
Meeting of the Ithaca Town Board 
Monday, October 21, 2013 at 4:30 p.m. 
215 North Tioga Street, Ithaca, NY  14850 

 
 
Agenda 

   
1. Review of draft agendas  

 
2. Continue Review of Draft Comprehensive Plan 

 
3. Consider Consent Agenda Items 

a. Approval of Town Board Minutes – September 23, 2013 
b. Town of Ithaca Abstract 
 

4. Report of Town Officials 
 

5. Report of Town Committees  
 

6. Intermunicipal Organizations 
 

7. Review of Correspondence 
 

8. Consider Adjournment  
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Meeting of the Ithaca Town Board  
Monday, October 21, 2013  

Study Session 
 

Present:  Herb Engman, Bill Goodman, Pat Leary, Eric Levine, Rich DePaolo and Rod Howe 
Absent:  Tee Ann Hunter  
Staff:  Susan Ritter, Dan Tasman and Paulette Terwilliger 
 
Mr. Engman reported that the Town has closed on the property on Pine Tree Road and the donor 
of the land wishes to remain anonymous to the extent possible.  There was a brief discussion on 
the possible naming of the property with the suggestion of the Pine Tree Road Wildlife Preserve.  
Mr. DePaolo thought dropping the word “road” would be nicer.  Mr. Engman will ask the 
donors.  He summarized the transaction stating that 14 acres were donated along with $40,000 
for maintenance, the Town paid $11,000 to the Finger Lakes Land Trust for stewardship and 
$1,000 for the analysis of the property and filing fees.  He noted that the donors have no 
objection to a community garden and there is interest in that area for one and there is already a 
trail.  We hope to have a group “adopt” it. 

 
Draft Comprehensive Plan To-Do List: 
Discuss Cornell comments:  
 
First – Need to decide whether to revisit the residential density range for the Neighborhood 
Center character district which is their East Hill Village.  Ms. Ritter reported that she looked 
more closely at the comments and what they are proposing and they had cut and pasted their East 
Hill Village summary and in it they are using an overall project density greater than 15 units per 
acre and the Village core greater than 30 units per acre.  They feel this “helps conserve land and 
open space and promotes livability, transportation efficiency and walkability.”   So that is what 
they were referring to when they said they were looking for a higher density.  We currently have 
a range of 4-18 units per acre so some could be as low as 4 or as dense as 18, but the average 
throughout a Neighborhood Center neighborhood would be 8-12.  Mr. DePaolo asked a general 
question about how we are using this terminology.  Average is usually one number, not a range 
and this is a fairly wide range for an average.  Mr. Tasman explained that in our current Comp 
Plan we just have a maximum so that means it’s a range of zero to X as a density.  So what we 
are proposing is you have a minimum and a maximum density.  A minimum ensures that that 
land is developed to a certain density that is going to be able to support the mixed-use functions 
and the ability to prevent sprawl, preserve open space, etc.  It allows some flexibility; if were to 
say the average was a single number, say 12 an acre, how do you arrange things to get exactly 12 
units an acre at build out.  The average range allows for that flexibility.        

 
Mr. Engman said what we are trying to do, at least partially, is to identify where development 
should take place and where it should not, or take place less intensively.  So the key is in those 
areas where we do want developments to take place, and East Hill Plaza is one of them, then 
what sort of density do we really want to encourage or allow.  It looks like we have the 
difference of the 30 that Cornell is suggesting and our suggestion of 18 so we have a gap.  He 
asked what the Board’s feelings were about how dense, dense should be.    
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Ms. Leary said she would usually go for less, but in this case, if they have a plan for it, she 
would not be opposed to it.  Mr. Levine asked if that meant she thought they should come in for 
a variance for that then.  Ms. Ritter reminded the Board that this density would be good for any 
Neighborhood Center so it would be East Hill and South Hill Neighborhood Centers.  Mr. 
Engman asked if the density of 30 was like Collegetown or State Street.  Ms. Ritter responded 
that she and Mr. Tasman discussed that and it depends on how you are measuring the area and 
what have you excluded in it as well as what are those units.  For example, if a lot of that 
development was for families, they would be multi bedrooms and take up more space whereas if 
you are talking housing for grad students they would be studio, one or at most 2 bedroom units 
that might take up less space.  So it does matter what type of buildings you are looking at and 
they felt they were probably looking at grad students and you could probably fit a few more than 
what we have suggested.   
 
Discussion followed on what that would look like and whether it was what we wanted.  Ms. 
Ritter said they thought we could raise it some, but maybe not quite as high as they want.  They 
were looking at changing it to a range of 6-24 units/acre with an average of 8-16units/acre.  Mr. 
Goodman asked if we could tweak those ranges during the zoning process and Ms. Ritter said we 
could.  The ranges really come into play with transects so you have a center with gradually less 
density as you move away from the center.  We can vary the width of transects and influence 
developments that way etc.  
 
The Board decided to change the density to range of 6-30 units/acre with an average of 8-16 
units/acre.   

 
Second – The comment regarding extending the Institutional Zone was revisited.  Ms. Ritter 
thought they were confusing zoning ad character maps and they have talked to different 
representatives to explain.  They are afraid they won’t be able to do what they want and they 
want little sections broken out; this is not site planning but rather character mapping and they 
will understand eventually.  Planning did not think the Plan threatens their vision.  
 
Third – Decide on the density for New Neighborhood character district (range and average); this 
issue was raised for West Hill but the decision would pertain to all New Neighborhood areas.  
The current is a range of 2-12units/acre with an average of 4-6 units/acre.  Ms. Ritter and Mr. 
Tasman were comfortable with increasing it a bit.  Mr. DePaolo thought if we were going to 
increase the density ranges we should decrease the area that it is allowed in.  Mr. Tasman said 
some areas have come off as discussed at previous meetings.  Mr. DePaolo said it would depend 
on what we do with the areas and maybe we should jump forward a bit and come back to this 
after discussing the areas.   
 
Fourth – Decide on character district designation for the “triangle” at Coddington, Troy and 
King Roads – New Neighborhood or Semi-Rural Neighborhood?  Mr. Engman didn’t remember 
the Committee having strong feelings about this.  Discussion followed on the topography and 
possible types of services and development that could happen.   
 
The Board decided to go with Semi-Rural.   
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Fifth – Decide on the character district for the Holochuck property – Established Neighborhood 
or Semi-Rural?  
 
Ms. Ritter said that according to legal counsel, until they have significant investment and 
substantial progress we can make land use changes to the parcel.  We had designated it 
Established Neighborhood because we thought it was going to happen but now that is not clear at 
all.  It is currently zoned as a mix of Low Density Residential, Conservation Zone, and Medium 
Density Residential.  Semi-Rural seems to match that.   Mr. DePaolo asked about the land deal 
with the State Parks and whether that would be affected and Ms. Ritter said the transaction will 
be any day now and no effect to what we are discussing now.  There were no guarantees to the 
developer or anyone else.  They could go ahead with their project right now as approved until 
such time as we get this process completed and new zoning in place.    Discussion followed on 
the character designations and color codes.  There will be flexibility in each of the designations 
either by ranges or through the re-zoning process.  Ms. Leary disagreed with everything being 
rural because we have to build up there somewhere.  Ms. Ritter said the property is odd and does 
not lend itself to the other characteristic zones.  The Semi-Rural does allow flexibility and would 
not stop housing.   
 
The Board decided to change the property to Semi-Rural.   
 
Sixth – Going back to the question of changing character designations on West Hill.  New 
Neighborhood would be a range of 2-14 units/acre with an average of 5-8 units/acre. 
 
Seventh – Decide on density for agricultural and conservation zones.  Ms. Ritter did some 
research and when the town established conservation zones there was a court case and lowering 
density on zones, the court agreed that lowering a density to 5 acre lot sizes was acceptable.  We 
saw this case and we were trying to figure out our own but wanted a little higher, so we went 
with 7 so that is where it came from and then they used the same for the Ag Zone.   
 
Mr. Engman thought the Committee picked 15 because we were really interested in protecting 
farmland and 15 would protect it twice as well as 7; there was no magic to the number and the 
Committee didn’t think the agricultural community would object but since then we have heard 
they do.  Some of those objections are from not really understanding what it would do but at this 
point we have to figure it out.  Mr. Howe suggested 10 would be a good compromise.   
 
Mr. DePaolo said it seems that if the major objection is that you are removing someone’s ability 
to monetize their land and if this is supposed to be agricultural land and people are actually 
farming it and receiving certain benefits for doing so, such as tax benefits or through farming 
benefits, why would we want to do anything that doesn’t try and preserve that land?  If you are 
not making money farming, you shouldn’t be farming.  Mr. Howe said they have heard about 
wanting to provide homes for their children and Mr. DePaolo said but that would open the gates 
for any housing.  Mr. Tasman also said this number is trying to protect against building on the 
road frontage.  
 
Mr. Engman repeated his often made comment that there is also the philosophical thought which 
is the moment you sell the lot you are a developer and whether there is an overwhelming public 
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good to think of and therefore should we try to keep that land open and available for farming.  
Discussion followed on aesthetics, curb cuts, etc.   The Board decided to make the number 12 so 
a 12 acre density requirement.  They stayed with 15 for Conservation.  
 
Eighth – Ms. Ritter brought up a couple of minor issues she has found.  She wants to move the 
Conservation Zone around Five Mile Drive a smidge and the area around the South Hill Business 
Campus a smidge.  The Board agreed.   
 
There was a discussion on the Ag Zone around Elmira Rd and one owner is finding it hard to do 
anything with her property because of the topography.  Discussion followed on what could or 
should happen in that area.  The Board decided that since the owner had no clear idea or plan on 
what she would like to do, a change can’t be made.  
 
Ms. Leary reminded Ms. Ritter that she had requested affordable housing be defined as a 
percentage of your income, not median income or below median income.  Ms. Ritter said that 
she will come up with a definition for the next meeting.  The Implementation section would 
outline the process and prioritize.    
 
Mr. Engman said there might be time at the meeting on the 7th to discuss and adopt the revised 
draft and start to go over the implantation section and move forward with the process.  Ms. Ritter 
said she will have the new Chapter 5 and the revised Land Use Map in time for the meeting on 
the 7th.   
 
Agenda  Item Town of Ithaca Abstract 
 
TB Resolution No.  2013  -136: 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. 4418 - 4506 
 
General Fund Town wide 42,555.75 
General Fund Part Town 7,716.12 
Highway Fund Part Town 30,151.79 
Water Fund 14,527.51 
Sewer Fund 4,755.35 
Salt Storage Building Replacement 574.22 
Whitetail Drive Reconstruction 4,192.00 
Danby Road Water Main Replace 37,607.12 
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Fire Protection Fund 264,792.00 
Forest Home Lighting District 44.92 
Glenside Lighting District 17.84 
Renwick Heights Lighting District 23.75 
Eastwood Commons Lighting District 30.86 
Clover Lane Lighting District 4.13 
Winner’s Circle Lighting District 6.14 
Burleigh Drive Lighting District 14.40 
West Haven Road Lighting District 57.02 
Coddington Road Lighting District 33.16 
TOTAL 407,104.08 

 
Moved:  Bill Goodman   Seconded:  Rod Howe 
Vote:  Ayes – Goodman, Howe, Engman, DePaolo, Levine and Leary  
 
Other  
Mr. Engman reported that the sale of the Emerson site is going to be announced soon and  
  
Meeting adjourned upon motion and a second at 6:15p.m. 
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