with the business we need to do.  He stated that this has taken a great deal of County time and effort.  He explained that if there is a group that wants the River Trial then that is fine and they can go out and raise the money they need to raise for the River Trail.  He stated that he thinks this is a nice idea but we need not spend any more County time and money on the project.  Mr. Willcox inquired if Mr. Schrader gave anyone his thoughts on this and where he stands.  Mr. McKee stated that he did not.  Mr. Whitt explained that Mr. Schrader would do what the majority of the Legislature tells him to do.  He discussed Mr. Schrader and himself expressing their opinions in regards to items like this.  Mr. Whitt explained that the committee has the authority to vote to move forward with the project.  He added that the committee also has the authority not to commit any further county funds and added that this does not mean that the project stops it just means that no further county funds are committed.  Mr. Whitt explained and discussed that the county is in a situation where they need to watch their outflow of cash because of what is going on at the state level.  Mr. Willcox clarified that he was interested in Mr. Schrader’s opinion in regards to this.  Mr. Whitt stated that he was not certain if Mr. Schrader would give Mr. Willcox his opinion.  Mr. Willcox stated that he believed that Mr. Schrader is paid to give his opinion.  Mr. Loomis stated that Mr. Schrader was not a Legislator and he did not have a vote.  Mr. Whitt stated that Mr. Schrader doesn’t vote but he was not certain that Mr. Schrader would give the members his opinion in regards to this project but he might.  He stated that the Committee has a right to move forward, if they chose to.  Ms. Arnold brought up the conference call meeting that many of those present missed.  She explained that it lasted for two hours and Mr. George Stafford from the Department of State and there were several people from the Department of State and the Department of Transportation on the line.  Mr. Arnold stated that the Department of State and NYS Department of Transportation were 100% behind this project and said that these projects were very competitively bid projects.  She added that they stated that Cortland River Trail won out over numerous others and one of the grants this project six to one.  She explained that there over six hundred applicants and only one hundred were chosen.   She added that the Department of State and NYS Department of Transportation said they would really like to see this project go forward.  She explained that this money from the State and Federal governments is here for us to use now and stated that FORT has committed to getting the rest of the money so that we did not have to put any tax dollars and local funds in.  Mr. Ross explained that there is a website Rails to Trails and there is a study that the property values for real estate along the trails actually increased.  He added that the study also included that the turn around sales of homes around the trials were quicker.  He stated that if FORT believes that they can go out and raise that money then we should give them a chance.  He briefly discussed the benefits from the trail and stated that they should look at the future. Mr. Loomis stated that he thought that there would be minutes provided today from the conference call held yesterday.  He added that he was disappointed and asked Ms. Spicer if they were just typed and not checked.  Ms. Spicer stated that she did not have an opportunity to sit and type them yesterday.  Mr. Loomis stated that he thinks this is part of why they are feeling the pinch here.  He added that he left the meeting with a more pleasant feeling about how this could happen without using more tax payer dollars.  He stated that the issue is the grant writer wants a commitment on the Legislature’s behalf to move forward.  He stated that as far as the December vote the Legislature voted not to proceed and not to abandon.  He stated that there was not vote not to spend any more tax payers dollars.  He expressed that there may have been a consensus of the Legislature not to spend more tax payers dollars because they all are there. Ms. Arnold stated that the vote was not unanimous.  Mr. Loomis stated that he thinks the trail can be built without tax payer dollars but the problem is today we are hearing is $200,000 here today and other times the amounts mentioned were $50,000 and $75,000 and yesterday he heard $110,000.  He expressed that he would like to see the actual figures and have a real number and need to find out what is really affordable and what they can afford to spend in time and hopefully not in money and make a decision from there.  He stated that these look like scare numbers to him.  He added that there is a great possibility that this could be done with no money, meaning that it all is reimbursed.  He stated that this is the feeling he got from the meeting and conference call.  He questioned if anyone else present at that meeting had a different feeling.  Mr. Willcox explained that he was there for two hours and added that heard a lot of conversations but at no time did he hear a definitive this is what you have and this what you don’t have.  Mr. Loomis stated that the County has $2.669 million right now.  Mr. Willcox stated that this resolution, to him, is to authorize $200,000 of tax payers money.  Mr. Loomis suggested that the Committee take a step back.  He explained that originally this project was to go through final design stage for $250,000.  He added that it stopped at a certain point and the cost is at $243,000.  He further explained that it appears that we could spend nearly that amount again to go from 90% documents to completion.  Mr. Chambers explained that what has driven the cost up, actually finalizing the design cost is in the few $1,000, but the issue at hand is the right of way procurement and the legal work that needs to be done to complete that.  He explained that there is a cost involved in the property acquisition and stated that the County may need to go back reacquired all those properties.  He did express that the County may be able to use some of the parcels that have been acquired already by the City of Cortland.  He expressed that when this project began it was said that about three parcels were needed and it ended being numerous parcels.  Mr. Daniels inquired as to how many parcels are involved.  Mr. Chambers expressed that there are twenty plus parcels involved.  Mr. Daniels inquired if the County had acquired any of these easements.  Ms. Arnold expressed that the County has not been able to.  Mr. Chambers expressed that the project needs to get to final design approval to do that.  Mr. Chambers expressed that negotiations to acquire the parcels cannot begin until the plans are finished, sent to DOT for approval and give authorization to begin those negotiations.  Mr.  Wilcox expressed that the cost, from his memory, this will cost $17 a foot.  Mr. Daniels stated that it is about $1 million a mile and inquired about how much is spent on a highway project per mile.  Mr. Chambers stated that if it were a federal aid project it would be about $1 million a mile.  Ms. Arnold stated that some of the things that came out of the meeting was that the Department of State grant can be used as a match on the federal grant, condemnation can be used to obtain the property needed and they are willing to allow the County to phase the project.  Committee members discussed some of the phasing that can be done.  Ms. Wilde expressed that George Stafford, Deputy Secretary of State for the Department of State, a Homer native, said that what needs to be done is that he, someone from DOT and members of the Legislature sit down and crunch numbers.   She added that they really want to see this happen.  Mr. Ross inquired if he was going to come and talk about this.  Ms. Wilde said yes and added that he was the one who brought up using the grants already obtained to match the federal grant and added that anything done now for the final design can be used with the money that was just received through Bernie Thoma, through FORT, $750,000.  She added that he said if things don’t work out, that happens all the time.  She stated that they all want this to work.  She explained that there may be a chance if the right people sit down and look at the numbers and make this work.  Ms. Wilde further expressed that the property acquisition may not be as bad as was thought.  She explained that she has been in contact with some of the owners and they are beginning to change their tune.  She said it may be not be as expensive as was thought.  She discussed laying down gravel instead of asphalt and changing the amenities and parking lots with the intent of completing them.  Ms. Wilde stated that FORT has signed an agreement and would like to know that if they go out and get the funds that the County is committed to the project.  She stated that they do not want to go out and get the money and find out that the project will not happened.  Ms. Wilde stated that if they can get a commitment that if the money is there the trail will be built then Bernie will go out and get the money.  
Mr. Rocco spoke as a representative from Cortlandville.  He discussed the fundraising that was done for the baseball field on Starr Road.  He also explained that he purchased a small piece of land behind his house to use as a trail and the problems which were related to that from neighbors.   He expressed that he thinks the trail is a good idea but does not think that the tax payers are interested in paying for this project

Ms. Arnold inquired about the engineering costs and if they could be covered by the current grants that have already been obtained.  Mr. Chambers expressed that was what was discussed at the conference call.  Ms. Arnold inquired if this was coming out of the general fund.  Mr. Chambers expressed that a resolution to modify the grant agreements.  He added that there are more resolutions and more paper work to come in regards to this.  He stated that he was just asked to bring this one forward at this time.  Mr. Chambers added that he has not reviewed the agreements and was not certain of the language that they contained to even draft a resolution regarding them.  He added that the County Administrator has a letter from the Department of State but there is no contract to refer to.  He expressed that he would draft a resolution if the committee desired him to do so.  Ms. Arnold asked Mr. Loomis if he knew why Mr. Schrader wanted this on the agenda for this meeting.  Mr. Loomis expressed that he did not.  He added that he thought the issue was that Bernie wanted to see a commitment and stated that this might constitute that commitment.  He said that he would say yes.  He added that Bernie does not want to solicit further grant funding without the commitment of the Legislature.  Mr. Chambers stated that by obtaining final design approval and moving forward with the engineering agreement would give better numbers on the right of way procurement costs.  Mr. Loomis inquired if there were project costs.  Mr. Chambers stated that there are estimated costs at this point.  He added that from this there will be actual figures and negotiations for property acquisitions can begin.  He added that there have been estimated numbers but no actual.  He discussed reusing some of the easements that the City has already obtained.  
Mr. Willcox asked Mr. McKee to call the vote.  Mr. McKee called the vote.  
Ms. Arnold, Mr. Loomis and Mr. Ross voted in favor.  Mr. McKee, Mr. Steger, Mr. Hartnett and Mr. Willcox were opposed.  Chairman Daniels was also opposed.  The motion failed and the resolution was not approved by the Highway Committee.  
Ms. Arnold discussed setting up a committee, as Mr. Stafford suggested, to sit down and try to work out a possible plan.  Mr. McKee stated that there is not a problem if the County was not involved.  Ms. Arnold asked for volunteers to be involved in that.  Mr. Loomis, Ms. Arnold and Mr. Ross volunteered to be on this committee.  Mr. Chambers stated that he would assist also.  
Mr. Loomis requested that Ms. Spicer have the minutes from the conference call sometime this week.  She acknowledged his request.  Mr. Loomis stated that this answered Ms. Arnold’s question as to why the resolution was included at this meeting.  Ms. Arnold stated because the minutes were not prepared for people to read.  Committee members stated that that was not the reason it was bid proposals.  

	

	Discussion Items
FAA Obstruction Mitigation Project


	Mr. Buerkle explained that he had nothing new to report since the last meeting.  He added that the final public comment period was closed out of the Environmental Assessment document.  He stated that nine comments were received and the consultant is working on them.  He stated that he has received a draft final document to review that came in from the consultant.  He stated that after he and Mr. Chambers have reviewed this he plans to present it to the board.  He stated that all the comments he received along with the responses are in that final document.    
Mr. Rocco expressed a concern he had in regards to an assessor’s entry into a resident’s home and the alarming manner in which they gained entry.  He explained that he was not pleased to hear this.  Mr. Rocco also expressed his concerns with the comments and them being sent to the wrong place.  Mr. Daniels stated that he would like to clarify that under the five year master plan there are no plans to enlarge the airport.  He expressed that they are looking to move obstructions for the safety of the people who live around the airport and for the safety of the people who are flying the planes.  He stated that this all goes back to when the City of Cortland owned the property and without any communications between the City and Cortlandville, Cortlandville allowed development at the end of the runway.  He stated that this has been done and over with.  Mr. Daniels stated that there are no plans to take eleven houses.  He stated that there are some houses that are involved but there are also trees that are being looked at.  Mr. Buerkle stated that he plans to have the assessors at the next meeting and asked for the name of the resident which Mr. Rocco was referring to.  He stated that he would like to address this with the assessor.  He expressed his concerns in regards to this.  Mr. Willcox asked Ms. Burns about the actions that the County has taken in regards to this project and what has this done in regards to litigation against the County for this.  Ms. Burns expressed that she cannot completely answer the question because she is not aware of everything that has been done.  She added that she is not certain exactly what he is referring to. Mr. Willcox explained that he is referring to the newspaper and the fact that they stated these properties is going to be taken.  He added that this would affect the values.  Ms. Burns stated that actual public record is what occurs in this committee and in the Legislature.  She added that the newspaper is only reporting what their perception.  Committee members explained that there was a legal notice in the paper.  Ms. Burns stated that the legal notice says what it says.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the notice was like any other project and explained the steps involved in that.  Committee members discussed the public notice and the impact that this would have on the values of the homes.  Mr. Willcox stated that the notice in the paper caused problems.   Mr. Buerkle explained that the entire project was approved in 2006.  Ms. Arnold asked for clarity.  Mr. Buerkle explained that the entire project was approved by accepting a grant in 2006 up to and through the environmental assessment.  He explained that it is the planning to deal with the obstructions.  He explained that this is like the other plans that are done for highway projects.  He explained that then they have awaited the FAA to come through with grant funding and the next step would be begin to procure right of ways for the project.   He expressed that the next step is, if they are successful with the property acquisitions, would be to begin the construction and removal of the obstructions.  Ms. Arnold requested a copy of the resolution that authorized that because it happened before she was a Legislator.  She further inquired about the different options in the Master Plan.  Mr. Loomis inquired as to what exactly was approved by the Legislature.  Mr. Buerkle explained that the Master Plan Document was approved by the FAA and the Legislature.  He stated that the Chairman of the Legislature signed the document.   He explained that the ultimate result of the plan was the Airport Layout Plan and there is a signed copy in his office.  He explained that there was not approval for a runway extension.   Mr. Rocco explained that he is concerned that eventually the runway will be extended and this is just the beginning to eventually extending the runway.  Mr. Buerkle explained that the safety and the obstructions are the concerns.  He explained the safety concerns that the FAA are concerned about.  Mr. Rocco explained that he has a great deal of respect for both Mr. Buerkle and Mr. Chambers.  Mr. Whitt explained that the Legislature inherited the Airport and the current Legislature must deal with all the past resolutions regarding the Airport.  Mr. Whitt further explained that the Airport must be kept in compliance with the FAA.  Mr. Buerkle explained that the FAA has funded projects at the Airport and must remain in compliance regulations of the FAA.  He stated that as long as there is a Airport the County must deal with the regulations of the FAA.  Committee members discussed the legal notice that was put in the paper and added that the notice was a generic version and no names or properties were identified.  Ms. Arnold stated that there were picture of the homes that were listed in documents that followed the notice in the paper.  Mr. Mack explained that the term inverse condemnation is what needed to be researched.  He further explained that the Master Plan listed different options and asked where the plan of implementation was approved.  Ms. Arnold inquired about the same.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the plan was presented the Board and approved.  Mr. Mack stated that he was glad that it had been pointed out that the FAA does not fund this project 100%, there is a local cost to the taxpayers.  Mr. Steger expressed that it is a small percentage.  Ms. Arnold stated that all the resolution says that the Cortland County Legislature hereby approves and adopt the Master Plan and does not state which option would be implemented.  Mr. Buerkle explained that what shows on the Airport Layout Plan and was presented is what was approved.  Ms. Arnold expressed that there are different options in the Master Plan.  Mr. Buerkle stated that all the options from the Master Plan are not part of the Airport Layout Plan and the Airport Layout Plan are the options that were selected by the committee, voted on and approve by the Legislature.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the Airport Layout Plan is the final document of the Master Plan.  Ms. Arnold expressed that it is different than the resolution because the resolution states it adopts the Master Plan.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the Airport Layout Plan is the final document of the Master Plan.  He stated that it is part of the Master Plan and authorizes the Chairman of the Legislature to sign the Airport Layout Plan.  Mr. Buerkle explained the committee and subcommittee reviews in regards to the Airport Layout Plan.  He explained that Legislators, Mr. Rocco represented Town of Cortlandville, Airport tenants, and local residents were included in the meetings.  He expressed that the meetings of those committees came up with the Airport Layout Plan.  He added that the Airport Layout Plan was presented to and approved by the Cortland County Legislature.  He explained that the plan was reviewed in committee and the consultant was present to review it with the Legislators.  Mr. Buerkle stated that there a public information meeting was held and this was done prior to the Legislature voting on it.  Mr. Buerkle stated that the Airport Layout Plan was the culmination of the master planning process, was approved by resolution, signed and submitted to the FAA.  He added that it was the process of the Master Plan.  Ms. Arnold requested the minutes from the meetings.  Mr. Buerkle expressed that he will need to obtain them but would forward her a copy.  Ms. Arnold stated that she would like to see the layout master plan document.  Mr. Buerkle agreed and added that there are letters from the FAA that go along with which specifically disapprove a runway extension and specifically approving the modification  of standards to allow the nonconforming taxi way separation.  Ms. Arnold referred to the resolution she had and expressed that the resolution states that it approves the Master Plan and does not mention the Airport Layout Plan.  Mr. Loomis stated that there are questions asked about the Master Plan and Mr. Buerkle was referring to the Airport Layout Plan.  Ms. Arnold asked if the Airport Layout Plan was part of the Master Plan.  Mr. Buerkle expressed that the Airport Layout Plan is the final document.  He added that the Master Plan is supporting documentation for the Airport Layout Plan.  He added that the Airport Layout Plan is the culmination of the Master Plan, the approved.  Mr. Loomis asked if a copy of the Airport Layout Plan should have been attached to the resolution.  Mr. Buerkle expressed that he was not asked to do that but expressed that he has a copy in his office.  Mr. Willcox inquired about the actual document.  Mr. Buerkle explained that it is a scale drawing of the Airport showing and listing all the projects.  He additionally expressed that it is a 20 year plan.  Mr. Steger inquired about how often the plan needs to be updated.  Mr. Buerkle expressed that it should be updated every 15 to 20 years and this plan was done in 2005.  He added that the FAA will require the County to look at the plan again in 2019 or 2010.  Mr. Loomis inquired as to the design of the aircraft at the Airport.  Mr. Buerkle expressed that it is a Class B Aircraft.  Mr. Loomis inquired as what that entailed.  Mr. Buerkle stated that he would provide him with information on Class B Aircraft.  Mr. Loomis also inquired about a couple of things which were in the report, the first being “the FAA will not support a run way extension project until the design aircraft performs at least 250 departures annually from the airport.”  He added that this will mean the County would not receive 95%.  Mr. Buerkle explained that they would not even entertain a request for grant funding.  Mr. Loomis further inquired about the cost of 600 foot run way extension.  Mr. Buerkle explained that he would need to look into this.  Mr. Loomis inquired if it would cost more than the River Trail.  Mr. Buerkle expressed that it likely would.  Mr. Loomis thanked Ms. Arnold for the work she ahs done on this.  Mr. Lissberger explained that he travels and flies all over.  He further explained that the business that is done form out of the airport is not seen by most.  He explained that he started out 20 years ago as a mechanic at the Airport and is now a pilot for McNeil & Co.  He discussed the Airport being a vital transportation need of communities.  Mr. McNeil explained that his company uses the Airport for business.  He explained that he has had deals go through because he had the Airport to get people in and out.  He expressed that they have resulted in jobs being created.  He explained that he has purchased a new plane and the reason for the purchase of it is because it required a shorter run way.  He stated that he is not in favor of seeing houses go and is trying to be a responsible corporate citizen.  Ms. Arnold inquired about how much of the Airport activity is commercial based and not recreational.  Mr.  Buerkle explained that there is not a Pilot Destination and Origin survey in place but he could do that.  He added that there are studies that have been done the STERPDB and the DOT.  He added that STERPDB is currently doing a study in regards to this.  He stated that he is not certain when that information will be available.  He stated that he is certain that McNeil & co. is not the only company to use the Airport for business.  He stated that there are several aircraft of the same size in and out of the Airport.  He stated that he does not have any numbers in regards to this.  He further explained that there are other businesses that use smaller general aviation aircraft that use the Airport on a regular basis.  He discussed employers, businesses at the airport that provide airplane maintenance services.   He stated that the airport is not just a recreational airport.  He did agree that there is a part of recreational use of the Airport just like at other Airports.  He stated that Cortland is not any different from Sydney, Norwich, Batavia, Penn Yan, Finger Lakes, of Tri-Cities in Endicott.  He explained that they are not that much different.  He discussed grouping Airports in different categories; commercial, military and general aviation.  He stated that Cortland County Airport is a General Aviation Airport.   Mr. Lissberger explained that he was in an airport the day before.  He added that he flew in, did their business and left.  He stated that no one in that town is aware of the business that was conducted and even if the flight was business or recreational.  He added that this is hard to track.  Mr. Lissberger discussed documents from the past in which the business was the Cortland County Airport was tracked.  He explained that it is hard to put an exact figure on the numbers who utilize the Airport for commercial or recreational use.  
 


	Highway Equipment Replacement Plan

	Mr. Chambers explained that he has provided a spreadsheet detailing the replacement plan for the next five years and added that he has also provided more intimate detail for 2009 and 2010 because some things have been modified.  He discussed some modifications that have been made.  He explained that they are within budget for this current year.  He explained that Mr. Schrader has requested an annual update and that the needs of the Highway Department are meant to keep the expenditures at a level plane, as much as possible.  He explained the replacement plan for large trucks and the system seems to be working.  Committee members discussed that there was time when times were tough and cuts were made but it came back in the end,  She recommends staying with this plan.  Mr. Steger explained that he and Mr. McKee spent some time at the Highway Department looking at some of the equipment that they are selling and stated that some of it looks pretty rough.  He agreed with Ms. Price when she stated that they get their moneys worth out of it.  Mr. Steger also stated that there is a proposed cut of 40% in the Chips program this year.  

	

	Mr. Chambers requested consensus from the Highway Committee to go out for RFP for the engineering at the Little York Dam.  He discussed the possibility of bonding for the project.  Mr. Loomis inquired if the RFP’s would be available at the next meeting.  Mr. Chamber explained that he is not certain they would be ready for the next meeting.  The consensus of the Highway Committee was to authorize Mr. Chambers to go out for RFP for the engineering at the Little York Dam.  
Mr. Loomis inquired as to the discussion item, Flow Control, and it not being on the agenda.  Ms. Arnold stated that it was in the minutes from the last meeting for this to be discussed at this meeting.  Mr. Chambers explained that Mr. Schrader wanted to be in attendance at the meeting when this was discussed.  He explained that the intent is to have it on the agenda at the next meeting.  
Mr. Chambers requested a selection committee be formed for the RFP’s for the Little York Dam Engineer Work.  Committee members established a committee of Mr. Steger, Mr. Buerkle, Mr. Chambers and Mr. Schrader to review the RFP’s for the Little York Dam Engineering Work.  




	Meeting Adjourned
	The meeting was adjourned at 10:04 am.

	Special notes
	Mr. McKee requested that the questions and answers provided at the meeting in regards to the Cortland County Airport Budget be attached to these minutes.
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