
MEETING OF THE ITHACA TOWN BOARD 
February 25, 2013 

 
Present:  Board Members Herb Engman, Pat Leary, Eric Levine, Tee-Ann Hunter, Rich 
DePaolo, Rod Howe, and Bill Goodman  
 
Staff:  Susan Ritter, Dan Tasman and Paulette Terwilliger  
 
Meeting started in the Aurora Room but was moved to the Boardroom due to a large number 
of high school students in attendance for their Government Class 
 
Mr. Engman called the meeting to order at 4:32 pm 
 
Board Members commented on the presentations they attended at the Association of Towns’ 
Annual Meeting in New York City 
 
Mr. Engman reported that he learned we should have a weather policy for our parks and trails 
for dealing with weather related conditions such as lightening and stopping play of organized 
sports and this should be relatively easy.  He also went to the Fire Protection liability 
workshop and a town is not allowed to own a fire station, which he had forgotten, and we do 
not own the stations on our two hills, but we own the land and lease it to the City.  Not sure 
why but it is based on an old, old law. 
 
Mr. Engman also reported that a group from Tompkins County got together and devised a 
plan of action regarding the proposed bylaws of the Association of Towns which were up for 
approval and there are many strange items in there such as allowing the President to also be 
the Treasurer and other egregious things.  He added that when he returned home, the Journal 
had an article where the President of the Association disagreed with the Association’s stance 
on the amicus brief and stated that he did not know the Association was supporting our stance 
yet he is the President.  The approval was tabled and towns have the opportunity to make 
comments now.   
 
Mr. DePaolo reported that the presentation on the changes to the SEQR form was interesting 
because no one could agree on answers to questions and even more frightening is that the 
proposed fracking regulations only give a municipality 15 days to respond to an application 
and that 15 days starts when the application is submitted and there is no notification except in 
the DEC’s Environmental Notice Bulletin and there is no notification to neighboring 
municipalities.   Mr. Engman said he had received a request from the county for 
municipalities to notify them and maybe that would be a good central place to start and he 
would talk to TCCOG about that.  
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Mr. DePaolo also reported he attended a forum advocating for an enhanced role of the Town 
Board in land use planning in the zoning variance process as a way to revisit Comprehensive 
Plans on an on-going basis as requests for variances and planned development zones and the 
like are requested because those could trigger a look at why they are needed and what might 
need to be changed in ordinances and/or comprehensive plans.   
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Mr. Howe reported that he attended a workshop on budgets and wondered if we had a cheat 
sheet with answers for questions we commonly get from residents.  He also attended a forum 
on gas drilling and scanned the “toolbox” handout for fellow members.   
 
Ms. Hunter reported that our own Staff seemed more knowledgeable about Form Based 
Zoning than the presenter and Mr. Goodman added that he felt they made it sound as if you 
would go block by block rather than a neighborhood approach.   
 
Mr. Levine reported that he attended the Procurement seminar and asked if we could take into 
account local economy such as local workers or living wage and their answer was basically, 
sure, if we want to be the test case for it.  He added that Susan Brock went to another progam 
and she may have additional information.  He also brought materials for funding sources and 
IT handouts which he will give to the appropriate staff.  
 
Agenda Item 1   Discussion of South West Glens and Creeks Conservation Zone Report 
Mr. Engman explained what a Conservation Zone was for the students in the audience, noting 
that the number of houses that can be built and other uses of properties in a Conservation 
Zone are restricted in different ways to preserve natural areas.   
 
Ms. Stewart explained that the Conservation Board has worked on this proposal for a few 
years and it is finally read for presentation to the Town Board and if the Board is in favor of 
it, moving forward with outreach meeting of the property owners of the land under questions 
and then public hearings for the general public and so on.   
 
The Board asked if all the property owners were aware of and in favor of the proposal and 
Ms. Stewart was not sure if all of them were and there are a few major owners such as 
Cornell, the YMCA and EcoVillage and the Town has also purchased some property to keep 
it natural. 
 
The sense of the Board was to move forward with the neighborhood informational meetings 
and report back to the Board on the comments they receive and Ms. Ritter added that Planning 
Staff could help coordinate.     
 
Agenda Item 2   Begin discussion on the draft Comprehensive Plan and related SEQR 
(SEQR-Attachment 1)  
Comprehensive Plan (Plan) Full Environmental Assessment Form (Form) 
 
Ms. Ritter explained that this step was to designate the Town Board as the Lead Agency and, 
if the Board agrees, to issue a positive declaration of environmental significance, meaning the 
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan may have significant impact on the environment and 
begin the SEQR process for development of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement.   
 
The SEQR draft Full Environmental Assessment Form was reviewed.   
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Mr. DePaolo had a number of questions (pgs 7, 11 and 14). Many of the questions centered on 
the concept of whether the Form was looking at effects of the Plan or on the development the 
Plan would or could engender.  Staff explained that the Form is geared to site-specific 
development projects and is not well-suited to the environmental review of the Plan.  The  
impacts outlined in the Full Environmental Assessment Form used the 1993 Comprehensive 
Plan and the potential development it would enable as a baseline for comparison.  The areas 
allowed to be developed  under the  1993 Plan are very similar to what the proposed Plan 
allows but  the distribution and placement of the growth in specific areas is different and  will 
undergo a more rigorous SEQR review during the  rezoning process, when the specific zoning 
and densities will be known and a more quantitative analysis can be completed.   So the 
answers in the  SEQR Assessment Form which is not designed for this type of comprehensive 
overview of a community’s Plan, falls back to that fact.   
 
SEQR questions like:  will the project increase the need for community services? Is the 
project served by water service? and similar questions:  On the whole, the answer to increase 
in services may be no because growth under current zoning takes that into consideration, but, 
there may be increases in demand in certain areas if development occurs according to the draft 
Comp Plan.  The answer to water can be yes because there are many areas served by 
municipal water and some that are not that may be looking for service under some growth 
scenarios.  Sewer service is different because it depends on gravity.  Unfortunately SEQR is 
project-driven not planning-driven in many ways and the questions do not lend themselves to 
overviews where one section of a plan is “planning” far different things for certain areas.   
 
Mr. DePaolo asked about page 11 B21 and whether the County had a GML requirement and 
Ms. Ritter responded that they can make recommendations but they do not have approval 
authority on Comprehensive Plans.    Ms. Hunter asked about pg 11 and when the Brittain 
brothers talked about the increase in energy that would be expended for increases in water 
service and whether that would impact B21 regarding energy use.  Mr. Tasman responded that 
this was another question that is geared towards site-specific development and is not relevant 
to the draft Plan.  In Part II is where we talk more generally about increased energy usages per 
the Plan.  Ms. Hunter asked if there would be a place for some disclaimer language in the 
environmental assessment form because she was struck by the number of not applicable boxes 
checked and people should be aware that the reason for this is because a generic 
environmental impact statement is not site specific.  Ms. Ritter responded that it is in there on 
page 8 where it talks about site-specific reviews will be needed to assess impacts of specific 
areas.  Ms. Hunter asked that the statement be made a little more straightforward.   
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Mr. DePaolo asked about pg 14 (c) 8 and he didn’t understand how this question could be 
answered without knowing what other municipalities are going to do.  It seemed that an n/a fit 
better here than a yes.  He didn’t think that it was coordinated with our bordering 
municipalities.  He didn’t think looking at a map rose to the level of looking at future land use 
plans of neighboring municipalities.  Mr. Tasman responded that Newfield and Enfield are 
primarily rural and expected to stay that way and we do have Lansing’s draft plan and we 
know what the City is focusing on.  Mr. DePaolo asked Ms. Brock whether during the zoning 
process some of these areas will become more site specific and this assessment will be done 
then and Ms. Brock responded they absolutely would. 
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Ms. Hunter turned to pg 11 – Will the proposed action create a demand for any community 
provided services; recreation, education, police and fire protection?  She asked for a 
clarification on “community services” and whether that was specific to town services or could 
it refer to the City Fire Department etc. because the Committee had discussed the possibility 
that increased density on West Hill could mean an additional grammar school so that would 
seem to create a demand.  She thought we were increasing building heights which could 
create a need for more ladder trucks and increased fire protection capacity.  Mr. Tasman 
responded that any kind of development is going to create an increase in demand and we have 
to look at the additional demand created by what the development allowed in the 1993 Plan.  
Ms. Hunter asked if when we move to zoning this would be looked at more closely and Ms. 
Ritter said it would.  Mr. Tasman also responded that the Plan is a broad document and does 
not look at site specific details such as building heights and ladder trucks. 
 
Ms. Hunter said that she understands we are increasing the number of residences that will be 
allowed on West Hill and other areas of the town so we are densifying to preserve open space 
but we are increasing the number of residences allowed from the 1993 Plan, and unlike traffic, 
you say that the way the residences will be planned and allowed will greatly mitigate some 
impacts but you can’t mitigate the increased number of school children that will be in the 
area.  Mr. Tasman responded that although the Plan allows higher density development and 
allow more residences in particular areas, it doesn’t necessarily accelerate the rate of growth.  
So the demand is still going to be what it is, whether it is the current Plan or the future Plan.  
Even though a Plan may allow for more houses, it doesn’t mean those houses will be built.  
Ms. Hunter responded that the question is asking whether the rise in the number of allowed 
houses could result in increases in demand for services and she asked what could be wrong in 
saying yes to this?  Mr. Tasman responded that if you compare this Plan to the 93 Plan and 
even though you say more houses may be allowed in a certain area, does that mean that in the 
next 10-15 years all those houses are going to be built, as opposed to 60% of them.  Ms. 
Hunter responded that we are not assuming to know what the rate of growth is.   
Ms. Leary joined in saying that if anything this Plan assumes small household sizes so the 
question about a greater need for a school district cannot be assumed.  She felt that if 
anything, we are projecting an aging population and based on the survey of residents, the Plan 
assumes a smaller household size.   
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Mr. DePaolo asked Ms. Brock – As we are trying to handicap the potential for impacts based 
on this Plan, are we comparing that to the document that already exists or are we comparing 
to what already exists in reality?  Ms. Brock responded that that is a great question and she 
thought we could do either.  There is not tremendous guidance on how to do this and she has 
talked to attorney’s saying I assume we use the 93 Plan as our basis and they responded that 
sounds right, but if you agree with the conclusion that there is a potential for impacts that are 
going to require an impact statement, she didn’t think it matters terribly so if you want to look 
at what has actually been done with zoning and slightly shift it to the current….Mr. DePaolo 
rephrased saying if the 93 Plan allowed for development to happen in a certain area and it 
didn’t happen, do we assume that we were comfortable with that happening then and so now 
we can extrapolate from that period of time or do we look at what is on the ground right now?  
Ms. Brock responded that we might want to look at both.  Mr. DePaolo said then there is 
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going to be a scoping phase of the EIS that will relate tangentially to this document but can it 
exceed what we identified here?  So when we come up with scoping we can say, here is an 
area that wasn’t identified as an impact in the LEAF and we want to look at and so on.  Ms. 
Brock responded that if you think there is going to be something you want explored in the EIS 
you might want to make sure there is something here to show this is an issue.  She suggested 
additional language regardless of what you check in the box C11 because this form doesn’t fit 
adoption of the Plan and in fact the SEQR Handbook even says that.  It says you are going to 
end up putting n/a for a lot of these that are descriptive to an action.  She suggested a narrative 
in the space saying something like “the changes to the Plan might ultimately lead to other 
actions that require a shift in where various community services may need to be provided” 
because right now the children are and will be educated in other locations but I don’t know if 
there may be a shift at some point.  She added that she didn’t think we should ignore what 
happened since 1993 and it is appropriate to look at both. 
 
Mr. Tasman wanted to note that the justification is that the Plan enables a wider variety of 
houses and a wider variety of development that could possibly better meet the demand for 
housing and current market demands than what we have now and what that might result in. 
Right now we have a steady rate of development of 0.5% per year and what that might mean 
is the demand for housing is being met right now outside of the Town of Ithaca and that could 
shift into the Town of Ithaca because people buying a townhouse in another municipality, 
could have the option of buying one in the Town.   
 
Mr. Engman asked if there was any objection to adding the clarification language and there 
was none.  
 
The Board allowed a person in the audience to ask a question.  The lady asked about height 
allowances because her neighbors are concerned.  Mr. Tasman said most will be in the 2.5 – 3 
stories.  The lady lived in Fall Creek and the Board explained the difference between the 
Town and the City.  Mr. DePaolo noted that the City has up-zoned a number of areas to allow 
significant elevation in the height of some buildings.  Ms. Leary added that the Town has 
discussed some very small areas that might have some buildings with storefronts on the first 
level and apartments above but only a few and very small areas. 
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Mr. DePaolo looked at pg 15 C12 where the question asked about traffic increases and the 
answer should be yes and hopefully there is going to be a traffic analysis in the GEIS.  Ms. 
Ritter thought that again, this is geared toward specific projects and Ms. Brock added that she 
doesn’t think the Plan is going to increase traffic but it may lead to zoning that will shift 
where it is.  Ms. Ritter added that you can get 1,000 people moving in under either the 93 Plan 
or this one and either way it is going to increase traffic.  Mr. DePaolo noted that the questions 
asks from “present levels” not what the “current Plan will allow.”  Ms. Brock responded that 
the Plan doesn’t create the traffic and Mr. DePaolo responded “then why don’t we answer no 
to everything?”  Ms. Leary responded that that is why we have n/a to a lot of these, because 
the Plan itself does not do these things; it allows some zoning that in certain cases would and 
those would have their own environmental review.  She went on to say that she disagrees that 
this will create significantly higher traffic and the thing about this Plan is that it actually 
decreases the anticipated traffic that would occur if we didn’t have new kinds of housing.  Mr. 
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DePaolo responded that he understands that but…Ms. Leary stated that if we didn’t have the 
Comp Plan and no recommendations for different kinds of housing, the traffic would still be 
expected to increase over time.   
 
Mr. DePaolo stated that the question that needs to be answered since this is going to be the 
basis for what is looked at in the GEIS, we need to answer yes.  Mr. Engman brought it back 
to the action tonight which is deciding whether this is a Type I action and a review that leads 
to the development of more studies under the EIS system, so the individual answers are 
somewhat meaningless, that’s why they are so difficult to talk about, because they don’t mean 
anything at this point.  We will get to those questions and be able to debate them later on but 
to do them at this point is sort of a folly because we can’t answer them at this point.   
 
Mr. Tasman stated that they have provided the justification in the Form to look at traffic and it 
doesn’t dismiss the concerns about changes in traffic and in Part I we recognize that there are 
going to be changes is volume and patterns of traffic and they will be looked at in the scoping 
document. 
 
Mr. DePaolo finished with pg 26 Quantity and Quality of Open Space stating that he 
understood from the planners that we are downzoning some of the MDRs along with the 
upzoning of others for a net-zero affect but there are current open spaces being planned for 
densification so how is that no and asked whether the Plan actually protects the open space.  
Mr. Tasman responded that protection is in the Goals and in the zoning that will come out of 
it.   
 
Mr. DePaolo asked that the statement on pg 25 “the Ithaca area being known for its engaged, 
vocal and environmentally conscious population…” be removed because he felt it was 
stereotyping our residents. The Board had no objection.  
 
Ms. Hunter requested that asked that the reference of “up to 25%” reduction in traffic be 
removed. (pg 22 2-18) Board agreed.   
 
Mr. Engman turned to the draft resolution.  Language was discussed to be added to the 
comment area at C11 to read “the proposed Comprehensive Plan may result in some changes 
leading to increased density and number of housing units that could shift the location where 
community services are needed or create an additional demand.   Discussion followed.  
Changed to “the proposed Comprehensive Plan may result in a town-wide increase in the 
number of allowable housing units that could result in increased needs for community 
services.”  Discussion followed.  Third attempt “the proposed Comprehensive Plan may result 
in zoning changes leading to increased density and number of housing units that could shift or 
increase the location where community services are needed.”  Board agreed.  
 
Ms. Hunter wanted clarification that if we have checked n/a in certain boxes, that that does 
not negate further exploration of those in the scoping session and ultimate GEIS and Ms. 
Brock responded “correct.” 
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TB RESOLUTION 2013-031 : DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -- ESTABLISHING 
THE TOWN OF ITHACA AS LEAD AGENCY FOR SEQR REVIEW AND MAKING 
A POSITIVE DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Moved:  Rod Howe   Seconded:  Tee Ann Hunter 
 
 WHEREAS, on January 28, 2013, the Comprehensive Plan Committee, after holding 
a public hearing, recommended to the Town Board a draft Comprehensive Plan that provides 
a vision and framework to guide future growth and development in the Town over the next 10 
to 15 years; and 
  
 WHEREAS, adoption of a comprehensive plan by the Town Board pursuant to NYS 
Town Law 272-a is subject to the provisions of the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQR) and its implementing regulations; and  
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQR) 6 NYCRR Part 617.4 adoption of a comprehensive plan is a Type I action; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Town Board is the only agency with discretionary authority to 
approve or adopt the proposed Comprehensive Plan and thereby the Town Board would act as 
lead agency for SEQRA review of the proposed Comprehensive Plan update; and  

 
 WHEREAS,  the Town Board, at a meeting held on February 25, 2013, has reviewed 
as adequate a Full Environmental Assessment Form Parts I and II prepared by Town Planning 
staff; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Town Planning staff has recommended a positive determination of 
environmental significance with respect to adoption of the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
update and recommends that a draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) be 
prepared,   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: 
 
That the Town of Ithaca Town Board hereby establishes itself as lead agency in the SEQR 
review of the proposed Comprehensive Plan update, and 
 
BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED: 
 
That the Town of Ithaca Town Board, as Lead Agency, hereby determines that the proposed 
action may have significant impact on the environment, in accordance with the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act for the above referenced action as proposed based 
on the information in the Full Environmental Assessment Form Part I and for the reasons set 
forth in the Full Environmental Assessment Form Part II, and, directs that a Draft Generic 
Environmental Impact Statement be prepared.     
 
Vote:  Ayes-  Howe, Hunter, Goodman, Engman, Leary, Levine and DePaolo 
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Process for looking at the Comprehensive Plan  
Mr. Engman stated that his idea is to take it section by section but we don’t want to redo the 
work of the Comprehensive Planning Committee so he suggested that when we get to a 
section, we come prepared to ask questions if it is a clarification OR if someone is suggesting 
a change, come with the language for the change to save time fumbling through verbiage.  He 
suggested we start with the Introduction followed by the Community Vision Statement and 
the Goals and Recommendations and so forth.  The Board agreed.  
 
Agenda Item 3  Consent Agenda 
 
TB Resolution No. 2013 -032:  Consent Agenda  
 
Moved: TeeAnn Hunter   Seconded:    Bill Goodman 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED, that the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca hereby approves 
and/or adopts the following Consent Agenda items: 
 

a. Approval of Minutes of February 11, 2013 
b. Town of Ithaca Abstract February 28, 2013 

 
Vote:       Ayes  Hunter, Goodman, Engman, Leary, Levine, Howe and DePaolo 
 
 
TB Resolution 2013-032b: Town of Ithaca Abstract 
 
Moved:  Tee-Ann Hunter  Seconded:  Bill Goodman 
 
 WHEREAS, the following numbered vouchers have been presented to the Ithaca 
Town Board for approval of payment; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the said vouchers have been audited for payment by the said Town 
Board; now therefore be it  
 
 RESOLVED, that the governing Town Board hereby authorizes the payment of the 
said vouchers in total for the amounts indicated. 
 
VOUCHER NOS. 3354 - 3423 
 
General Fund Town wide 54,886.49
General Fund Part Town     4,460.89
Highway Fund Part Town 35,319.33
Water Fund 11,280.52
Sewer Fund  6,271.76
Forest Home Lighting District        226.34
Glenside Lighting District 46.28
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Renwick Heights Lighting District 65.79
Eastwood Commons Lighting District        152.44
Clover Lane Lighting District 17.99
Winner’s Circle Lighting District 58.61
Burleigh Drive Lighting District 61.20
West Haven Road Lighting District 188.08
Coddington Road Lighting District 111.94
Debt Service 500.00
TOTAL 113,647.66

 
Vote:  Ayes – Engman, Hunter, Levine, Leary, Howe, DePaolo and Goodman 
 
Agenda Item 4  Consider entering executive session to discuss the possible acquisition of 
real property where public discussion could compromise the value of the property.  
 
Moved by Eric Levine, seconded by Tee-Ann Hunter (6:08 p.m.)   
 
Motion made by Tee-Ann Hunter to move out of executive session at 6:20 p.m., seconded by 
Rich DePaolo.  Unanimous.   
 
Motion made to adjourn by Eric Levine, unanimous.  6:21 p.m.  
 
Submitted by 
 
 
___________________________ 
Paulette Terwilliger, Town Clerk 


