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TOWN OF ITHACA PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

SUMMARY OF SEPTEMBER 15, 2016 MEETING 
 
 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Rich DePaolo (Chair), Rod Howe, Pat Leary (FaceTime). 
 
TOWN STAFF/TOWN BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Susan Ritter, Director of Planning; Dan 
Tasman, Senior Planner; Bill Goodman, Town Supervisor; Bruce Bates, Director of Code 
Enforcement. 

GUEST:  Christine O’Malley (Historic Ithaca); Bryan McCracken (City of Ithaca), Doug Brittain; 
Bruce Brittain; Mary Jo Yunis (Yunis Realty). 

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. 
 
Discuss approaches for protection of historic resources  
- Rich:  Explained that the catalyst for discussing historic preservation was the impending 
demolition of an old farmhouse on Coddington Road.  This issue brought to light the town’s lack of 
mechanisms to review and consider the demolition of historic structures and historic resource 
preservation generally.  The committee was interested in reaching out to Historic Ithaca and City of 
Ithaca to learn what options are available for historic resource protection.  Rich asked Bryan to give 
an overview of the City’s program.   
 
- Bryan McCracken: Described how the City enacted its first landmarks ordinance four years ago 
which established the Landmarks Preservation Commission and gave the commission the authority, 
with approval by Common Council, to designate landmarks in the City.  The first historic district in 
the City was DeWitt Park, established in 1971. Under the landmarks ordinance, any exterior 
alternations to buildings in the historic district must be approved by the Landmarks Commission, 
with a few exemptions (i.e. roof in-kind replacement) that can be administratively approved by 
staff.   
 
The Landmarks Commission consists of seven voting members, plus two alternates, that are chosen 
based on their expertise (i.e. real estate, landlords, architect, architectural historian, residents, and 
residents of the historic districts).  They review proposed building alterations to see if they are 
appropriate for the building style, property history, and if consistent with the overall district 
context (if in a district).  Applications are either approved, denied, or approved with conditions.  
Ninety percent of proposals are approved.    
  
There are 8 historic districts in the City and 25 individual landmarks (i.e. Sage Hall).  The City 
website provides a listing and other information on the program.  The ordinance set forth 5 criteria 
for designating historic districts.  The ordinance also includes federally established standards for 
reviewing exterior alternations (“certificate of appropriateness review”).    
 
- Rich: Asked Christine O’Malley to describe Historic Ithaca’s focus. 
- Christine O’Malley: Explained that Historic Ithaca’s main focus is education and outreach. They 
provide technical support, such as assisting property owners with researching history of their 
property and advising owners seeking alterations on their historically designated properties in the 
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City.  Historic Ithaca staff often attends City Commission meetings.  They also work with the City on 
district nominations and communications with the NYS Historic Preservation Office which is a 
conduit to the National Register of Historic Places (managed by the National Park Service).     
 
- Rich: Asked if there are different levels of protection. 
-Bryan: Responded that there are, and that the best protection for preventing demolition of historic 
property is having a local (Certified Local Government (CLG)) designation.  Being listed on the State 
and National Register offers incentives and tax credit programs, but there is no protection from 
demolition.  The City’s program requires proposed demolitions to be reviewed by the Landmarks 
Commission and it must receive a “certificate of appropriateness” to get approval.      
 
- Rich: Asked for suggestions on what the town could do.   
- Bryan:  Responded that if there are historic resources the town wants to protect and there is 
support in the community for doing so, establishing a local landmarks ordinance is the best route.   
- Rich: Asked about getting pushback from the community, particularly from individuals with 
potentially affected properties. 
- Bryan: Responded by describing incentive programs available in the City. The City has a property 
tax abatement program for designated properties.  If a property owner does a substantial amount 
of work to their property and it raises the assessed property there is abatement on that increased 
assessment over a 10 year period.  There are also state and federal tax credit programs for 
commercial properties, those that are income producing (ranging from a bed and breakfast to a 
downtown store).   Also for state/federal designations, residential properties are eligible for a 20% 
income tax credit if they make over $5000 of improvements.   Tax credits are also available to 
properties that have been designated as “eligible” for national listing.   To establish a historic 
district 60% of the residents have to agree to be listed.  For an individual listing the property owner 
must agree to be listed.   
 
- Rod: Asked about the issue with the Forest Home designation. 
- Christine:  Responded that the national register designation is correlated to the census tract and 
has resulted in parts of Forest Home being in the historic district and parts being out.  The census 
tract designations are tied to income levels and these tracts can change with new census conducted 
every 10 years. 
 
- Rich:  Asked about the CLG model law.    
- Bryan:  Responded that the City’s law is a derivation of the model law.  He explained that it is fairly 
straight forward and comprehensive.  It can be tailored to the community, but he cautioned against 
veering too far from the model law and possibly creating loopholes.  He described how one 
community had removed provisions requiring review of new construction on historically 
designated structures.    
 
Bryan: Explained that he works in the City Planning Dept. and works very closely with the Building 
Department. He also explained how a permit application works through the city process.   
 
- Rod:  Asked about partnering opportunities with the City.   
- Bryan:  Responded that not all the City Commission members are City residents and there would 
seem to be an opportunity for partnering.  Being a CLG gives municipalities availability to funding 
opportunities to assist with survey work and develop nominations.   
                  
Continue discussion of draft Zoning Review and Approach Report: 
The Committee continued their review from the previous meeting on page 48, column 2. 
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The Committee went through the report page by page.  The following are decisions made for 
modifying the draft report: 
Page 49, column 2, para 2:  Add that this applies to new development. 
Page 49, column 2, bullet 1:  Change “excmple mash” to “example ash”. 
Page 50, column 1, para 3:  Replace “urbanism” with “communities”. 
Page 50, column 2, para 2:  Add “Ithaca’s current” after “However”. 
Page 52, column 1, para 4:  Replace “its” with “their”. 
Page 53, column 1, para 3:  Replace “follows” with “complies with”. 
Page 54, column 1, para 1:  Awkward, fix “uses practices in” and list these at end “paving, 
channeling, storage, and filtration”. 
Page 54, column 1, bullet 3:  Replace “needs” with “goals” and “good urbanism” with “urban design”. 
Page 56, column 1, para 2:  Replace “good urbanism” with “alternate phrases”. 
Page 56, column 2, bullet 2:  Replace “Light” with “Color”. 
Page 56, column 2, bullet 4:  Replace “Ban” with “Consider impacts of”. 
Page 57, column 1, para 4:  Delete “perceptions”. 
Page 57, table, column 2, section 6, bullet 3:  Replace “PA” with “AV”. 
Page 58, column 1, para 4:  Replace “be carry forward” with “incorporate” or “consider”. 
Page 58, column 2, last para:  Add comma after “uses”. 
Page 59, column 2, para 1:  Put period inside the quote. 
Page 61, column 1, para 1:  Replace “like” with “in allowing”. 
Page 61, column 1, para 1:  Replace “the UDC should” with “the Town could consider”. 
Page 61, column 2, para 1:  Reword paragraph.   
Page 61, column 2, para 1:  Replace “it meets the needs of area residents rather than transients” 
with “that it is considerate of all the needs of area residents including neighborhood preservation”. 
Page 61, column 2, para 1:  Replace “also legitimize” with “clearly address”. 
Page 61, column 2, para 1:  Delete “with conditions to ensure it remains an accessory use, and won’t 
decrease the region’s housing supply”. 
Page 61, column 2, para 3:  Fix “in to” and fix “and”. 
Page 62, column 1, para 1:  Delete “like cabinet making”.  
 
For next meeting the Committee will begin reviewing page 64, at 2.5.3 with the target of finishing 
the Zoning Review and Approach Report in October.   
 
New Business: Drive-throughs 
- Sue: Introduced Mary Jo Yunis, stating that she is the owner of the Dunkin Donuts building across 
from East Hill Plaza.    
- Rich: Explained that the request to amend the Community Commercial Zone threshold pertaining 
to drive-throughs was only recently referred to the Committee and they are not yet prepared to 
discuss it in depth.         
- Mary Jo: Explained that the zoning criteria/threshold (1,500 ft.) essentially prohibits any other 
restaurant from having a drive-through on E. Hill.  There had originally been three drive-throughs 
on the building when it was a bank, prior to the Dunkin Donuts business.   
- Rich: Acknowledged that it has been awhile since the drive-through provisions were enacted, and  
possibly attitudes have changed.  The vision for the E. Hill Plaza area is different now, with plans to 
increase density and create a more walkable environment.  It’s questionable whether this would be 
more/less conducive for drive-throughs.   
- Mary Jo: Explained that a traffic study had been conducted (for Planning/Zoning Boards) that 
showed no negative impact from the drive-through; there are two means of access from two 
different roads and plenty of stacking.    
- Sue: Further explained that the Planning Board approved the restaurant with a drive-through, but 
the ZBA denied the variance request.  She suggested that for the next meeting she could provide a 
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map of E. Hill indicating 1500 ft., language in the Community Commercial zone, traffic analysis from 
the site plan review,  
- Mary Jo: Mentioned that Dunkin Donuts had collected a large number of signatures on a petition 
concerning the drive-through.  She added that no one had come to the meetings (ZBA/PB) to 
oppose the drive-through. 
- Rich: Responded that he would put more weight on the opinions of employees and residents who 
live and work in the immediate area rather than general customers of the restaurant.  He stated it 
would be helpful to know whether drive-through are typically included in the type of mixed use 
development envisioned for this area.  Can they be incorporated into this type of development 
without making it dangerous? 
- Dan: Responded that drive-through can be accommodated, but siting consideration is important.  
They should not be front and center to the development. He used Taco Bell on Elmira Road as an 
example of a bad location.       
- Rich: Said he would be interested in this research. 
- Rod: Stated that while not a deciding factor, it would be interesting to know the sales of a drive-
through Dunkin Donuts versus a non-drive-through, though he realized it may be hard to compare 
since the contexts are different. 

 
Status report on rental property oversight strategies investigation: 
- Rich: Reported on the 45 minute conference call earlier in the day with the Town of Brookhaven 
Chief Building Inspector, Arthur Gerhauser who provided valuable information on their rental 
oversight system.  Rich described the following from the conversation with Mr. Gerhauser:   
The Brookhaven owner occupancy requirements have been in place since the 1980’s.  Over the 
decades they’ve needed to revise the ordinance language, but he thought it was now is good shape.   
The intent of allowing accessory units was to promote affordable housing, either through giving 
family members their own space or providing income apartments.  They wanted to maintain the 
character of the single-family neighborhoods and the owner occupancy requirement met that 
intent.    
 
Mr. Gerhauser described how the regulations pertaining to accessory units were working well, but 
expressed frustration with rentals of single family houses.  Most of his headaches stemmed from 
houses that were significantly over-occupied by students in the vicinity of Stony Brook College. 
Lack of adequate staffing was a major impediment to enforcing the law.     
 
Brookhaven’s population base is 500,000.  They have a known rental base of 3600 units, with 
possibly an additional 5600 being noncompliant.   
- Bruce: Liked reference to “single family dwelling” with an “accessory apartment”, rather than one- 
or two- family dwelling that the Town’s Code reference.  He thought this way of thinking and 
constructing the language would be useful to the Town. 
- Rich: Thought that the Brookhaven ordinance would be a useful place to start if the 
Committee/Town Board chooses to go in that direction.   
 
Discuss meeting schedule and upcoming agenda items:    
Next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, October 20th at 4:30pm; agenda items to include: 
- Zoning Review and Approach Report – (continuing from page 62) 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 6:30 p.m. 
 
 


