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Meeting of the Ithaca Town Board 
Monday, June 10, at 5:30 p.m. 
215 North Tioga Street, Ithaca, NY  14850 
 
   Minutes 
 

Board Members Present:  Herb Engman, Supervisor; Bill Goodman, Deputy Town Supervisor; 
Pat Leary, Tee-Ann Hunter, Eric Levine, Rich DePaolo, and Rod Howe 
 
Staff Present:  Susan Ritter, Director of Planning, Bruce Bates, Director of Code Enforcement; 
Mike Solvig, Director of Finance, Judy Drake, Director of Human Resources; Paulette 
Terwilliger, Town Clerk and Susan Brock, Attorney for the Town  
 
Agenda Item 1 
Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance  Mr. Engman opened the meeting at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Agenda Item 2 
Report of Tompkins County Legislature  None 
 
Agenda Item 3  
Report of Ithaca Common Council  None 
 
Agenda Item 4  
Persons to be Heard and Board Comments  
There was no one wishing to address the Board at this time. 
 
Mr. Engman added three agenda items with the Board’s approval   
 
Agenda Item 5 
5:30 p.m. Public hearing regarding a noise permit for Calvary Chapel of Ithaca outdoor 
meeting and social on each Sunday in July at Tareyton Park in the Northeast 
 
Mr. Engman opened the public hearing at 5:35 p.m. 
 
Mr. Sonnenstuhl, Winston Dr. addressed the Board.  He noted that he has sent an email 
(Attachment #1) to the Board and added a personal comment stating that his primary concern is 
amplification in the park.  He went on to say that he and his wife lived in NYC during the boom 
box era and it was very hard to get away from amplified music in those days.  He said the normal 
road, construction, street noise never bothered them but the music did.  They thought they had 
escaped all of that moving to Ithaca but when they first arrived they lived on Geneva St and 
apparently next door to an aspiring DJ.  They finally settled in the Northeast and at one point a 
band started practicing in the park and they had to endure that.  He did not feel the neighborhood 
park was the appropriate spot for amplification. 
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Greta Colavito, Neighbor    Ms. Colavito agreed with Mr. Sonnestuhl and added that she also 
did not think that park was a suitable venue for religious services and that it is intended for 
recreational purposes.   

 
Luke Colavito, Neighbor  Mr. Colavito stated that from where they live it is pleasant to hear the 
children playing, light sports etc, and feels it is not appropriate to have a group in the park with 
amplified sound.  He added that although it is surrounded on two sides by woods, the other two 
sides are residences and this would be disruptive.   

 
Scott Hathorn, Representing the Church – Mr. Hathorn stated that he was sympathetic to the 
concerns and they chose to start at 11:00a.m. as opposed to their usual 10:00 a.m. to help with 
that.  He went on to say that they usually hold their meetings at the Clarion Hotel, renting a small 
banquet room and they have purchased a 30 x 40 tent for these services and the intent is to 
amplify sound only loudly enough to hear in the tent.  He thought the noise would diffuse pretty 
well. 
 
Janet Wagner, Neighbor   Ms. Wagner stated that the neighborhood will hear the amplified 
sound because it is a tiny park.  She thought that any time of day it is disruptive to her to hear 
amplification and the fact that it is a religion based event is an issue to her also.  She added that 
although she respects everyone’s religion, she doesn’t want it piped into her house. 

 
Mr. Engman closed the public hearing at 6:43 p.m. and turned the matter to the Board. 
 
Mr. DePaolo asked if they have a physical building where they meet and Mr. Hathorn responded 
that they usually rent a space at the Clarion Hotel.   

 
Mr. Goodman asked about the Park and Tent permit status and Mr. Weber responded that there is 
no permitting process for the park but there is a rental form and that has been completed and 
submitted and security deposits paid.  Mr. Bates stated that the Tent Permit is ready to be issued 
and the tent will be placed at the backside of the park towards the woods and additional 
conditions can be listed depending on what happens here tonight.    
 
Ms. Leary stated that she was sympathetic to the neighbors and when we revised the noise 
ordinance it was clear a permit was not a given and there would be an opportunity for neighbors 
to comment and this is a very small space and it sounds like this would be a problem.  She felt a 
larger area would mitigate the problem of the amplified noise. 
 
Mr. DePaolo asked counsel because there are some questions about the nature of the event and it 
seems to me we are reviewing a noise permit application and our job is to look at the noise not 
the content.  Ms. Brock Susan agreed that the Board should be looking at the decibels not the 
content and we cannot consider the content.  The Board should be looking at the impact of the 
loudness of the noise, the size of the area, whether there are ways to mitigate the sounds such as 
whether the amplification can be aimed towards the woods and those type of things.   
 
Mr. DePaolo asked the representative if he felt the need for amplification is needed and he 
responded that he felt it was needed because he does not have a strong voice and the audience is 
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made up of all ages.  He added that it is their intent to face the speakers toward the woods and 
place the generator on the far side of the tent in the woods.  He also stated that they plan on 
adjusting the volume to the minimum amount of amplification needed. 
 
Mr. DePaolo asked about the fact that there are multiple events being applied for at one time and 
whether that is in-line with our ordinance.  Ms. Brock looked at the law and stated that it was.  
 
Ms. Hunter asked if there was anything in the law in terms of multiple events at town parks?  
Ms. Brock said there was not any delineation made between private and public or town parks.  
 
Ms. Leary stated that she does not agree with Ms. Brock’s interpretation regarding not being able 
to consider content.  She stated that she knew Ms. Brock was very strict on the freedom of 
religion but that clause also says that a government cannot privilege one religion over another 
and when we had a discussion regarding that when we considered the ervu which is for one 
particular religion and in public rights-of-ways but this impacts people.  The objection is not just 
the sound but the content and we have to balance, especially since it is a public park, freedom of 
a particular religion with other people who believe differently and who may have objections to 
hearing a particular religion being broadcast from their homes.  It is not an easy decision because 
on the one side you say anyone can project their religious beliefs but when it is actually coming 
into someone’s house that is a problem and you have to consider their rights too under the same 
constitutional right.  Ms. Brock responded that it is very dangerous to start to look at the content 
of the speech and say if people don’t mind this particular religion or this particular sound coming 
into their homes that’s ok, but if they… She thought it becomes very hard for this Board to do 
that if you start looking at content and if you can instead look at whether it is appropriate 
considering the layout of the neighborhood and the park and the proximity of the houses.  That is 
defensible.  Ms. Leary stated that that was her main objection, but we can’t skirt around the 
religious issue every time this comes up because we are not saying as long as the neighbors don’t 
object to hearing a particular religion it is ok, we should take the position that no religious 
content should be allowed because that is the safer position if you are a government entity; you 
do not want to get involved in religion at all.   
 
Ms. Brock responded that there are a lot of problems with that approach too.  She stated that if 
we are going to allow people to use the park and issue permits to use the park; you either say we 
are not going to issue any permits or you can’t discriminate whether it is a religious group or not.   
 
Mr. Levine said this is a tough one because our job is to balance the equities of both sides and he 
stated that he is leaning towards denying it because it is asking for four Sundays before we have 
another meeting and if we had one application and could see what the effects are, then at least we 
would know what we are dealing with and see how disturbing it is in that area.  To grant four 
events in the summer when everyone’s windows are open is difficult without seeing the effects.   
 
Mr. Goodman thought that it is very dangerous to get into any discussion on the content of the 
noise because we have to treat everybody the same regardless of the content of the noise.  He 
could not recall any permit we have denied and although he stated that he was sympathetic to the 
neighbors we have to treat everyone the same.  He agreed with Mr. Levine that it might be better 
to have one.   
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Discussion followed on the logistics and possibility of allowing one and having a subsequent 
public hearing once the effects are determined. 
 
Mr. Levine spoke noting that the major difference between this permit application and others is 
that we do have objectors where we usually don’t and location does come into play in that as Mr. 
DePaolo routinely hears noise from Ithaca College sporting events, this a not next to a college 
and people do not expect to hear as much.  
   
Mr. Engman also agreed with Ms. Brock saying that we can’t deny one without denying all as far 
as use and content and we don’t know what the effect will be.  He noted that thinking back on his 
history and it is peaceful until hunting season but I hear the bands and the announcers so it is 
difficult to assume that one is going to be forever protected from noise and nearby residents have 
the privilege of being near a town park and they are being asked to give 4 days to see what it will 
be like.   
 
More discussion along the same lines.  The applicant added that his congregation is 40-50 people 
and they can easily move to the other end of the park and they can be flexible. 
 
Mr. Engman suggested moving a resolution approving the first event and made a friendly 
amendment to the resolution.   
 
Ms. Leary continued her objection, saying that it is the neighbors objections and observations 
that should be listened to not ours.  Ms. Hunter asked about notification of the neighbors and the 
applicant responded that he went door-to-door.   
  
 
TB Resolution No. 2013 – 084:  Granting a Noise Permit for the Calvary Chapel of Ithaca 
Outdoor Service and Fellowship  
 
WHEREAS a noise permit application has been received by the Calvary Chapel of Ithaca for an 
outdoor service and fellowship each Sunday in July at the Tareyton Park in the Town of Ithaca, 
and  
 
WHEREAS the Town Board held a public hearing on this date regarding the events and request 
for a noise permit and 
 
WHEREAS the Board heard concerns from residents in the neighborhood 
 
Now, therefore be it  
 
RESOLVED, that the Town Board grants a noise permit for the first of the 4 requested dates, 
that being July 7, 2013, to afford the opportunity for review of the possible effects of the event 
on the neighborhood.       
 
Moved:  Rich DePaolo    Seconded:   Rod Howe 
Vote:  Ayes –   DePaolo, Howe, Goodman, Engman and Levine    Nays – Leary and Hunter  
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TB Resolution No. 2013 – 085:  Setting a Public Hearing Regarding a Noise Permit for the 
Calvary Chapel of Ithaca Outdoor Service and Fellowship in July 2013  
 
WHEREAS a noise permit application has been received by the Calvary Chapel of Ithaca for an 
outdoor service and fellowship each Sunday in July at the Tareyton Park in the Town of Ithaca, 
and  
 
WHEREAS the Town Board held a public hearing on June 10, 2013 and issued a Noise Permit 
for the first of the requested 4 services, and  
 
Whereas the Town Board would like to hear comments from members and the neighbors after 
the initial event to gauge its effects on the neighborhood  
 
Now, therefore be it  
RESOLVED, that the Town Board sets a Public Hearing on July 8, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. regarding 
the granting of a noise permit for the additional three dates requested. 
 
Moved:  Rod Howe   Seconded:   Rich DePaolo 
Vote:  Ayes –   DePaolo, Howe, Goodman, Engman, Levine, Leary and Hunter  
 
 
Agenda Item 6 
5:30 p.m. Public hearing regarding a local law amending the Town of Ithaca Code, 
Chapter 234 entitled “Subdivision of Land” regarding Cluster Subdivisions   
 
Opened at 6:10 p.m.  No one wishing to speak and the hearing was closed. 
 
Consider SEQR (Attachment #2)  
 
TB Resolution No. 2013-086: SEQR: Proposed Local Law Amending the Town of Ithaca 
Code, Chapter 234 Entitled “Subdivision of Land,” Regarding Cluster Subdivisions 
 
 Whereas, this action is the enactment of a local law amending the Town of Ithaca Code, 
Chapter 234, titled “Subdivision of Land,” to provide requirements for the placement and design 
of structures within a cluster subdivision, including providing new and clarified requirements for 
building placement, design, spacing, setbacks, and height for structures in cluster subdivisions, 
updating the existing regulation language to reflect the current zoning designations and Town 
Law sections, and eliminating obsolete language; and 
 
 Whereas, the Town of Ithaca Town Board is treating this action as a Type I Action and 
acting as Lead Agency in an environmental review with respect to the enactment of this local 
law; and 
 
 Whereas, the Town Board, at their regular meeting on June 10, 2013, has reviewed and 
accepted as adequate the Long Environmental Assessment Form (LEAF), Parts I and II, for this 
action, prepared by Town Planning staff; 
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Now, therefore, be it 
 Resolved, that the Town of Ithaca Town Board hereby makes a negative determination of 
environmental significance in accordance with Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation Law 
and 6 NYCRR Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review, for the above-
referenced action as proposed, based on the information in the LEAF Part I and for the reasons 
set forth in the LEAF Part II, and, therefore, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement will not be 
required. 
 
Moved:  Bill Goodman  Seconded:  Rod Howe  
Vote:  Ayes – Goodman, Howe, Engman, DePaolo, Leary, Levine and Hunter 
 
 
TB Resolution No. 2013-087: Adoption of Local Law 5 of 2013 Amending the Town of 
Ithaca Code, Chapter 234 Entitled “Subdivision of Land”, Regarding Cluster Subdivisions 

 
Whereas, Chapter 234 of the Town of Ithaca Code contains cluster subdivision 

requirements that have not been updated in a number of years; and 
 
Whereas, the Town’s Codes and Ordinances Committee reviewed proposed amendments 

to the existing cluster subdivision provisions, prepared by Town Planning staff, including 
providing new and clarified requirements for building placement, design, spacing, setbacks, and 
height for structures in cluster subdivisions, updating the existing regulation language to reflect 
the current zoning designations and Town Law sections, and eliminating obsolete language; and 
 
 Whereas, the Codes and Ordinances Committee, at its February 13, 2013 meeting, 
referred to the Town Board a proposed amendment entitled “Local Law Amending the Town of 
Ithaca Code, Chapter 234 Entitled “Subdivision of Land,” Regarding Cluster Subdivisions”; and  
 

Whereas, at its meeting on May 13, 2013, the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca 
reviewed and discussed the proposed local law and adopted a resolution for a public hearing to 
be held by said Town on June 10, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. to hear all interested parties on the proposed 
local law entitled “LOCAL LAW NO. 5 OF 2013 AMENDING THE TOWN OF ITHACA 
CODE, CHAPTER 234 ENTITLED “SUBDIVISION OF LAND”, REGARDING 
CLUSTER SUBDIVISIONS”; and 
 

Whereas, notice of said public hearing was duly advertised in the Ithaca Journal; and 
 

Whereas, said public hearing was duly held on said date and time at the Town Hall of the 
Town of Ithaca and all parties in attendance were permitted an opportunity to speak on behalf of 
or in opposition to said proposed local law, or any part thereof; and 
 

Whereas, pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(“SEQRA”) and its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617, adoption of said local law is 
being treated as a Type I Action for which the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca, acting as lead 
agency in an environmental review with respect to adoption of this local law, has, on June 10, 
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2013, made a negative determination of environmental significance, after having reviewed and 
accepted as adequate the Long Environmental Assessment Form Parts I and II prepared by the 
Town’s Planning staff; 

 
Now, therefore, be it 

 
RESOLVED, that the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca hereby adopts Local Law 5 of 2013 
entitled “A LOCAL LAW AMENDING THE TOWN OF ITHACA CODE, CHAPTER 234 
ENTITLED “SUBDIVISION OF LAND”, REGARDING CLUSTER SUBDIVISIONS”;; 
and it is further 
 
Resolved, that the Town Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file said local law with the 
Secretary of State as required by law.  
 
Moved:  Bill Goodman  Seconded:  Rod Howe  
Vote:  Ayes – Goodman, Howe, Engman, DePaolo, Leary, Levine and Hunter 
 
 
Agenda Item 7 
Discussion with Ms. Shenk re.: Participation in Government at the High School Level 
 
Ms. Shenk sent an email to the Board regarding this topic and she explained that all students take 
Government in High School and her focus and hope is to engage and empower students for the 
future.  Some students only have to take 9 hours and others 20 hours.  She hopes that this will 
involve students and she gave a number of ideas that have been talked about with other entities.  
She is asking for ideas from us and an invitation to work with department heads on fleshing 
those ideas out.  A number ideas were discussed ncluding trying to take advantage of their 
strengths, such as social media savvy-ness, so they can teach us something.  Department heads 
will follow-up with ideas and suggestions at SAC meeting(s). 

 
 
Agenda Item 8 
Consider Approval of Pine Tree Road Bike and Pedestrian Path Agreement  
 
Mr. DePaolo had a question on the contract itself and the first bullet point on page 8 and the way 
it was worded it implies more than one path.  Mr. Weber explained that the trail has been broken 
into two sections because one section could not meet ADA requirements due to the topography 
so the two sections were split.  SEQR was done by the County.  (Attachment #3) 

 
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 088:  Authorizing the Supervisor to Sign an Agreement with 
Tompkins County and Cornell University for the Pine Tree Road Bike and Pedestrian 
Trail Project 
 
Whereas, in response to a lack of safe and sufficient multi-modal accommodations, the County 
has initiated the Project, which is included in the State Transportation Improvement Program as 
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an Enhancement Project, to provide multi-modal enhancements along Pine Tree Road between 
Route 366 and Maple Avenue, and  
Whereas, the County has executed an agreement with the New York State Department of 
Transportation in connection with the advancement of the Project that calls for the County’s 
first-instance funding of Project costs and the reimbursement of up to $686,734 of eligible 
project costs with federal funds, and 
 
Whereas, the County has executed a second agreement with the New York State Department of 
Transportation in connection with the advancement of the Project for an additional $512,000 in 
New York State Multi-Modal funding that also calls for the County’s first-instance funding of 
these added Project costs followed by State reimbursement, and 
 
Whereas, the bridge carrying the East Ithaca Recreation Way ("the bridge") over Pine Tree Road 
is owned by Cornell and licensed to the Town by agreement dated October 19, 1982 wherein the 
bridge is described as over Judd Falls Road, the name by which the subject section of Pine Tree 
Road was formerly known, and 
 
Whereas, the project is supportive of the Cornell Transportation-Focused Generic 
Environmental Impact Statement with Findings Statement adopted by the Town’s Planning 
Board on February 3, 2009, the Cornell Master Plan, and local municipal planning efforts, and 
 
Whereas, the Project is an Unlisted action and Tompkins County, acting as lead agency in a 
coordinated environmental review, made a negative determination of environmental significance 
on April 2, 2013 in accordance with Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation Law and 6 
NYCRR Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review, and therefore, a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement will not be required.  
  
Whereas, the Town Board has discussed the project on a number of occasions and has 
determined that it is in the best interests of the Town and its residents for a modest investment of 
$35,000 which had been set aside for this project since 2011. 
 
Now therefore be it resolved that the Town Board does hereby approve and authorize the 
Supervisor to sign the agreement on behalf of the Town for the Pine Tree Road Bike and 
Pedestrian Trail Project subject to the approval of the Attorney for the Town 
 
Moved:  Bill Goodman  Seconded:  Herb Engman  
Vote:  Ayes – Goodman, Howe, Engman, DePaolo, Leary, Levine and Hunter 
 
Agenda Item 9 
Consider Setting a Public Hearing Regarding a Noise Permit for St. Catherine of Sienna’s 
Annual Festival  

 
Ms. Hunter had questions about notification requirements and the Noise Ordinance.  Discussion 
followed and Ms. Hunter asked that the subject be added to the Operations agenda to discuss 
how we want to approach this particular question of notifying neighbors.     
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TB Resolution No.  2013 - 089:  Set Public Hearing regarding a Noise Permit application 
for the St Catherine of Siena Festival 
 
Whereas the Town of Ithaca has received a Noise Permit application from St. Catherine of Siena 
Parish for their annual Festival on September 14th from 11am to 9 pm and September 15th from 
11 am to 6 pm,  
 
Therefore be it  
 
Resolved, that the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca will hold a public hearing at the Town 
Hall, 215 N. Tioga St., Ithaca, on the 8thth day of July 2013, at 5:30 p.m. for the purpose of 
hearing all persons interested in the proposed permit and considering approval  
 
Moved:  Tee-Ann Hunter  Seconded:  Rich DePaolo 
Vote:  Ayes – Goodman, Howe, Engman, DePaolo, Leary, Levine and Hunter 
 
 
Agenda Item 10 
Consider Award of Contract for the Salt Storage Building at Public Works 
 
Ms. Hunter asked about the details of the bid documents.  Mr. Weber explained we received 2 
bids and 1 was not responsive.  Ms. Brock concurred that they were missing a significant amount 
of information and required documents.  Ms. Hunter asked why the bid was so much lower than 
the budgeted amount.  Mr. Weber explained that staff is doing a lot of the work and other items 
will be in the total budgeted amount that is above and beyond the bid for the actual building.  
The project has gone through the Planning Board and Zoning Boards as well as discussion at the 
Public Works Committee.   
 
Ms. Hunter asked about solar possibilities and Mr. Weber explained that the meter is only for 
this building and NYSEG had some issues and there would have been construction issued due to 
the exposed faces of the roof not being optimum.  
 
   
TB Resolution No. 2013- 090:  Authorization to Award the Contract for the Salt Storage 
Building Replacement Project and Establish the Town of Ithaca Salt Storage Building 
Replacement  Capital Project Fund  
 
Whereas: The adopted 2013 Ithaca Town Budget included monies for the Salt Storage Building 
Replacement Project (Project) consisting of the replacement of the existing salt storage building 
and related ancillary facilities, with a maximum amount of $800,000.00, and 
 
Whereas, on March 11, 2013, the Town Board adopted TB Resolution No. 2013 – 039 making a 
Negative Determination of Environmental Significance for the Project, in an uncoordinated 
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environmental review, in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality Review 
Act based on the information in the EAF Part I and for the reasons set forth in the EAF Part II.  
 
Whereas:  On June 5, 2013, the Director of Public Works/Highway Superintendent (Director) 
received bids for the Project, and 
 
Whereas: The Director has reviewed the bids and qualifications of the bidders and has 
recommended award to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder in the amount of 
$475,845.00 made by Park Lane Construction and Development Corp., 10269 Old Route 31 
West, Clyde NY,  
 
Now therefore be it  
 
Resolved: That the Town Board hereby authorizes the award of the contract for the Town of 
Ithaca Salt Storage Building Replacement Project to Park Lane Construction and Development 
Corp., and be it further 
 
Resolved: that the Town Supervisor is authorized to execute such contract subject to approval of 
the final contract documents by the Town Engineer and Attorney for the Town; and be it further 
 
Resolved: that the Director is authorized to approve change orders to such contract upon receipt 
of appropriate justification provided the maximum amount of such change orders shall not in the 
aggregate exceed $47,600.00 without prior authorization of this Board, and provided further that 
the total project cost, including contract, engineering, legal, inspection, paving, site restoration 
and gravel purchase completed by Town forces, and other expenses, does not exceed the 
maximum authorized cost of $650,000 for the project, and be it further 
 
Resolved: that the Town Finance Officer is directed and authorized to record all necessary and 
appropriate budgetary and cash transactions transferring $650,000.00 to establish the capital 
project fund “Town of Ithaca Salt Storage Building Replacement Project”. 
 
 
Moved:  Herb Engman   Seconded:  Rich DePaolo    
Vote:  Ayes – Engman, DePaolo, Levine, Leary, Howe and Goodman   Nays – Hunter 
   
 
Agenda Item 11 
Consider Approval of the Cable Access Oversight (Pegasus) Budget  
 
Mr. DePaolo gave an overview of the budget noting that there are monies from the 15cent per 
subscriber fee and since we are at the end of our franchise agreement, the committee felt they 
should earmark funds for some of the aging equipment that is anticipated to need replacement.  It 
is not municipal money, but subscriber money for public access. 
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TB Resolution No. 2013 - 091:  Adopt 2014 PEG Access Studio Capital Budget 
 
Whereas the Franchise Agreement between Time Warner Entertainment and the City of Ithaca 
signed in 2003 authorizes Time Warner Entertainment to collect $0.15 per subscriber per month to 
be used for the purchase of equipment for the PEG Access Studio; and 
 
Whereas the total capital budget for the life of the ten-year agreement was estimated to be 
$200,000; 
 
Whereas the Franchise Agreement outlines the creation of an Access Oversight Committee which 
shall be responsible for approving the timing, use and amount of PEG access equipment acquired 
each year over the term of the agreement; and 
 
Whereas the Access Oversight Committee has recommended approval by participating 
municipalities of a 2014 capital budget in the amount of $30,000; and 
 
Whereas the Franchise Agreement states that participating municipalities, including the Town of 
Ithaca, must adopt the annual PEG Access Studio budget by June 30 of the preceding year; now 
therefore be it 
 
Resolved that the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca adopts the 2014 PEG Access Studio budget as 
approved by the Access Oversight Committee. 
 
 
Moved:  Rich DePaolo   Seconded:   Tee-Ann Hunter   
Vote:  Ayes – Engman, DePaolo, Hunter, Levine, Leary, Howe and Goodman  
 
2014 PEGASYS Capital Budget 
Approved by the Access Oversight Committee (AOC) May 6, 2013 
 
Contingency Fund                                                                                $30,000.00 
Description: The PEGASYS studio has a great deal of equipment that is 9-16 years old, and will 
need replacement as it fails. This includes studio cameras [$10,000 each], camera cabling 
[$2,000 each] and the studio special effects generator/video switcher [$30,000).  
 
TOTAL                                                                                                  $30,000.00 
 
Agenda Item 12 
Consider Setting a public hearing regarding a Local Law to Override the Tax Levy Limit 
Established in General Municipal Law §3-C   
 
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 092:  Setting a Public Hearing regarding a Local Law to Override 
the Tax Levy Limit Established in General Municipal Law §3-C 
 



TB 6-10-2013  12 
 

Resolved that the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca will hold a Public Hearing on July 8, 2013 
at 5:30 p.m. regarding adoption of a local law to override the tax levy limit established in 
General Municipal Law §3-C. 
 
Notice of this public hearing shall be published in the official newspaper not less than 5 days 
prior to the hearing. 
 
Moved:  Pat Leary   Seconded:  Eric Levine 
Vote:  Ayes – Engman, DePaolo, Hunter, Levine, Leary, Howe and Goodman  
 
 
Agenda Item 13 
Report of Town Committees  

a. Budget Committee Report on Long-Term Debt (Attachment #4)  
Mr. Solvig explained that given the questions from the Board regarding the number of capital 
projects we have and our long-term debt, the Budget Committee put together a packet of 
information. (Attachment #2)  The packet contains a summary of the 5-year capital improvement 
program, projections on our long-term bonded debt and some summaries on the budget 
projections the Budget Committee has been working on this year.  He added that the Public 
Works Committee has a Capital Improvement Program that goes out about 10 years and what we 
include with the budget each year is a 5 year projection which is a little bit easier to manage and 
from 2014-2018, we have scheduled almost $17 million in capital projects that we are looking at 
building.  Out of the $17M, approximately $4M would be financed with current year revenues or 
reserves, $1.25M with grant funding if available, and the remaining $11.75M would be financed 
by issuing new long-term bonded debt.  This is a significant amount of debt and there has been 
some concerns over it, so to put that in context, the 3rd section is the 5-year budget projections.  
The Budget Projections are a tool basically used to identify trends in your budget over a period 
of time and they are made using assumptions (listed on pg 9) and we think they are a good 
estimate of where we think we will be.  
 
Mr. Solvig continued, explaining the Annual Summaries for 2014-2018 and the trends identified 
so far are the General Fund will be steadily decreasing from 26% to a little under 4% in 2018 and 
this is a little low and we are going to have to look at this closely and look at cutting 
expenditures and raising revenues so we can keep the fund balance up around the 25% we like to 
keep all of our Funds at.  The Part-Town Fund also decreases, as does the Highway Fund, which 
should not be any surprise as these are the Funds that most of our health insurance and retirement 
expenses come from and they are all budgeted to be more than 2% and our revenue projections 
are at 2% increases.  Therefore our expenses are rising by more than 2% and we will have to 
look at that and take action to keep the levels at what the Board is comfortable with.  
 
Mr. DePaolo asked if the projections on the tax levy are smoke and mirrors then because on the 
one hand you are saying we will have to look at this and it would be helpful if there would be 
projections on what would happen if we make the effort to maintain the Fund balance at or close 
to 25%.  Mr. Solvig said we could do that, and this is a subject that he would have liked to 
introduce over the course of a number of meetings instead of a lot of information at once because 
when you start looking at how to mitigate some of these problems and whether it is all going to 
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be tax levies or shifting revenues around questions come up.  Right now we are bonding our 
projects, and whether we want to do that.  Mr. DePaolo asked if he anticipated the total 
outstanding debt after 2018 to begin to decline and Mr. Solvig responded that that would depend 
on what the Capital Project Program looks like at that time. It looks like it levels off in 2018 but 
it is likely that there will be capital projects at that time also.   
 
Mr. Engman added that the Budget Committee has just started the review of capital projects and 
they have not begun discussing details on talked about delaying or eliminating or other options; 
they just took the raw data and ran the numbers.  We have several years to reverse the trend, and 
the trend never gets us to zero and we can have a lot of discussions on what the proper level of 
fund balance is.  The Office of Management and Budget says 19% and the State used to say 
10%.  We have kept 25% so it is a question of what we are comfortable with and all of that is 
open to discussion.  
 
Ms. Leary noted that if you look back our tax levy fluctuated from year to year and that should 
be kept in mind.  We are assuming 2% because of the tax cap but we can go beyond that and 
right now the bond rates are low and contractors need the work so now is a good time to work on 
infrastructure. 
 
Ms. Hunter stated that she was uncomfortable going with a trend that has us going down to less 
than 5% in the General Fund in less than a 5-year period so she had questions or discussion 
topics she felt should be discussed.  One would be, do we raise taxes to maintain a healthier fund 
balance; Two is the need for an asset inventory which sets the replacement costs and allows to 
save in advance for expenditures; and three is an increase in the information regarding the capital 
projects so they can be evaluated for whether we should do them.  She felt she had very little 
information and wondered if that would be part of the conversation going forward. 
 
Mr. Engman responded that both the Public Works Committee and the Budget Committee look 
at these projects and they will continue to do that and look at costs and make recommendations 
to the full board.  He noted that page 15 shows the cost to an individual with a typical house 
under the scenario of doing everything that has been asked by staff, in 2013 we are increasing  
on a typical house 1.88% and the next year it is 1.32% and then to under 1% so we should be 
looking at this and asking ourselves whether our taxpayers can absorb less than a 1% increase 
per year which for a typical taxpayer would be $13.  We can look at the capital projects and 
decide which we really need or whether we can put it off and a number of other options.   
 
Ms. Hunter asked if we as a board can discuss these projects and Mr. Engman responded that we 
have a committee structure and we have to trust our committees which are made up of board 
members.  Not everyone can know everything or we would have to meet every night; that is why 
we have committees and the information is available for other members to see.  Ms. Hunter 
responded that she has talked to other members and she is not sure what information is out there.  
Discussion followed on information that is available via packets for the committees on different 
projects and details on in depth conversations that are held at the committee level and the amount 
of debt we are taking on.     
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Mr. Solvig stated that he was concerned the Board might panic or be too concerned with these 
numbers but these are simply projections based on assumptions and including all the capital 
projects that have yet to be discussed in depth at the committee level.  Nothing is set and a 
number of projects come in less than anticipated.  This year we bonded for 600-700K less than 
what we thought it was going to be.  Many of these projects such as sewer and water 
infrastructure is cyclical.  Ms. Hunter agreed with that but her point was the board does not have 
an opportunity to look at the capital projects individually and that is what she is asking for.  Mr. 
Solvig responded that he would like to expand the budget process, discussion and documents to 
put together a better description of the capital projects and devote a study session or bulk of a 
budget meeting on their review. 
 
Mr. DePaolo said in looking at this document he felt it was a starting point and he did not feel 
like his excluded from any opportunity to get information that may help him to understand the 
report and thus affect the outcome.  He went on to say that it would be helpful if we were to 
operate in an environment where estimates on projects were not changing wildly from original 
projection to actual.  He understands not wanting to go over budget, put a 25% difference is not 
helpful.  He was optimistic that this is the beginning of the process.  Mr. Solvig agreed, saying 
that this document or report is the beginning of the discussion to get ready for going into the 
budget preparations. 
    
Mr. Goodman said that in looking at 5-year Capital Improvement Plan, it looks like the big items 
are the water tanks, water mains, sanitary sewers and road improvements which he assumes 
would affect their funds and the changes in the General Fund would be parks and trails.  Mr. 
Solvig explained that the sewer items are paid out of current-year revenues, no debt plan is 
issued for that right now; most of the road programs will be paid out of future debt because right 
now we do not have another source of revenue for that which is one of the things we can talk 
about.  If we wanted to pay for the road improvements out of current-year revenues, it would 
mean doubling the tax levy in the highway fund. There are options though, breaking it up over 
years.  He had no problem bonding for water and sewer because of their life expectancy but we 
could also look at saving for some or part of them.  Many of the other things in 2014 will be paid 
out of current-year revenue or out of future grants if available.  Most of the debt is water, roads 
and public facilities. 
 
Mr. Goodman suggested that in terms of the process, he thought this is something we usually 
spend time on at our study sessions but we have been focusing on the Plan so maybe we have to 
set time at a study session to get into detail and have the committees report more fully and 
hopefully we will be done with the draft Plan soon and can move towards more details and 
opportunity for questions as budget season gets closer.  Ms. Hunter responded that she would 
like to see information on things like the interceptors and why that is an ongoing expense; she 
didn’t know what the town hall improvements are and she did not think that information was 
something she shouldn’t have.  She would also like us to have a system for asset management for 
inventorying, replacement and funding and have the discussion on whether we should be saving 
for improvements or bonding for them. 
 
Mr. Howe stated that this report provides the basis for beginning to understand the process and 
formulate the questions he has.  Mr. Goodman added that these are discussion we can have and 
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will have.  Ms. Leary added that the concept is similar to saying lets save for a house instead of 
getting a mortgage.  There is nothing wrong with bonding when rates are this low.  Mr. Engman 
agreed saying let’s get our committees working on these and everyone come back with 
questions, ideas and approaches and the discussion about whether bonding or saving is very 
important and will determine what approach we will take in the coming years because we don’t 
want to draw down the fund balance but how are we going to do that.  That is the discussion that 
needs to take place.    
 
Added Item  
Additional Money for the Wall at Town Hall   
 
Mr. Engman explained that when the workers were replacing the wall around the parking lot, 
once they got into it there was more damage than anticipated and this was compounded by the 
fact that the bricks are no longer available and the replacement bricks are dramatically different 
and we have received one complaint about the look of the wall, especially on the street side 
because this is a historic building.  Mr. Weber had estimates on the cost:  Original was 300 sqft 
of brick work to be replaced.  Turned out there was an additional 100 sqft of brick work 
identified for replacement on the exterior of the wall to make it match which would cost $3,800 
and another $1,500 to reset the cap stones for a total of $5,300.  If we were to do the interior 
also, it would be an additional 400 sqft at about $14,400.  He reported that so far, we are on 
budget due savings on the asphalt and gravel which went towards the increased bad bricks.  Mr. 
DePaolo asked if we had contingency funds in the budget and Mr. Weber responded that this 
would be above and beyond his authority to increase if the Board wanted the inside and outside 
done as that would be above 10% of the project.  Discussion followed on the particular changes 
that brought savings and the details of the inside changes.  The Board opted for fixing the outside 
of the wall for aesthetics thinking that the inside is ok as is since it is blocked by cars for a good 
portion of the day and only visible to staff.  This is within the contingency of the project and Mr. 
Weber can approve the change order. 
  
 
Added Item  
Public Works Committee Tour of Projects  
Mr. Engman noted that this was done in the past and he wanted to gauge interest and the time 
that would be needed; ½ day or full day.  Discussion followed and the board thought a half day 
or 4 hours would be good.  Public Works will send some dates around to board members.     
 
Added Item  
Village of Cayuga Heights Fire Contract  
Mr. Engman noted that the changed suggested by Ms. Brock have been accepted and the contract 
will be discussed by the Village this month and we need to hold a public hearing prior to our 
considering it.  The initial public hearing was left open and after discussion with the attorney for 
the town, it was decided that the board set a new public hearing and we can close the original 
public hearing prior to opening the new. 
  
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 093:  Setting a Public Hearing Regarding Authorizing the Town 
Board to enter into a 5-Year Contract with the Village of Cayuga Heights on Behalf of the 
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Town of Ithaca Fire Protection District, which covers the Northeast portion of the Town 
outside the Village of Cayuga Heights, and is for the provision of Fire Protection Services, 
Hazardous Material Incident Services, and Emergency Medical First Response Services 
 
Be it Resolved that the Town Board will hold a public hearing Regarding Authorizing the Town 
Board to enter into a 5-Year Contract with the Village of Cayuga Heights on Behalf of the Town 
of Ithaca Fire Protection District, which covers the Northeast portion of the Town outside the 
Village of Cayuga Heights, and is for the provision of Fire Protection Services, Hazardous 
Material Incident Services, and Emergency Medical First Response Services on July 8, 2013 at 
5:30 p.m. to hear comments or concerns regarding the proposed contract. 
 
Moved:  Bill Goodman Seconded:  Eric Levine  
Vote:  Ayes –  Godoman, Levine, Engman, DePaolo, Hunter, Leary and Howe 
 
 
Agenda Item  
Report of Town Officials and Review of Correspondence  
Mr. Bates reported that the cleanup has started at 107 Pine Tree Rd. 
 
Ms. Drake reminded the Board that the Board/Staff lunch is Friday at Public Works 
 
Agenda Item 15 
Consider Consent Agenda Items 
 
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 094: Adopt Consent Agenda  
 
 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 Town Board Minutes of May 13 and May 28, 2013 
b. Approval of Minutes of the Public Hearing regarding the draft Comprehensive 

Plan and associated Scoping Document held April 22, 2013  
c. Town of Ithaca Abstract 
d. Bolton Point Abstract 
e. Approval of 2013 Disposition List  

 
Moved:  Rich DePaolo   Seconded:  Herb Engman    
Vote:  Ayes – Engman, DePaolo, Hunter, Levine, Leary, Howe and Goodman  
 
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 094a:  Approval of Minutes of May 13 and May 28, 2013 
 

Whereas, the draft minutes of the May 13 and May 28, 2013 meetings of the Town 
Board have been submitted for review and approval;  
 

Therefore Be It 
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Resolved, that the Town Board hereby approves the submitted minutes as the final 
minutes of the May 13 and May 28, 2013 meetings of the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca. 
 
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 094b:  Approval of Minutes of the Public Hearing regarding the 
draft Comprehensive Plan and associated Scoping Document held April 22, 2013 
 

Whereas, the draft minutes of the Public Hearing regarding the draft Comprehensive 
Plan and associated Scoping Document held April 22, 2013 by the Town Board have been 
submitted for review and approval;  
 

Therefore Be It 
 

Resolved, that the Town Board hereby approves the submitted minutes as the final 
minutes of the Public Hearing regarding the draft Comprehensive Plan and associated Scoping 
Document held April 22, 2013 by the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca. 

 
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 094c : Town of Ithaca Abstract 
 
 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. 3807 - 3848 
 
General Fund Town wide 125,421.86 
General Fund Part Town     5,656.00 
Highway Fund Part Town 81,925.44 
Water Fund 20,241.63 
Sewer Fund 12,666.92 
Fire Protection Fund     2,706.00 
Trust and Agency 2,586.49 
Debt Service 300.00 
TOTAL 251,504.34 

 
 
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 094d : Bolton Point Abstract 
 
WHEREAS, the following numbered vouchers for the Southern Cayuga Lake Intermunicipal 
Water Commission have been presented to the governing Town Board for approval of payment; 
and  
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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. 
 
Voucher Numbers:    1733-1777 
Check Numbers: 14612-14656 
      
Burdick Hill Tanks Project   $     3,917.25  
N. Trip Rd T-main Project   $   35,635.97 
Operating Fund     $   49,253.27 
 TOTAL    $   88,806.49 
 
Less Prepaid     $        386.70 
 
 TOTAL    $   88,419.79 
  
 
Tb Resolution No. 2013 - 094e: Approval of Records Management Disposition Listing 
 
 WHEREAS, the Records Management Officer has submitted a list of records eligible for 
disposition according to the State Archives and Records Administration (SARA) Records 
Retention and Disposition Schedule MU-1; and 
 
  RESOLVED, the Town Board does hereby authorize and direct the Records 
Management Officer to dispose of the records submitted  
 
BOX 1 2005 DAILY TRANSACTIONS  
BOX 2 2005 DAILY TRANSACTIONS 
 END OF MONTH REPORTS 12/04 TO 11/05 
 2005 ABSTRACTS # 1 - 13  
 2005 ABSTRACT BOOK FOR TOWN and SCLIWC 
 2005 BANK STATEMENTS 
  
 END OF MONTH REPORTS 12/05 - 6/06 
 END OF MONTH REPORTS 7/06 - 11/06 
 END OF MONTH REPORTS 12/06 
 DAILY TRANSACTIONS JAN - DEC  2006 
 2006 BANK STATEMENTS,  ABSTRACT BOOK FOR TOWN and SCLIWC 
 2006 ABSTRACTS JAN – DEC 
 
Box 1, 2, and 3  Town Clerk General Files 2006 
 Includes expired contracts, dog licenses, forms, daily cash records etc. 
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Agenda Item 16 
Continue review of draft Comprehensive Plan   
Due to the time spent on other items, the review will continue at the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Goodman asked what the thoughts were in moving forward to the implementation and Ms. 
Ritter said that would have to be discussed although it is not really coming up with language as 
much as setting priorities. 
 
Meeting was adjourned upon motion and a second at 8:12 pm. 
 
Submitted by  
 
 
Paulette Terwilliger, Town Clerk  
Adopted on July 8, 2013 
 

































Please Complete Each Question--Indicate N.A. if not applicable

A. SITE DESCRIPTION
Physical setting of overall project, both developed and undeveloped areas.

1. Present Land Use: Urban Industrial Commercial Residential (suburban) Rural (non-farm)

Forest Agriculture Other

  
2. Total acreage of project area:     acres.

APPROXIMATE ACREAGE PRESENTLY      AFTER COMPLETION

Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural)      acres acres

Forested acres acres

Agricultural (Includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.)  acres acres

Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24,25 of ECL) acres acres

Water Surface Area acres acres

Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill) acres acres

Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces acres acres

Other (Indicate type)                                                              acres acres

3. What is predominant soil type(s) on project site?

a. Soil drainage: Well drained          % of site             Moderately well drained         % of site.

Poorly drained          % of site

b. If any agricultural land is involved, how many acres of soil are classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS Land
Classification System?                 acres (see 1 NYCRR 370).

4. Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site?          Yes        No

a. What is depth to bedrock                (in feet)

5. Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes:             
       
   0-10%         %              10- 15%         %              15% or greater         %

6. Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or National Registers of
Historic Places?     Yes    No

7. Is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks?        Yes   No

8. What is the depth of the water table?                 (in feet)

9. Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer?             Yes No

10. Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area?   Yes        No



11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered?       Yes        No

According to: 

Identify each species:  

12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations?

     Yes No

Describe:  

13. Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or recreation area?

    Yes   No

If yes, explain:  

14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community?        Yes     No

15. Streams within or contiguous to project area:  

a. Name of Stream and name of River to which it is tributary

16. Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area:

b. Size (in acres):  



17. Is the site served by existing public utilities?         Yes       No

a. If YES, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection?             Yes      No

b. If YES, will improvements be necessary to allow connection?                Yes                    No

18. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and
304?                 Yes            No

19. Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8 of the ECL,
and 6 NYCRR 617?      Yes            No

20. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes?                    Yes                   No

B. Project Description

1. Physical dimensions and scale of project (fill in dimensions as appropriate).

a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor:                   acres.

b. Project acreage to be developed:                 acres initially;                 acres ultimately.

c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped:                  acres.

d. Length of project, in miles:                (if appropriate)

e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed.            %

f.    Number of off-street parking spaces existing      ;    proposed 

g. Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour:                 (upon completion of project)?

h. If residential: Number and type of housing units:

One Family Two Family Multiple Family Condominium

Initially

Ultimately

i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: height;  width;  length.

j. Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? ft.

2. How much natural material (i.e. rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site?                tons/cubic yards.

3. Will disturbed areas be reclaimed               Yes              No                   N/A

a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed?  

b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? Yes No

c. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? Yes No

4. How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site?                  acres.



5. Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by this project?

                  Yes                No

6. If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction:           months, (including demolition)

7. If multi-phased:

a. Total number of phases anticipated             (number)
 

b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1:             month             year, (including demolition)

c. Approximate completion date of final phase:             month               year.

d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases?            Yes          No

8. Will blasting occur during construction ?            Yes          No

9. Number of jobs generated: during construction              ; after project is complete 

10. Number of jobs eliminated by this project               .     

11. Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities?         Yes           No

If yes, explain: 

12. Is surface liquid waste disposal involved?          Yes           No

a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc) and amount  

b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged      

13. Is subsurface liquid waste disposal involved?          Yes   No Type   

14. Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal?         Yes        No

If yes, explain:  

15. Is project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain?          Yes            No

16. Will the project generate solid waste?          Yes          No

a. If yes, what is the amount per month?             tons

b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used?         Yes         No

c. If yes, give name          ;  location  

d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill?         Yes             No



e. If yes, explain:  

17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste?          Yes          No

a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal?              tons/month.

b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life?       years.

18. Will project use herbicides or pesticides?         Yes          No

19. Will project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)?         Yes        No

20. Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels?         Yes        No

21. Will project result in an increase in energy use?          Yes          No

If yes, indicate type(s)

22. If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity              gallons/minute.

23. Total anticipated water usage per day            gallons/day.

24. Does project involve Local, State or Federal funding?         Yes          No

If yes, explain: 



25. Approvals Required:
            Type                            Submittal Date         

    

City, Town, Village Board   Yes No                                                                        
          

City, Town, Village Planning Board   Yes               No

City, Town Zoning Board   Yes               No

City, County Health Department   Yes               No

Other Local Agencies   Yes               No

Other Regional Agencies   Yes               No

State Agencies   Yes               No

Federal Agencies   Yes              No

C. Zoning and Planning Information

1. Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision?         Yes           No

If Yes, indicate decision required:

Zoning amendment Zoning variance  New/revision of master plan Subdivision

 Site plan  Special use permit  Resource management plan Other



2. What is the zoning classification(s) of the site?  

3. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning?  

4. What is the proposed zoning of the site? 

5. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning?

6. Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans? Yes        No

7. What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a ¼ mile radius of proposed action?

8. Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses with a ¼ mile? Yes      No

9. If the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed?  

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed?  



10. Will proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts?          Yes   No

11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police, fire protection?
 
                     Yes                  No

a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? Yes No

12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? Yes No

a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic. Yes No

D. Informational Details

Attach any additional information as may be needed to clarify your project.  If there are or may be any adverse impacts
associated with your proposal, please discuss such impacts and the measures which you propose to mitigate or avoid them.

E. Verification

I certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor Name   Date  

Signature  

Title  

If the action is in the Coastal Area, and you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this
assessment.



PART 2 - PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE
Responsibility of Lead Agency

General Information (Read Carefully)
! In completing the form the reviewer should be guided by the question:  Have my responses and determinations been

reasonable?  The reviewer is not expected to be an expert environmental analyst.
! The Examples provided are to assist the reviewer by showing types of impacts and wherever possible the threshold of

magnitude that would trigger a response in column 2.  The examples are generally applicable throughout the State and for
most situations.  But, for any specific project or site other examples and/or lower thresholds may be appropriate for a
Potential Large Impact response, thus requiring evaluation in Part 3.

! The impacts of each project, on each site, in each locality, will vary.  Therefore, the examples are illustrative and have been
offered as guidance.  They do not constitute an exhaustive list of impacts and thresholds to answer each question.

! The number of examples per question does not indicate the importance of each question.
! In identifying impacts, consider long term, short term and cumulative effects.

Instructions (Read carefully)
a. Answer each of the 20 questions in PART 2.  Answer Yes if there will be any impact.
b. Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers.
c. If answering Yes to a question then check the appropriate box(column 1 or 2)to indicate the potential size of the impact. If

impact threshold equals or exceeds any example provided, check column 2.  If impact will occur but threshold is lower than
example, check column 1.

d. Identifying that an Impact will be potentially large (column 2) does not mean that it is also necessarily significant.  Any
large impact must be evaluated in PART 3 to determine significance.  Identifying an impact in column 2 simply asks that  it
be looked at further.

e. If reviewer has doubt about size of the impact then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3.
f. If a potentially large impact checked in column 2 can be mitigated by change(s) in the project to a small to moderate

impact, also check the Yes box in column 3.  A No response indicates that such a reduction is not possible.  This must  be
explained in Part 3.

Impact on Land

1.  Will the Proposed Action result in a physical change to the  project
site?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot

rise per 100 foot of length), or where the general slopes
in the project  area exceed 10%.

C Construction on land where the depth to the water table
is less  than 3 feet.

C Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more
vehicles.

C Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or
generally within 3 feet of existing ground surface.

C Construction that will continue for more than 1 year or
involve more than one phase or stage.

C Excavation for mining purposes that would remove
more than 1,000 tons of natural material (i.e., rock or
soil) per year.

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

2
Potential

Large
Impact

3
Can Impact Be

Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



C Construction or expansion of a santary landfill.

C Construction in a designated floodway.

C Other impacts: 

2. Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land forms found on
the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, etc.)

NO YES

C Specific land forms:

Impact on Water

3. Will Proposed Action affect any water body designated as protected?
(Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Environmental Conservation Law,
ECL)

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Developable area of site contains a protected water body.

C Dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from channel of
a protected stream.

C Extension of utility distribution facilities through a protected water
body.

C Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetland.

C Other impacts:

4. Will Proposed Action affect any non-protected existing or new body of
water?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C A 10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of

water or more than a 10 acre increase or decrease.

C Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface
area.

C Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

2
Potential

Large
Impact

3
Can Impact Be

Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



5. Will Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater quality or
quantity?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action will require a discharge permit.

C Proposed Action requires use of a source of water that does not
have approval to serve proposed (project) action.

C Proposed Action requires water supply from wells with greater
than 45  gallons per minute pumping capacity.

C Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water
supply system.

C Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater.

C Liquid effluent will be conveyed off the site to facilities which
presently do not exist or have inadequate capacity.

C Proposed Action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons
per day.

C Proposed Action will likely cause siltation or other discharge into
an existing  body of water to the extent that there will be an
obvious visual contrast to natural conditions.

C Proposed Action will require the storage of petroleum or
chemical products  greater than 1,100 gallons.

C Proposed Action will allow residential uses in areas without
water and/or sewer services.

C Proposed Action locates commercial and/or industrial uses
which may require new or expansion of existing waste treatment
and/or storage facilities.

C Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

2
Potential

Large
Impact

3
Can Impact Be

Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



6. Will Proposed Action alter drainage flow or patterns, or surface water
runoff?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action would change flood water flows

C Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion.

C Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns.

C Proposed Action will allow development in a designated
floodway.

C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON AIR

7. Will Proposed Action affect air quality?
NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any

given hour.

C Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton
of refuse per hour.

C Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 lbs. per hour
or a heat source producing more than 10 million BTU’s per
hour.

C Proposed Action will allow an increase in the amount of land
committed to industrial use.

C Proposed Action will allow an increase in the density of
industrial development within existing industrial areas.

C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

8. Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered species?
NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Reduction of one or more species listed on the New York or

Federal list, using the site, over or near 
the site, or found on the site.
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C Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat.

C Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year,
other than for agricultural purposes.

C Other impacts:

9. Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or non-
endangered species?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action would substantially interfere with any resident

or migratory fish, shellfish or wildlife species.

C Proposed Action requires the removal of more than 10 acres of
mature forest (over 100 years of age) or other locally important
vegetation.

C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
10. Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C The Proposed Action would sever, cross or limit access to

agricultural land (includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard,
orchard, etc.)

C Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of
agricultural land.

C The Proposed Action would irreversibly convert more than 10
acres of agricultural land or, if located in an Agricultural District,
more than 2.5 acres of agricultural land.

1
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C The Proposed Action would disrupt or prevent installation of
agricultural land management systems (e.g., subsurface drain
lines, outlet ditches, strip cropping); or create a need for such
measures (e.g. cause a farm field to drain poorly due to
increased runoff).

C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES

11. Will Proposed Action affect aesthetic resources? (If necessary, use
the Visual EAF Addendum in Section 617.20, Appendix B.)

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different

from or in sharp contrast to current surrounding land use
patterns, whether man-made or natural.

C Proposed land uses, or project components visible to users of
aesthetic resources which will eliminate or significantly reduce
their enjoyment of the aesthetic qualities of that resource.

C Project components that will result in the elimination or
significant screening of scenic views known to be important to
the area.

C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

12. Will Proposed Action impact any site or structure of historic,
prehistoric or paleontological importance?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action occurring wholly or partially within or

substantially contiguous to any facility or site listed on the State
or National Register of historic places.

C Any impact to an archaeological site or fossil bed located within
the project site.

C Proposed Action will occur in an area designated as sensitive
for archaeological sites on the NYS Site Inventory.
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C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION

13. Will proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or future
open spaces or recreational opportunities?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity.

C A major reduction of an open space important to the community.

C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS

14. Will Proposed Action impact the exceptional or unique
characteristics of a critical environmental area (CEA) established
pursuant to subdivision 6NYCRR 617.14(g)?

NO YES

List the environmental characteristics that caused the designation of
the CEA.

 
Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action to locate within the CEA?

C Proposed Action will result in a reduction in the quantity of the
resource?

C Proposed Action will result in a reduction in the quality of the
resource?

C Proposed Action will impact the use, function or enjoyment of the
resource?

C Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

2
Potential

Large
Impact

3
Can Impact Be

Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION

15. Will there be an effect to existing transportation systems?
NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Alteration of present patterns of movement of people and/or

goods.

C Proposed Action will result in major traffic problems.

C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON ENERGY

16. Will Proposed Action affect the community’s sources of fuel or
energy supply?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action will cause a greater than 5% increase in the

use of any form of energy in the municipality.

C Proposed Action will require the creation or extension of an
energy transmission or supply system to serve more than 50
single or two family residences or to serve a major commercial
or industrial use.

C Other impacts:

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACT

17. Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result of
the Proposed Action?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive

facility.

C Odors will occur routinely (more than one hour per day).

C Proposed Action will produce operating noise exceeding the
local ambient noise levels for noise outside of structures.

C Proposed Action will remove natural barriers that would act as a
noise screen.

C Other impacts:
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IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH

18. Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?
NO YES

C Proposed Action may cause a risk of explosion or release of
hazardous substances (i.e. oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation,
etc.) in the event of accident or upset conditions, or there may be
a chronic low level discharge or emission.

C Proposed Action may result in the burial of “hazardous wastes”
in any form (i.e. toxic, poisonous, highly reactive, radioactive,
irritating, infectious, etc.)

C Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquefied
natural gas or other flammable liquids.

C Proposed Action may result in the excavation or other
disturbance within 2,000 feet of a site used for the disposal of
solid or hazardous waste.

C Other impacts:

IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD

19. Will Proposed Action affect the character of the existing community?
NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C The permanent population of the city, town or village in which the

project is located is likely to grow by more than 5%.

C The municipal budget for capital expenditures or operating
services will increase by more than 5% per year as a result of
this project.

C Proposed Action will conflict with officially adopted plans or
goals.

C Proposed Action will cause a change in the density of land use.

C Proposed Action will replace or eliminate existing facilities,
structures or areas of historic importance to the community.

C Development will create a demand for additional community
services (e.g. schools, police and fire, etc.)
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C Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future
projects.

C Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment.

C Other impacts:

20. Is there, or is there likely to be, public controversy related to potential
adverse environment impacts?

NO YES

1
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3
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Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

If Any Action in Part 2 Is Identified as a Potential Large Impact or If you Cannot Determine the Magnitude of
Impact, Proceed to Part 3
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE ITHACA TOWN BOARD 
MONDAY, JUNE 10, 2013 

 
TB RESOLUTION NO. 2013- : Resolution Adopting “A LOCAL LAW AMENDING THE 
TOWN OF ITHACA CODE, CHAPTER 234 ENTITLED “SUBDIVISION OF LAND”, 
REGARDING CLUSTER SUBDIVISIONS 

 
WHEREAS, Chapter 234 of the Town of Ithaca Code contains cluster subdivision 

requirements that have not been updated in a number of years; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Town’s Codes and Ordinances Committee reviewed proposed 

amendments to the existing cluster subdivision provisions, prepared by Town Planning 
staff, including providing new and clarified requirements for building placement, design, 
spacing, setbacks, and height for structures in cluster subdivisions, updating the existing 
regulation language to reflect the current zoning designations and Town Law sections, and 
eliminating obsolete language; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Codes and Ordinances Committee, at its February 13, 2013 
meeting, referred to the Town Board a proposed amendment entitled “Local Law Amending 
the Town of Ithaca Code, Chapter 234 Entitled “Subdivision of Land,” Regarding Cluster 
Subdivisions”; and  
 

WHEREAS, at its meeting on May 13, 2013, the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca 
reviewed and discussed the proposed local law and adopted a resolution for a public 
hearing to be held by said Town on June 10, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. to hear all interested parties 
on the proposed local law entitled “A LOCAL LAW AMENDING THE TOWN OF ITHACA 
CODE, CHAPTER 234 ENTITLED “SUBDIVISION OF LAND”, REGARDING CLUSTER 
SUBDIVISIONS”; and 
 

WHEREAS, notice of said public hearing was duly advertised in the Ithaca Journal; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, said public hearing was duly held on said date and time at the Town 
Hall of the Town of Ithaca and all parties in attendance were permitted an opportunity to 
speak on behalf of or in opposition to said proposed local law, or any part thereof; and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(“SEQRA”) and its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617, adoption of said local 
law is being treated as a Type I Action for which the Town Board of the Town of Ithaca, 
acting as lead agency in an environmental review with respect to adoption of this local law, 
has, on June 10, 2013, made a negative determination of environmental significance, after 
having reviewed and accepted as adequate the Long Environmental Assessment Form 
Parts I and II prepared by the Town’s Planning staff; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, be it 

 



617.20
Appendix A

State Environmental Quality Review
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

Purpose:  The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determine, in an orderly manner, whether a project or action may
be significant.  The question of whether an action may be significant is not always easy to answer.  Frequently, there are aspects of
a project that are subjective or unmeasurable.  It is also understood that those who determine significance may have little or no formal
knowledge of the environment or may not be technically expert in environmental analysis.  In addition, many who have knowledge
in one particular area may not be aware of the broader concerns affecting the question of significance.

The full EAF is intended to provide a method whereby applicants and agencies can be assured that the determination process
has been orderly, comprehensive in nature, yet flexible enough to allow introduction of information to fit a project or action.

Full EAF Components:  The full EAF is comprised of three parts:

Part 1: Provides objective data and information about a given project and its site.  By identifying basic project data, it assists
a reviewer in the analysis that takes place in Parts 2 and 3.

Part 2: Focuses on identifying the range of possible impacts that may occur from a project or action.  It provides guidance
as to whether an impact is likely to be considered small to moderate or whether it is a potentially-large impact.  The
form also identifies whether an impact can be mitigated or reduced.

Part 3: If any impact in Part 2 is identified as potentially-large, then Part 3 is used to evaluate whether or not the impact is
actually important.

THIS AREA FOR LEAD AGENCY USE ONLY

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Type 1 and Unlisted Actions

Identify the Portions of EAF completed for this project:  Part 1 Part 2 Part 3
Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF (Parts 1 and 2 and 3 if appropriate), and any other supporting information, and
considering both the magnitude and importance of each impact, it is reasonably determined by the lead agency that:

A. The project will not result in any large and important impact(s) and, therefore, is one which will not have a
significant impact on the environment, therefore a negative declaration will be prepared.

B. Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect
for this Unlisted Action because the mitigation measures described in PART 3 have been required, therefore
a CONDITIONED negative declaration will be prepared.*

C. The project may result in one or more large and important impacts that may have a significant impact on the
environment, therefore a positive declaration will be prepared.

*A Conditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted Actions

Name of Action

Name of Lead Agency

Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (If different from responsible officer)

Date



PART 1--PROJECT INFORMATION
Prepared by Project Sponsor

NOTICE:  This document is designed to assist in determining whether the action proposed may have a significant effect on the
environment.  Please complete the entire form, Parts A through E.  Answers to these questions will be considered as part of the
application for approval and may be subject to further verification and public review.  Provide any additional information you believe
will be needed to complete Parts 2 and 3.

It is expected that completion of the full EAF will be dependent on information currently available and will not involve new studies,
research or investigation.  If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each instance.

Name of Action                            

Location of Action (include Street Address, Municipality and County)  

Name of Applicant/Sponsor  

Address  

City / PO State Zip Code  

Business Telephone

Name of Owner (if different)  

Address  

City / PO State Zip Code

Business Telephone

Description of Action:
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