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TOWN OF ITHACA PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

SUMMARY OF MAY 19, 2016 MEETING 
 
 

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

TOWN STAFF/TOWN BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Susan Ritter, Director of Planning; Bruce 
Bates, Director of Codes; Dan Tasman, Senior Planner; Bill Goodman, Town Supervisor. 

GUEST: Scott Whitham and Cathy De Almeida (Whitham Planning & Design); John Lewis, Executive 
Director of Historic Ithaca, Reporter (Ithaca Journal). 
 
Chair Rich DePaolo called the meeting to order at approximately 4:30 p.m.   
 
Persons to Be Heard:  None. 
 
Committee announcement and concerns: None reported. 

Discussion on revised draft PDZ language for the Maplewood Redevelopment Project: 
- Sue: Introduced the revised PDZ, explaining that it included modifications requested at the April 
Committee meeting and also additional changes since the meeting. The changes are shown in two 
different colors.  The additional changes were mostly suggestions from Susan Brock (attorney for 
the Town) especially on the administrative section, as well as staff.  Sue explained that Susan B. 
focused on the administrative section and only took a cursory look at the other sections. 

- Rich: Asked about the thresholds yet to be determined in the draft law (indicated as “XX”s) and 
how and when in the process those would get addressed. 
- Scott Whitham: Explained that all of the remaining thresholds would be finalized through the 
environmental impact statement (EIS) analysis and public review process.    
- Rich: Asked if there were any indications of concern regarding the placement/size of the buildings 
during the sketch plan discussion with the Planning Board.         
- Scott: Responded that with a project of this scale, in an existing neighborhood, concerns with the 
buildings and their placement would be expected and this will clearly be a public discussion as the 
process moves through SEQR and site plan. 
 
The Committee went through the revised PDZ language and the following decisions were made for 
modifying the 5/12/16 draft proposed law:   
 
Page 5; 16.4 C1 Thoroughfare types and designs, second requirement:   
Remove “parking lanes” from the list of required improvements.  Parking lanes on Maple/Mitchell 
Streets are not an element of the development plan.    
Page 7; 16.5 B Building type chart, gross floor area for civic building:   
Add a lower limit, which for now can be left as to be determined (XX ft2).   
Page 7; 16.5 B Building type chart:   
Add a note stating that PD-15-M may contain XX% of PD-15-H. This will allow for a transition 
between the two zones.  Once the EIS process has concluded and the location of buildings are set, a 
map will accompany the zoning language identifying the two subzones.     
Page 9; 16.5 E4 Parking surfaces, first sentence:   
Reword to “Parking areas must have a fixed impervious or porous surface”: 
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Page 10: 16.5 F4 Tree species for required planting: Undelete “or prone to dropping heavy fruit”:  
This requirement pertains to street trees only and it was decided that heavy fruit could pose a 
hazard and the restriction should remain.  
 
- Sue: Suggested that Susan Brock be given an opportunity to review the revised law.   
- Committee: Voted to refer the draft PDZ language to the Town Board for referral to the Planning 
Board and that Susan Brock be given an opportunity to review it.    
 
Discussion of draft Zoning Review and Approach Report  
- Dan:  Introduced the report.  He explained that staff prepared the report as a means of analyzing 
the existing Code (the planning-related regulations) and identifying necessary changes per 
recommendations in the Comprehensive Plan.  Dan explained that many communities intending 
extensive Code changes prepare these types of reports.  This is to make sure that everyone 
understands and is in agreement with the proposed changes.  The document examines the language 
of the Code, describes existing problems or ways that the Code hinders the adopted goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and details specific solutions.    
- Sue: Added that it was her hope that the Town Board would accept/approve the report and that it 
could be eventually posted to the town’s website and made available to the public.  
 
The Committee went through the report page by page.  The following are decisions made for 
modifying the draft report: 
 
Cover/Page 1/etc:  Revisit the name “Ithacacode”.  Discussion arose on the use/need of branding 
the rezoning effort and of potential confusion with the city’s efforts.  Actions to consider include 
having no name (no branding), finding an alternative name, or leaving as is.     
Page 1, column 1, para 2:  Add “related” between “planning laws”.  Do this just once at the beginning 
of the report for clarity. 
Page 3, column 2, para 2:  Add “are” (“…there are also some conflicts…”). 
Page 4, column 1, last full sentence: Add hyphen to read “old-school”. 
Page 4, column 2, para 2:  Replace “like” for “including” (Older planning codes, “including” the 
Town’s…) 
Page 5, column 2, last para:  Add “Town’s current” (“The Town’s current zoning and subdivision…”). 
Page 7, column 1, para 3:  Replace reference to SmartArt/Word with “off-shelf technology” or 
similar to indicate that flowcharts are easy to do in-house.  
Page 8, column 1, last para above bulleted items:  Change “consistently” to “consistency”.  
Page 8, column 2:  Remove Tolstoy quote. 
Page 8, column 2:  Replace ‘2 with  “ft2”. 
Page 9, column 1, bullet 4 “shall versus must”.  Dan will provide information to the Committee on 
the growing movement, and rationale, to replace shall with must.  .   
Page 9, column 1, bullet 7:  Shorten the list of examples. 
Page 9, general:  Improve the formatting and remove quote.  This is a busy page, tables at top and 
bottom, the word “everything” is carried up to column 2 and stands alone.      
Page 10, column 1, last sentence:  Replace “current lineup” to “current slate” or something similar 
that is less dismissive sounding. 
Page 10, general: Improve formatting.  Text in the segmented columns is confusing to follow.  
Possibly remove graphics since they are not essential. 
Page 11, column 1, para 1, last sentence:  Eliminate sentence that begins with “There is a mismatch 
between the Town’s….” 
Page 11, column 1, sentence 1:  Change “guides” to “guide”. 
Page 11, column 1, para 5:  Eliminate “and how”. 
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Page 11, column 2, para 1, last sentence: Replace “require” with “enable” (“enable electric…”). 
Page 12, column 1, para 2:  Change “resource” to “resources”. 
Page 12, column 1, para 2, second sentence:  Replace “Syracuse, Binghamton, and Buffalo” with 
“Central NY”. 
Page 12, column 2, para 3, first sentence:  Replace “estate” with some other term.  
Page 12, column 2, para 4, first sentence:  Correct spelling for “should”. 
Page 12, column 2, para 6, first sentence:  Replace “default” with “most common”. 
Page 12, column 2, very last sentence:  Replace “pushing a site’s development potential to outlying 
towns” with “increasing development demand in other areas”.  
Page 13, column 1, para 1, first sentence:  Add “medium and” (…“single family houses on medium 
and large lots.”) 
Page 13, column 1, para 2, last sentence:  Replace “student special” with “purpose built student 
housing”. 
Page 13, bottom photo:  Replace caption as described above. 
Page 13, column 1, para 3, sentence 2:  Change “large” to “larger” (“larger lot MDR subdivisions”) 
Page 13, column 2, para 3, sentence 2:  Eliminate “well-maintained” and instead add a photo that 
conveys its well-maintained character.  Also, in the upcoming section on tiny homes, consider 
language comparing mobile home parks and tiny houses.   
 
For next meeting the Committee will begin at the top of page 14. 
 
Consider approaches for protection of historic resources in the town. 
- Rod:  Stated that he looked forward to starting a conversation on exploring effective and holistic 
approaches aimed at historic preservation. He mentioned the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation document titled “Protecting Potential Landmarks Through Demolition Review” 
provided by Bruce Brittain.  He also stated that the Cornell Historic Preservation Planning 
Workshop that conducted a survey of historic structures in the town provided a good starting point 
and added that Historic Ithaca would be a good source of information too.  Rod suggested that he 
and Sue could meet to begin charting out a road map.   
 
- Sue: Further described the survey work conducted by the Cornell class during 1997-2000 for  
structures in the town 50 years old and older.  She will send the final report and the list of 
structures surveyed to the Committee for the next meeting. 
 
- Bill: Expressed interest in obtaining a map showing where the oldest houses in the town are 
located.   
 
- Sue: Said that she was particularly interested in learning of funding opportunities to help property 
owners who were having trouble maintaining their historic homes.  She wondered if having a house 
listed or even eligible for listing on the State/Federal Register of Historic Places would have 
benefits.    
- John Lewis: Responded that there are tax credit programs, but only for those structures listed as 
historically significant, either locally or by the State (and preferably by the State) and they must 
also be located in certain census tracts.  He explained additional programs, including: tax credits 
available for income producing houses designated as significant, or eligible for the designation; 
State tax credits for owner occupied houses located in historic districts in certain census tracts; and 
federal tax credits for income producing houses, though he thought this program is much more 
complicated.      
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John suggested that the town consider being a Certified Local Government (CLG) like the City, 
explaining that there are certain benefits that come from that designation, including funding 
opportunities.  The process for becoming a CLG is through the NYS Historic Preservation Office.  
Requirements include having certain regulations to protect historic properties. 
 
John also recommended that the town not just consider protection for buildings, but also the 
context in which they are operating in.  Particularly old farm houses with barns, for which a few still  
remain in the town. He suggested that the town undertake a reconnaissance survey in association 
with the structural survey already completed.  This would involve a driving tour to examine the 
historic context of those buildings with the aim of protecting both the significant buildings and 
associated landscapes—the rural context.  He thought this may go hand in hand with other aims of 
the town’s rezoning efforts.   
 
John concluded by stating that he would like Historic Ithaca to be at the table to help the town think 
about ways to protect historic resources 
 
Consider April meeting:   
Rich moved, Rod seconded, no changes, all voted to approve. 
 
Discuss meeting schedule and upcoming agenda items:    
Next meeting is scheduled for June 16th (Bruce will be absent and Rod has another meeting at 
6:30pm); agenda items to include:  Zoning Review and Approach Report (continue from page 13); 
historic resources protection; affordable housing. 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 6:37pm 
 
 


