
 

 

MONTGOMERY-OTSEGO-SCHOHARIE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

AUTHORITY 

BOARD MEETING #1 

 

 

 

DATE:   January 15, 2009 

 

LOCATION: Howes Cave Administrative Complex 

 

 Members Present  Members Absent  Others Present 

      

Martha Clarvoe (left early 12:32)    Gilbert Chichester 

 John Mattas       Barbara Corrigan 

Meredith McNeil      Glenn Packard 

 David Parker        

Olga Podmajersky        

Phil Skowfoe (arrived late 10:18 a.m.)        

Edward Wesnofske   

John Thayer  

        

1. Opening 

 

Chairman Wesnofske opened the meeting at 10:13 a.m. 

 

2. Adoption of Agenda 

 

Olga Podmajersky motioned to accept the Agenda.  John Thayer seconded the motion.   

 

Privilege to add an item to the agenda was reserved for Phil Skowfoe upon his arrival. 

  

On voice call the Agenda was approved. 

 

3. Privilege of the Floor 

 

Chairman Wesnofske offered privilege of the floor.  No one came forth. 

 

4. Minutes of Prior Meetings  

 

Olga Podmajersky motioned to accept the minutes of the December 18, 2008 meeting as 

written.  Meredith McNeil seconded the motion. 

 

There was some discussion clarifying issues addressed in the minutes.  No changes were 

made. 

 

 On voice call the motion was approved. 
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5. Reports 

 

Chairman’s Report 

 

Chairman Wesnofske verified that there was no guarantee of a report by GBB for planning 

before the next Board meeting.  Mr. Chichester noted they have consistently indicated it 

would be prepared by the end of January. 

 

Executive Director’s Report 

 

Mr. Chichester handed out a summary of activities that have occurred since the last meeting 

of the Governing Board.  A copy is attached to the minutes. 

 

Ms. Podmajersky questioned the e-conference scheduled for January 21, 2009.  This relates 

to a SWANA e-conference which would be addressing Recycling markets.  Mr. Chichester 

is making arrangements to have the e-conference available at the Howes Cave location on 

that date.  The conference will begin at 1:45 p.m. and last about 75 minutes. 

 

Mr. Chichester indicated that the deliveries from the Pioneer Street Project were running 

below what was originally estimated.  The estimated tonnage was 1750.  It was reported that 

none of the brick had been shipped yet.   

 

It is anticipated that a meeting with Mike Cahill and Otsego County will occur by the end of 

January to discuss flow control. 

 

Mr. Chichester is working to get the Oneonta Transfer Station on the list of priorities for the 

Federal Economic Stimulus Program. The public discussions regarding priorities of this 

funding seem to be for projects that are green in character and have long term utility 

benefits.  Senator Schumer seems to be very involved and Mr. Wesnofske suggested getting 

a letter sent to his office to attempt to get the project on the list.  Mr. Wesnofske questioned 

Mr. Thayer if he felt it would be useful to obtain Resolutions from each of the three county 

legislatures to include solid waste facilities as a possibility for infrastructure funds.  Mr. 

Thayer noted that our three county area is a low priority for such projects.   

 

Mr. Wesnofske requested that Ms. Clarvoe chairperson of the Planning committee work on a 

letter to send to the counties to seek support for the funding. 

 

Mr. Skowfoe questioned the timing, Mr. Parker noted the first round is for tax incentives the 

second round would be what we want to be considered for.   

 

Ms. Podmajersky suggested getting a letter to the Representatives directly.  She also 

questioned the shovel ready plans for the Oneonta Transfer Station and noted the Board has 

not approved any of the plans or drawings and that there are things wrong with each one of 

the plans.  Mr. Thayer stated that at least the drawings exist.   
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Mr. Wesnofske requested that letters go to the Congressmen of each of the counties directly. 

 

Mr. Chichester summarized a meeting that took place with Golder associates on January 8
th

.  

The discussion centered on landfill repairs, proposal costs for surveying the landfills and the 

repairs along with tarping stations at the Amsterdam and Randall sites.   

 

Golder will be providing a post closure calculation that is required for the audit and continue 

to do a long term post closure plan for maintenance.  Discussion continued regarding the 

responsibility for maintenance of the landfills.  DEC requires that closed landfills be 

monitored for a minimum of 30 years.  The plan is to bring the Golder information to DEC 

and obtain a statement of responsibility for these landfills. Several Board members 

commented that they believe the responsibility will continue far beyond the 30 year point. 

Mr. Parker noted that part of the problem is the moving target for responsibility.   

 

Mr. Mattas questioned if Golder was doing the preparation for the bidding for the 

topographical survey which would cost about $20,000.  Mr. Parker noted that this is one bid.  

Mr. Chichester indicated they were going to get other bids for this.  Mr. Chichester followed 

up that in addition to the topographic survey, Golder would be developing the specifications 

for the landfill repair.  This would cost approximately $25,000.  

 

Mr. Mattas questioned the status of the tarping stations.  Mr. Chichester shared that he has 

told them to proceed for preparing the documents for scaffolding on a concrete pad.  Mr. 

Parker indicated this would be discussed during the Operations committee report. 

 

Mr. Chichester highlighted that the landfill estimates are required to move forward with the 

Capital Budget which remains a high priority.   

 

Mr. Chichester has been in touch with DEC regarding the recycling responsibilities, 

focusing on Section 120 AA of General Municipal Law which requires recycling to be 

provided as long as the cost of recycling material is less than the cost for disposing of the 

material as waste.  He directly questioned DEC regarding what we are being told to do.  Mr. 

Chichester expressed the belief that the cost of recycling was higher than our tip fee at this 

point.  He indicated that he would be discussing this with DEC at the Region IV office in 

Schenectady.  The sense is that the Central Office of the NYS DEC is promoting the concept 

of zero waste and therefore this policy statement from the commissioner’s office may 

override any consideration of how to support these additional costs. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske referenced an article sent to Board members by Mr. Parker discussing 

increased waste to energy plans that are under review.  This has prompted responses from 

the Natural Resource Defense League and NY Public Interest Research Group with the 

message “we don’t want more burning we want more recycling”.  This does not address the 

problem that the recycling is building up in warehouses.  The executive branch of NY 

government does not address the problems of how to pay for these programs but continues 

to send the zero waste message.   

 

 



Montgomery-Otsego-Schoharie Solid Waste Management Authority 

Minutes of Meeting #1 

January 15, 2009 

Page 4 of 15 

 

Monthly Financials 

 

Monthly financials were not prepared as we have been focusing on audit statement 

preparation, December reports will be presented at the January 27
th

 meeting. 

 

The recycling tip fee notice was handed out showing the paper tip fee currently at $39.50 

and the tip fee for commingled containers at $50.00. 

 

The end of the year bond indenture calculation was completed and a summary sheet was 

distributed showing the results.  The amount transferred from the Revenue account was 

much less than historically, due to the loss of income related to the reduction of deliveries.   

 

Ms. Podmajersky questioned the transfer of funds to the Equipment Replacement Fund.  She 

indicated that the transfer was made based on a previous version of the Equipment 

Replacement Scheduled.  She indicated that it was her feeling that the schedule needs to be 

reviewed by the Operations Committee before the transfer can be made.  It was indicated 

that this review will be addressed at a future meeting of the Operations Committee and that 

the Equipment Replacement Fund can be adjusted if necessary. 

 

It was reported that the bills for the Shortfall Subsidy were sent to Montgomery County for 

$1,047,090 and Otsego County for $237,633.  Ms. Podmajersky indicated this would be 

transferred from the Revenue account into Rate Stabilization.  Discussion continued 

indicating that this calculation is done at the end of each year and is not based upon 

accounting records but on bond requirement and balances at year end. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske shared information obtained in an email from Terry Bliss who was 

examining the philosophy that the waste was not transported and therefore the transportation 

costs may be requested to be waived.  Mr. Wesnofske indicated that we would share our 

legal opinions with the Otsego County Solid Waste Committee to help prevent revisiting the 

issues that were addressed with Montgomery County in 2008. 

 

6. Committee Reports 

 

Planning committee – No formal meeting took place however there was some discussion 

regarding MOSA sponsoring a conference.  This was discussed at the last Planning 

Committee meeting.  Mr. Chichester reported that there was no feedback from the Board as 

a whole if such a conference was something that the Board wants to implement.   

 

Mr. Chichester indicated that one approach would be to put forth a public education program 

that would address issues like composting and recycling for the general public.  Another 

avenue would be to use the opportunity to educate public officials as well as the general 

public on the topics to be covered in the GBB Phase II Report, the current dynamics with 

recycling markets as well as giving consideration to linking up with neighboring 

communities and include them in the conference by using the opportunity to share their 

status and discuss the possibilities of working together.  Mr. Chichester indicated that in his 

discussions with Tim Bratton from GBB, it is very evident that planning for long term  
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solutions takes considerable time and effort, especially when multiple communities are 

involved.  This is something local officials need to better understand. 

 

It was recognized that trying to frame something that would fit in a one day conference that 

would be meaningful to our public is a difficult task.   

 

Mr. Wesnofske suggested getting partners or a group of entities that would co-sponsor a 

panel discussion and possibly move discussion of policy along a positive path.   

 

Mr. Parker noted that there are two items the e-conference and the GBB report which may 

have important input regarding the specifics of discussion points for a conference.  Mr. 

Parker suggested having a panel discussion with a DEC representative and a politician with 

strong opinions that may generate good points. 

 

John Mattas indicated that he was impressed with the Syracuse waste to energy 

development.  He also noted that alone we are not large enough to support something at this 

level but possibly partnering with our Eastern neighbors we could provide the land to the 

project.  Mr. Mattas also indicated the importance of contacting DEC because they have 

influence and regulation over everything we do.  We need to know where they stand.  

Discussion continued and Mr. Parker noted that you do not get a straight answer out of 

DEC, it needs to be forced.  Mr. Mattas agreed that this does need to be forced and we need 

to start that discussion and process.   

 

Mr. Chichester indicated that everyone can move forward with waste to energy proposals 

and DEC will review these proposals.  The problem is the executive level currently is 

opposed to waste to energy and is pushing the concept of zero waste.  Private investors 

hesitate to come into NYS because of the current philosophy of the executive branch on the 

topic of waste to energy. 

 

Mr. Mattas indicated the solution will take parts of everything.  Zero waste has very positive 

ideas and approaches but will not be the complete solution.  Public outcry can create policy 

changes and we need to begin this process. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske noted that a conference could put a spotlight on the issues that exist 

currently in this arena.   

 

Mr. Thayer noted that with the downturn in the economy and the move toward consolidation 

of services this is an excellent time to move forward with these issues.  To begin discussions 

with neighboring communities, this timing is excellent. 

 

Ms. Clarvoe indicated we should also look at conservation measures as well.  We could 

reduce what we are handling. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske shared that the use of composting at department of corrections was 

successful.  The Dept. of Corrections hired an engineer to reduce their solid waste fees, by 

engaging in composting activities this bill was reduced by half.  Although our region does  
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not have the same facilities the colleges, hospitals, and tourism facilities generate large 

amounts of processed food.  Mr. Skowfoe indicated that his town has a corrections facility 

and possibly we could discuss the opportunity to do composting with them.   

 

Ms. Clarvoe indicated this is why we need a Director of Recycling.  Ms. Podmajersky 

suggested the Director of Operations take on this task. 

 

Finance Committee – no meeting 

 

Personnel Committee – no meeting 

 

Audit Committee -- 

 

Ms Podmajersky indicated there was a preliminary audit committee meeting with William 

Freitag, the partner and Heather Briggs, the in charge.  All committee members attended 

along with the Director of Finance and Administration.  The audit will begin on February 16 

with a draft available in mid March and finalized by March 31 as required by Public 

Authorities Law. 

 

The committee indicated areas of concern which were the new scale system and how it 

interacts with the accounting system along with the handling of cash.  Both areas will be 

reviewed by the auditors.   

 

Ms Podmajersky will draft an internal control document as requested by Mr. Wesnofske in 

an earlier meeting.   

 

Another area that was addressed was documentation of leave time.  Ms. Podmajersky had 

the committee review a flow chart that she had prepared and the committee would continue 

to address this issue, it was a recommendation of a previous report received by board 

members. 

 

Governance Committee – no meeting 

 

Operations Committee – no meeting 

 

Mr. Parker updated the Board on the Oneonta Transfer Station work indicating we are 

waiting on the fans and the health issues project would be complete. 

 

The bulk of the Golder meeting focused on the landfills.  They did bring tarping station 

options and drawings.  These were distributed to the committee members and John Mattas.  

Discussion continued regarding the tarping station and the indication was the structure 

would be scaffolding permanently installed at the locations.  The reason for beginning in 

Montgomery County relate to the concern that they are the only locations tarping outside.  

The other stations eliminate the fall risk because they tarp inside, however health and safety  

risks still exist at the other sites relative to the hazards of walking on top of the waste.  

Concerns were expressed regarding how the scaffolding would be anchored.   
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An Operations committee meeting was scheduled for January 27
th

 to go over the details.     

 

7. Resolutions 

 

Mr. Wesnofske raised the question regarding a prospective resolution relating to bird netting 

at OTS.  The board had an informal poll relating to the change order for the netting, but 

there was no official resolution to record this.  A resolution was prepared to officially record 

the change order.   

 

Mr. Chichester distributed the resolution. 

 

Mr. Skowfoe indicated it was inappropriate to record this after the fact, Ms. Podmajersky 

agreed with this comment.   

 

Mr. Parker noted that this was authorized, discussion continued. 

 

Mr. Chichester indicated that it is not approving the change order after the fact but was 

confirming the authorization that was given based on the poll taken. 

 

Resolution No 1 of 2009: Resolution Confirming the Authorization for the Executive 

Director to Approve Change Orders for the Change in Method of Bird Control At the 

Oneonta Transfer Station. 

  

Moved by David Parker Seconded by Martha Clarvoe 

 

Mr. Wesnofske indicated the value of this is it records for the business of the Authority and 

the audit a record of the activity.  I am unsure if it was reported in any other minutes or the 

committee in which it was discussed. 

 

Ms. Podmajersky indicated it could be reported in these minutes.   

 

Mr. McNeil questioned the total cost of the change order.  Mr. Chichester indicated the cost 

of change order #1 was $24,725.   

 

Mr. McNeil than asked if the netting was working, Mr. Packard indicated that the netting is 

working. 

 

The resolution passed on a vote of 5-3.  (Mattas, Podmajersky, Skowfoe voted no)  Mr. 

Thayer voted yes with the following comment: “We made the change and we need to 

authorize it at this level.  As much as I want to put in a no vote I will put in a yes because we 

do need to keep our ducks in a row.  I agree this should have come up two months ago not 

two months after the fact.” 

 

Mr. Mattas asked the Director of Operations the following questions: 
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Is there a door in the back in the tunnel that is kept closed? – Mr. Packard indicated that it is 

closed at the end of the day. 

 

Have all of the eaves been repaired? – Mr. Packard confirmed that they have been repaired. 

 

Have all of the holes in the wall been repaired? – Mr. Packard confirmed that this had been 

accomplished. 

 

Is it correct that at the end of the day when everything is closed up there is no way for 

animals to get into the building? – Mr. Packard confirmed this to be the case. 

 

8. State of the Authority 

 

Mr. Wesnofske requested big picture items, regarding the State of the Authority, to be 

prepared by Mr. Chichester.  This was a request for management feedback on where they 

believe the Authority is or where it is going. 

 

Mr. Chichester read a statement into the record, which was later distributed and is attached 

hereto. 

 

Mr. Chichester concluded that all these comments and many more have been addressed in 

the initial GBB presentation that remains to be dealt with. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske questioned if there are things that will be brought before the Board in the 

coming year like initiatives that management sees that may come forward in any specific 

areas.   

 

Mr. Chichester indicated that there are a number of issues on our plate currently which will 

consume a great deal of time in 2009. 

 

 Operations Projects 

 Capital Budget 

 Safety Deficiencies 

 Liability Concerns – Stations and the landfills 

 Future post 2014 planning 

 

Mr. Chichester raised questions as to future direction. Is it ongoing operations?   What is the 

direction we are heading post 2014?  We can work to get somewhere if we know where we 

are headed.  Management can deal with the tangibles, and prepare the organization for a 

known purpose. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske indicated we have been in planning mode for two years. He indicated that 

the changes in markets create an inherent difficulty to have a stable landmark where we are 

headed.   
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Mr. Chichester asked are we preparing to hand all activities off to the counties? Is the 

Authority going to continue as a function? Are we going to settle in to accept the fact that 

handling solid waste for a regional organization of this size will not be as economically 

feasible as it is for OCCRA or the Oneida- Herkimer Solid Waste Management Authority?  

There could be some clearer direction.  What is the structure?  It seems that this board can 

improve the sense of direction and purpose on how we will deal with this issue. 

 

Ms. Podmajersky indicated you will never get one direction like that when you have three 

counties involved.  We have to decide what we are going to do at least until 2014.  Do you 

want to be told what direction to go in? A leader decides or tries to propose and get 

everyone on the same side.   

 

Mr. Chichester stated that potentially there is a lot of work that needs to be done.  Does the 

board want to cultivate relationships?  You are the Board. I can carry things forward but 

what it is you want to do.  One county has passed a resolution indicating they will not 

participate beyond 2014.  Do you want to continue to work in the opposite direction as that?  

Should we be cultivating a relationship to hand activities off to them?  Should we be trying 

to convince them to continue with the Authority   

 

Mr. Wesnofske indicated that the number one problem presented was effective meaningful 

communication, but the lack of a common purpose or goals for the Board is also being put 

forth. Each problem is different and addressed in different ways, one is a tactic.  The other is 

a matter of substance. 

 

Mr. Chichester stated something has to start here, with this board.  He agreed with Ms. 

Podmajersky, this is the Board; you own the Authority, you have the charge, here we can 

affect communications and develop working relationships.  If that is accomplished, the rest 

will follow. 

 

Mr. Skowfoe wanted to set the record straight regarding Montgomery County’s Resolution 

to no longer participate in MOSA post 2014.  He indicated that at the three County meetings 

the Otsego County representative – Jim Powers – suggested calling it quits in 2014.  Robert 

Mann of Schoharie County agreed and the decision was made that each county would pass a 

resolution indicating the lack of interest to continue with the Authority after 2014.  

Montgomery County was the only county that followed through on this agreement.  The 

three county meetings have continued and Mr. Skowfoe is hopeful that the three counties 

will move forward with flow control which was to start with equalizing the subsidy. This did 

not happen because of communications received through a MOSA Board member.   

 

Mr. Thayer agreed with Mr. Skowfoe’s summary of how the resolution came through 

Montgomery County.  Mr. Thayer agreed that the communication needs to develop within 

the Board.  There are diverse philosophies within the Board and until the Board can find a 

way to communicate and reach agreement on actions regarding where we need to go, we 

will continue to be dysfunctional.  I agree communication is our number one deficiency 

within this board. We need to find common ground and build on that and then discover the 

direction that this organization will try to follow in the coming years. 
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Mr. Skowfoe told the Board that the three counties are reviewing the Service Agreement.  If 

the counties came to agreement would this Board be willing to discuss prospective changes 

to the Service agreement which would include flow control to move this organization 

forward. 

 

Ms. Podmajersky noted we have five and half years we need to try to run this organization 

as efficiently and effectively as possible to serve the three counties. 

 

Discussion continued regarding the three county meetings, the process, the inputs, and the 

outcomes of the meetings, in relationship to the subsidization and the impact of such 

decisions on the waste flow.   

 

Mr. Skowfoe indicated that he believes and supports flow control for the three counties as 

long as there is a level playing field regarding subsidization.   

 

Mr. Wesnofske questioned Mr. Thayer regarding the validity of the willingness of 

Montgomery County moving forward to act independently of MOSA in regards to waste.   

 

Mr. Thayer indicated that when Montgomery County fills the new position all of 

Montgomery County’s options will be explored in relation to handling waste.  He believes 

that all avenues will be given equal opportunity and treatment.   

 

Discussion turned toward the Helmer Report, which was to have addressed options available 

to Montgomery County.  Mr. Chichester requested a copy of the report. 

 

Ms. Corrigan noted that the conversation started with management impressions and has been 

diverted and often times she believes the Board diverts from what management has to say 

regarding this organization and she found this practice to be very frustrating. 

 

From a financial perspective, after the Service Agreements expires, this organization may 

have enough money for the maintenance of the landfills.  This organization needs to make a 

decision soon, if the Board intends to plan beyond 2014.  She believes this Board should 

make the decision that we cannot, financially, move forward after 2014 without some type 

of an agreement.   

 

Once the three counties decide if they can work together, MOSA has information that can 

help the counties with decisions.  If they are reviewing the Service Agreement she questions 

that process. The service agreement is a contract that supports our bonds.  The Counties 

should be working on an alternative agreement beyond 2014.  MOSA can bring efficiency to 

that process rather than have the three counties doing it on their own.   

 

Ms. Corrigan continued indicating that history matters but it is brought up continually.  This 

Board questions why we did not do things earlier.   There are costs on MOSA’s books that 

go back to 2001 relating to the engineering for OTS.  We have to stop blaming and looking 

back at the past; we need to move forward.   
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Mr. Skowfoe indicated that the MOSA board would be brought back to the three-county 

meetings, once the counties review the Service Agreement. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske wanted to assuage one aspect regarding the landfills. He believes a 

formalization that the counties will not be responsible for the care and feeding of the 

landfills is needed.   

 

Mr. Chichester indicated that there is vagueness regarding the elimination of the counties 

involvement in the care of the landfill.  The counties may still need to have strings attached 

to the landfills.  He is attempting to get those answers from DEC. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske indicated that should be something that is on the agenda for this year.  

 

Mr. Thayer believes the argument will not be weather there is some responsibility of the 

counties but the discussion will come with regard to the formula. 

 

Mr. Mattas believes that MOSA can survive as long as it wants providing they supply the 

best product available in the area.  We will retain the three counties and attract Schenectady 

of Albany if we get to be good. 

 

A few observations from Mr. Mattas were: 

 

1. We don’t have a focus.  We have a mission statement that rambles on about complying 

with state regulations and that type of thing.  We have discussed the fallacies of these 

regulations.   

 

2. In the last hour of conversation no one has mentioned goals.  We need goals.  I would 

like to offer a goal.  We need to eliminate the GAT.  It does not make sense and it needs 

to be replaced with some other money making formula.  The GAT opens up controversy 

and animosity.   Why would anyone want to reuse, recycle and reduce if you have to pay 

for a shortfall?  It is wrong.  We need to change this in some way.  I offer the goal that 

the GAT is eliminated and the Service Agreement be adjusted in whatever manner it 

must be to effect that change. 

 

Mr. Skowfoe indicated that the plan regarding flow control was to eliminate the GAT in the 

process.  Mr. Wesnofske indicated that this subject deserved more conversation at another 

time and should include bond counsel. 

 

Mr. Mattas indicated he believed we may have more assistance through a different counsel.  

Mr. Wesnofske noted that the bond holders were entitled to representation regarding such 

discussions. 

 

Mr. Parker believes that if the county leaders come back to the MOSA board with concrete 

suggestions the board would be willing to review those suggestions. 
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Mr. Skowfoe never believed he would support flow control but believes now it would work 

if all three counties are in agreement.   

 

Mr. Thayer stated that this Board needs to have a round table discussion to figure out where 

we are all at.  Clear the table, have nothing else on the agenda, just attempt to achieve some 

type of consensus about where we stand and where we want to go. We need to do this before 

we meet with the three counties.  The three Counties will be doing the same thing but this 

Board should make decisions on its own about where we are going, prior to the three county 

meetings. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske noted that this was similar to what was planned for this meeting although it 

seems we will need to wait for another meeting. 

 

9. Governance Review 

 

Mr. Wesnofske indicated that the Public Authorities Law is working to improve governance 

and he felt we should review the governance of this board.  As a board what do you think we 

have done well this year? 

 

Mr. Mattas indicated Gil’s distribution of the Carver report was phenomenal.  It was the 

best, most productive thing he has done for me this year.  The ideas in that were excellent. 

 

Mr. Skowfoe believed this could fall into the brainstorming meeting.  He is not sure there 

are a whole lot of good things done so far. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske questioned how the Board felt our interaction was with the three Counties.  

Mr. Thayer did not believe this communication was well received.   

 

Mr. Thayer noted that the Board did well at throwing arrows.  He clarified that he believed 

this was toward each other and the board members needs to communicate in a way that is 

not threatening or insulting to other members.   

 

The board agreed that communications in Board meetings should be more civil and 

professional.   

 

Mr. Mattas supported the idea of brainstorming as a group.  Mr. Parker supported this idea 

noting there is too much micromanagement and moving toward a goal would be much more 

productive. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske questioned the timing of agendas and resolutions.  Mr. Mattas and Ms. 

Podmajersky believe it is still a problem.  Mr. Mattas would like the minutes within a week 

of the meeting and packets should be received a week in advance to allow time to review the 

information to be presented.   

 

Discussion continued regarding the timing of committee meetings and other information that 

needs to be prepared and presented to the Board.   
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Mr. Mattas suggested holding MOSA meetings in each county two times a year in the 

evening so as to be open to the general public.   

 

Ms. Podmajersky suggested that we establish meetings certain days of the month, so the 

meetings are on a schedule so members can make the time available.   

 

Mr. Chichester expressed concern regarding the amount of time it takes to prepare for 

committee meetings and board meetings.  His concern was if each committee met each 

month the preparation and follow up could be overwhelming.  Ms. Podmajersky indicated 

the results would be better which is something to consider. 

 

Ms. Podmajersky pointed out if there were more committee meeting board meetings may 

not last as long.  A lot of items discussed today were really committee work. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske indicated that if the Board trusted committees to make some decision 

efficiency would improve.   

 

Mr. Thayer believed that a sense of trust and scope of responsibility should be developed. 

Solid checks and balances need to be in place if that type of authority is given to a 

committee. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske ran through 2009 priorities: 

 

1. Brainstorming session 

2. GAT – Service Agreement Possibilities 

 

Two additional suggestions made by John Mattas: 

 

1. Explore the possibility of a meeting with Schenectady/Albany groups to see what their 

problems are: a Regional meeting. 

2. Reduce expenditures on attorneys and engineers. 

 

Committee Functioning 

 

Mr. Wesnofske complimented Ms. Podmajersky on her work with the audit committee 

which is a new committee resulting from the Public Authorities Accountability Act.  Ms. 

Podmajersky noted that she would provide a report to the board as required by the Act. 

 

Ms. Podmajersky summarized that nothing has come up that has not been addressed, during 

the audit committee work.  The committee is continuing to look at a method for tracking 

paid time off.  Telephone costs are being looked into regarding costs, lines and various 

companies.   

 

Mr. Mattas noted that the auditors were pleasantly surprised with the activities of the 

committee and Ms. Podmajersky should be complimented on this work.   
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Mr. Mattas followed up on phone review which was performed by him.  He also shared his 

documentation of machinery at the Western location indicating he was creating an inventory 

and there was nothing to compare to this.  

 

A review of the benefit of scheduling the committee meeting will be undertaken. 

 

Mr. Mattas suggested that in the future if a poll is made it is followed up with an official 

vote to record decisions. 

 

10. Authority Organization in 2009 

 

Mr. Wesnofske indicated that the organizational meeting will take place January 27 at 

11a.m. following the Operations Committee meeting at 10 a.m.  He offered opportunity to 

discuss ideas regarding roles for the Organization. 

 

Mr. Thayer questioned if the organizational meeting was locked in.  Mr. Chichester 

indicated it was locked in through the by-laws, which could be changed by the board. 

 

Mr. Wesnofske indicated that he would be willing to continue as the Chair if it is the will of 

the Board.  He noted that he was not interested in going beyond 2009.  There are some 

outstanding issues that need to be handled: 

 

 Executive Director’s contract has not been addressed effectively since 2005 and 

should be resolved.   

 Litigation of the former employee which Mr. Wesnofske has familiarity with 

which may be pertinent when a decision needs to be made regarding settlement / 

non settlement or full prosecution of the defense of the authority. 

 

Mr. McNeil indicated he was willing to continue in the position of Treasurer if requested. 

  

11. Other Business 

 

Ms. Podmajersky made a motion to go into executive session regarding current litigation. 

Mr. Skowfoe seconded the motion.  All were in favor 

 

The Board went into executive session at 1:37 p.m.  

Mr. Wesnofske motioned to come out of executive session.  Mr. McNeil seconded the 

motion.  All were in favor the board came out of executive session at 1:40 p.m. 

 

Mr. Mattas raised some questions with Mr. Chichester. 

 

He asked if computers had been distributed to the supervisors.  Mr. Chichester indicated that 

they had not been distributed.   

 

Mr. Mattas asked  if further work had been done on the security cameras.  Mr. Chichester 

indicated that the security cameras were part of a bigger picture. 
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Mr. Mattas asked if the leachate was being handled properly.  Mr. Chichester indicated that 

it was.   

 

12. Closing 

Motion to adjourn the meeting was made by John Thayer and seconded by Dave Parker.  

The meeting was adjourned at 1:45 p.m. 

 

 

 

      Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

 

      Barbara Corrigan 

Assistant Secretary 

 






