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TOWN OF ITHACA PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

SUMMARY OF MARCH 17, 2016 MEETING 
 

 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Rich DePaolo (Chair), Rod Howe, Pat Leary. 

TOWN STAFF/OFFICIALS PRESENT: Susan Ritter, Director of Planning; Bruce Bates, Director of 
Codes; Dan Tasman, Senior Planner; Bill Goodman, Town Board; Pam Bleiwas, Town Board. 
 
Chair Rich DePaolo called the meeting to order at approximately 4:30 p.m.   
 
Persons to Be Heard:  None. 
 
Consider February Meeting Summary:  Rich provided a minor modification to clarify his question 
to the applicant concerning the sizing of the facility and whether it was for future student 
population growth or to accommodate the existing population.   Rich moved the meeting summary, 
as amended; Rod seconded; all in favor.   
 
Discuss Chain Works District Form and Use Regulations (PDZ language):  
- Rich: Asked Sue to introduce the staff memo providing comments on the draft PDZ language.  
- Sue: Explained that the Form and Use Regulations document is the proposed draft Chain Works 
PDZ language minus the administrative section which still needs to be completed.  It was included 
in the Appendix of the Chain Works draft DGEIS, satisfying scoping requirements that the GEIS 
address design principles (aesthetic concerns).  Town and City planning staff previously submitted 
comments on the language during the adequacy determination, but not all the comments were 
addressed. Staff prepared this more thorough critique in preparation for the City/Town joint 
Planning Committee meeting scheduled for next week. Staff is looking for feedback from the 
Committee to see if there is agreement and/or additional comments or concerns from members.      
- Planning Committee:  Members discussed the staff memo and asked questions.    
- Sue: Noted that planning staff had met with City staff earlier in day and together they made some 
minor changes to the list of comments.   The modified memo will be provided to the City Planning 
Committee (this afternoon) for the joint meeting next week.  Sue will get the modified version to the 
committee.  Sue also discussed the idea of the Town/City staff potentially taking over responsibility 
for revising the draft PDZ. 
- Planning Committee:  Members expressed agreement with the staff recommendations outlined in 
the memo and then turned attention to the PDZ/Form and Use Regulations document itself. The 
following comments/concerns were discussed:   
 
Page 5; - (3) Buffer:  a) Regulate the types of accessory building structures in a buffer area and limit 
size and function. 
Page 5; - (6) Building Story:  Concern with the view shed and need to be careful not to create a 
development that walls off the view of West Hill or Cayuga Lake, etc.     
Page 6; - (8) Design Speed:  Design speed is not needed in the PDZ. 
Page 8; - (27) Public Way:  Question about the proposed heights and purpose; need to determine if 
the height is adequate (i.e. fire department) and what the use will be.      
Page 8; - (29) Row House:  Definition needs tweaking. 
Page 9; - (33) Thoroughfare: Define whether a pedestrian/bicycle-only facility is also considered a 
thoroughfare. 
Page 10; - (1 I) Natural Area/CW1- Site: Need to determine if language is referring to coverage 
footprint or gross floor area.  
Page 11; - (1 II b.) Building Heights: Need clarification whether this intends to refer to the roof 
peak/is inclusive of the roof. 
Page 13:  - (2 II c.) Maximum Façade Length – 120 feet may be too long, need to revisit.  
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Page 16:  - (3 II g.) Maximum Blank Wall - needs to be more specific, the PDZ lacks information on 
what types of buildings are allowed, where this applies, and what to do after reaching 120ft; needs 
more criteria on how to break up the blank wall. 
Page 23:  - Thoroughfare Assemblies: raised numerous comments/concerns, including: 

• Type A – 4 ft. sidewalk – needs to be 5 ft. 
• Lane widths seem mis-matched for their use, i.e. some are narrow like a Belle Sherman 

neighborhood but are being applied in a denser multi-residential where you would expect 
wider widths.  

• Type D – back-in parking concept raised concern; especially with the 20’ lane, while in other 
areas there are 8’ lanes.   

• Type E – sidewalks are flush with road, this is a ‘woonerf’ mixed street pedestrian and 
vehicular. 

Page 31:  Signage chart – inconsistencies with by-right versus requiring planning board approval, 
needs to be fixed.   
- Rich: Summarized that the direction forward would be to have town staff, working with city staff, 
begin making changes to the PDZ language. 
 
Staff Updates and Reports: 
• Maplewood Housing Project: Sue asked for Committee input on plans for having the Planning 

Board move ahead with initial SEQR steps (establishing lead agency, scoping, etc.) prior to a 
draft being referred to the Town Board and then Planning Board. This is a different process than 
previous Town PDZs, but it is the same path currently underway for Chain Works, also involving 
a lengthy EIS process.  Committee members indicated they were comfortable with the proposed 
process.      

• South Hill King/Danby Rd area:  There is a possibility that Evan Monkemeyer may be partnering 
with a developer for his property.  More will be known in the coming weeks.  

 
New Business: 
- Rich: Introduced a new topic for the Committee to consider.  Affordable housing set asides which 
had been on the COC’s work plan but is being moved to the Planning Committee.  Rich explained 
that Pat and Bill had done some initial research and Rich invited Pat to describe their efforts thus 
far.     
- Pat:  Explained that they had researched laws from other communities, including Barnstable 
County on Cape Cod and the Town of Beekman, NY.   These communities had successfully enacted 
laws requiring a certain percentage of affordable housing set-aside for developments over a certain 
number of units.  For the Town, Pat indicated they were thinking of requiring a 20% set-aside for 
developments of 5 units or more, equating to 1 out of 5 units within a development requiring to be 
affordable.  This requirement would be linked to what would be considered affordable, with 
affordability defined as around 30% of household income based on the median income of County or 
Town.   
- Rich: Asked Pat to share electronic resources she had collected with the committee.  He suggested 
that the Committee look at the information for the next meeting. Rich also mentioned a 
conversation with Sue who thought it would be useful to talk with local developers and others 
having experience with housing construction.    
- Sue: Added that she thought it would be helpful to hear from Ithaca Neighborhood Housing 
Service (INHS) given their development experience.  She mentioned that the Greenways project 
ended up being too costly for INHS to undertake, so getting some understanding from them on costs 
and the problems they have run into would be useful to the Committee’s discussion.  Sue described 
talking with various developers and their report on the high costs of construction in the Ithaca area.    
- Pat: Responded that it is assumed that development costs are high, otherwise we would have 
lower priced housing, but if we want housing to be affordable, then we need the regulations. The 
assumption is that the prices on other houses in the development would subsidize the lower cost 
houses.   
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- Sue: Referred to the potential benefits of new zoning that would allow within a development 
different lot sizes and housing types, as well as the potential for density bonuses, all of which is 
expected to help create more affordable options.  This would provide more of a carrot approach to 
the regulations.   
- Bill:  Stated that he had talked with Paul Mazzarella (INHS) about meeting with the Committee.  He 
also mentioned that the City is on hold with their proposed affordable housing requirements 
because of a Supreme Court case (inclusionary zoning to require affordable housing) expected to be 
argued this spring.  The City is proposing a voluntary program with density bonuses.  Bill thought it 
would be useful for the Committee to look at what the City is proposing. 
- Committee: Agreed that they would invite Paul Mazzarella a future meeting to discuss 
development costs.   
- Rich: After more discussion on costs and approaches for affordable housing, he suggested that we 
contact those communities that have regulations to see what their implementation experience has 
been.  
- Rod: Added that he supported having a discussion with the City on the approaches they are 
considering.  
 
Committee announcement and concerns  
- Rod: Briefly mentioned that for a future agenda item he would like the Committee to have a 
discussion with representatives of Historic Ithaca on ways the town could protect historic 
structures.   
 
Meeting schedule and upcoming agenda items:  
Next meeting scheduled for Thursday, April 21st. 

• Maplewood PDZ 
• Zoning Review and Approach Report document – pages 1 - 20 
• Affordable Housing 
 

Meeting adjourned at approximately 6:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


