CITY OF ITHACA
108 E. Green St. — Third Floor Ithaca, NY 14850-5690
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING, ZONING, & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Division of Planning & Economic Development
Telephone: Planning & Development – 607-274-6550
E-Mail: dgrunder@cityofithaca.org

Community Development/IURA – 607-274-6559

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT BOARD

If you have a disability & would like specific
accommodation to participate,

please contact City Clerk at 274‐6570 by
12:00 p.m., the day before the meeting.

AGENDA

APPLICANT OVERHEAD PROJECTOR NOTE:
The City only has a VGA plug/cable
available to connect to our overhead
projector. If you need to connect another
way, you will need to provide your own
ADAPTOR. (Macs & many newer, lighter
laptops may not have a VGA port.)

The regular meeting of the PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT BOARD will be held at 6:00 p.m. on AUGUST 23RD, 2016 in the
SECOND FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM*, City Hall, 108 E. Green Street, Ithaca, NY. (* NOTE ROOM CHANGE.)
Start Times: Start times are approximate only — APPLICANTS are responsible for being available at whatever time(s) their agenda item(s) is actually discussed.

Approx. Start Time

AGENDA ITEM
1.

Agenda Review

6:00

2.

Privilege of the Floor (3‐minute maximum per person ― if you will be speaking about a project with a
scheduled PUBLIC HEARING below , you are highly encouraged to speak at that time)

6:01

3.

Subdivision Review
A. Project:
Location:
Applicant:
Actions:

Minor Subdivision
6:20
123 & 125 Eddy St.
Nick Lambrou
 Declaration of Lead Agency  PUBLIC HEARING  Determination of Environmental Significance
 Recommendation to BZA

Project Description: The applicant proposes to subdivide the 13,180‐SF lot into two parcels: Lot 125, measuring
7,350 SF with 52.5 feet of frontage on Eddy St., and on which a new 2‐family home is proposed; and Lot 123,
measuring 5,830 SF with 47 feet of frontage on Eddy St., and which contains an existing multiple dwelling and one
single‐family dwelling. The property is in the R‐2b Zoning District which has a minimum lot size of 3,000 SF and
minimum street width of 45’ for 2‐family dwellings, and 4,000 SF and 50’ feet for other uses; and minimum front,
side, and rear yard setbacks of 25’, 10’ and 25% or 50’, but no less than 20 feet, respectively. The project requires
Zoning Variances for deficient off‐street parking on both proposed lots. This is an Unlisted Action under the City of
Ithaca Environmental Quality Review Ordinance (“CEQRO”) and the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(“SEQRA”) and is subject to Environmental Review.

4.

Site Plan Review
A. Project:
Location:
Applicant:
Actions:

Apartment Building
6:40
201 College Ave.
Noah Demarest, STREAM Collaborative, for Visum Development Group
 Consideration of Amended Negative Declaration of Environmental Significance  Request For
Zoning Interpretation & Appeal  Consideration of Final Site Plan Approval

Project Description: The applicant proposes to build a 5‐story apartment building on a‐0.173 acre lot at the corner
of College Avenue and Bool Street. The building will contain 44 dwelling units with approximately 76 bedrooms.
The basement level will have a trash room, a fitness room with windows looking out to the street, and a bicycle
garage for approximately 20 bikes with ramp access from a doorway on Bool Street. Other proposed amenities
include landscaping, lighting, 4 outdoor bike racks, and street trees. The site has a 17’ difference in elevation from
the southwest corner to the northeast corner, rising from 690.00 to 707.00. Site development will require the
removal of the existing 2‐story wood‐framed house containing 1 apartment with 12 bedrooms, gravel parking area,
and five trees. The project is proposing a curb bump‐out that will require approval form the Board of Public Works.
The project is in the MU‐1 Collegetown Area Form District (CAFD). The project has been revised so that it no longer
requires an Area Variance. This is a Type 1 Action under the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality Review Ordinance
(“CEQRO”), §176‐4 B(1)(k) & (h)[4], and the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), §617.4(b)(11), for
which the Planning Board made a Negative Declaration of Environmental significance on May 24, 2016.
B. Project:
Location:
Applicant:
Actions:

Mixed‐Use Building (Harold’s Square)
123‐139 E. State St. (The Commons)
David Lubin for L Enterprises, LLC
 Consideration of Project Changes

7:40

Project Description: The applicant is requesting changes to the project that was approved on 8/27/13. The changes
are proposed to accommodate a shift in the building program to decrease office space from 43,900 SF to 25,285 SF
and increase residential units from 46 to 108. The following changes are requested that affect the exterior
appearance of the building: an increase from 4 to 5 stories facing the Commons (building height remaining the
same); an increase from 11 to 12 stories facing Green Street with an increase in building height of 1’11”; changes in
size of windows, position of balconies, and pattern of exterior finishes, as well as the elimination of one of the step
backs on the Commons‐facing side of the tower.
C. Project:
Location:
Applicant:
Actions:

Mixed‐Use Building — Collegetown Crossing
307 College Ave.
Scott Whitham
 Consideration of Project Changes (Landscape)

7:50

Project Description: The applicant is requesting changes to the project that was approved on 8/27/13. The changes
consist of simplifying and altering materials for the landscape along the through‐block walkway. Staff previously
approved minor landscape changes to this area. However, the changes now proposed require Planning Board
review.

4.

D. SKETCH PLAN: 607 S. Aurora St.

8:00

Zoning Appeals

8:20






#3038, Area Variance, 125 Eddy St.
#3039, Area Variance, 123 Eddy St.
#3041, Area Variance, 213 Cascadilla St.
#3043, Area Variance, 107 Lincoln St.
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5.

Old/New Business

8:30

A. Chain Works District Redevelopment Project DGEIS: Special Planning Board Meeting, August 30, 2016,
6:00 p.m. to Review Comments/Responses
B. Maguire/Carpenter Business Park Temp. Mandatory Planned Unit Development (PUD): Public
Information Session, Wednesday, August 31, 2016, 6:00 p.m., Common Council Chambers
6.

Reports

8:35

A. Planning Board Chair (verbal)
B. Director of Planning & Development (verbal)
C. Board of Public Works Liaison (verbal)
7.

Approval of Minutes: April 24, 2016, May 24, 2016, June 28, 2016, and/or July 26, 2016 (time

8:45

permitting)

8.

Adjournment

8:46

ACCESSING MEETING MATERIALS ONLINE
Site Plan Review & Subdivision Applications (and Related Documents)
Site Plan Review application documents are accessible electronically via the “Document Center” on the City web site (www.cityofithaca.org/DocumentCenter), under
“Planning & Development” > “Site Plan Review Project Applications,” and in the relevant year/month folder. Subdivision application materials can be similarly located,
but in the “Subdivision Applications” folder. Zoning Appeal Materials are also accessible electronically via the “Document Center” on the City web site, under “Board of
Zoning Appeals."
Agenda
You may access this agenda (including attachments) by going to the “Agenda Center” on the City web site (www.cityofithaca.org/agendacenter), under “Planning &
Development Board.” For ease‐of‐access, a link to the most recent Planning Board agenda is always accessible on the Planning Board home page:
http://www.cityofithaca.org/354/Planning‐Development‐Board.
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CITY OF ITHACA
108 East Green Street, Ithaca, New York 14850-6590
Graham Kerslick, Fourth Ward
gkerslick@cityofithaca.org

Telephone: 607-273-4620
Fax: 607-274-6432

August 17, 2016
To:
From:
Re:
Project:
Location:
Applicant:

Lisa Nicholas, Senior Planner
Graham Kerslick
Comments and Concerns from Area residents
Minor Subdivision
123 & 125 Eddy St.
Nick Lambrou

Anticipated Board Action(s) in August: Declaration of Lead Agency, Public Hearing, Determination of
Environmental Significance, and Recommendation to BZA
Project Description: The applicant proposes to subdivide the 13,180-SF lot into two parcels: Lot 125,
measuring 7,350 SF with 52.5 feet of frontage on Eddy St., and on which a new 2-family home is
proposed; and Lot 123, measuring 5,830 SF with 47 feet of frontage on Eddy St., and which contains
an existing multiple dwelling and one single-family dwelling. The property is in the R-2b Zoning District
which has a minimum lot size of 3,000 SF and minimum street width of 45’ for 2-family dwellings, and
4,000 SF and 50’ feet for other uses; and minimum front, side, and rear yard setbacks of 25’, 10’ and
25% or 50’, but no less than 20 feet, respectively. The project requires Zoning Variances for deficient
off-street parking on both proposed lots. This is an Unlisted Action under the City of Ithaca
Environmental Quality Review Ordinance (“CEQRO”) and the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(“SEQRA”) and is subject to Environmental Review.
Comments and concerns from area residents
1. Building design. Given that the proposed building is in the East Hill Historic District and is
adjacent to single family homes on Orchard Place residents would like more information and
drawings to be made available. The front façade drawing gives a very limited impression of the
proposed structure. The south and west elevations are especially important, since these will
face homes on Orchard Place. The building design and materials used should be consistent
with the surrounding neighborhood. Recent examples of such sensitive, consistent design and
construction include 202 Eddy St and 107 Cook St.
2. Landscaping and screening. Area residents are concerned with the increasing loss of mature
trees and green landscaping in the neighborhood. They would like to have mature trees
preserved wherever possible. Residents also seek assurances that any outdoor safety/security
lighting will be designed and installed to ensure no “spill-over” into the surrounding
neighborhood. A detailed plan to provide improved landscaping and screening towards Orchard
Place is requested as part of this project.
3. Building occupancy. The building proposed is a “new 2-family home”. Area residents would
like to know what this means in terms of the maximum occupancy of the proposed development.
The R-2b zoning allows for a “two-family dwelling, each unit of which may be occupied by an
individual or family plus not more than two unrelated occupants per unit”.
4. Traffic. Recognizing that Orchard Place is a private street neighboring residents request more
information regarding any vehicle access plans for the new building. Residents are seeking
"An Equal Opportunity Employer with a commitment to workforce diversification."

assurances from the developer that the proposed development involves no plans that would
increase vehicle traffic on Orchard Place.
5. Parking. During the semester available on-street parking in this area is extremely limited. New
development in central Collegetown will increase demand for parking in surrounding streets.
Given that the proposed sub-divided properties will be deficient by a total of 7 parking spaces
neighboring residents would like more information on projected total number of vehicles
connected with the proposal and what plans, if any, the developer has to address this
deficiency.
Over the past year peak occupancy in the Dryden Rd garage has reached 80% in some
months. This is an industry standard for a parking resource at, or near capacity. How will
increasing demand for parking be addressed?
6. Dumpsters and garbage collection. Residents would like to know what the garbage collection
plans are for the proposed development. Residents are concerned with the increasing use of
dumpsters in residential areas of Collegetown. Such dumpsters lead to an increase in heavy
vehicle traffic and noise in the early hours of the day. In addition several dumpsters have
inadequate screening and some have been used in a manner that is in violation of City Code.
7. Impact during construction. If the proposed sub-division and new building are approved
residents request that the City ensure that all construction activity be restricted to the site itself
and that any access, material disposal etc. be from Eddy St and that access from Orchard Place
will not be used or requested. Residents also ask that the permitted hours of construction be
reasonable and clearly communicated to all parties.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION
Declaration of Lead Agency

Minor Subdivision
City of Ithaca Tax Parcel #68.-7-13
123-125 Eddy Street
City of Ithaca Planning & Development Board
August 23, 2016

WHEREAS: an application has been submitted for review and approval by the City of Ithaca Planning
and Development Board for a Minor Subdivision of City of Ithaca Tax Parcel #68.-1-13, located at 123125 Eddy Street, by Nick Lambrou, and

WHEREAS: the applicant proposes to subdivide the 13,180-SF lot into two parcels: Lot 125,
measuring 7,350 SF with 52.5 feet of frontage on Eddy St., and on which a new 2-family home is
proposed; and Lot 123, measuring 5,830 SF with 47 feet of frontage on Eddy St., and which contains an
existing multiple dwelling and one single-family dwelling. The property is in the R-2b Zoning District
which has a minimum lot size of 3,000 SF and minimum street width of 45’ for 2-family dwellings, and
4,000 SF and 50’ feet for other uses; and minimum front, side, and rear yard setbacks of 25’, 10’ and
25% or 50’, but no less than 20 feet, respectively. The resultant parcels require variances for deficient
off-street parking. The project is in the East Hill Historic District and the proposed new duplex will
require both a Certificate of Appropriateness from the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission and
Site Plan Review, and
WHEREAS: the construction of a two-family home is a Type 2 Action and is exempt from
Environmental Review, and a Minor Subdivision within a Historic District is an Unlisted Action under
the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality Review Ordinance and the State Environmental Quality
Review Act, both of which require Environmental Review, and
WHEREAS: this is considered a Minor Subdivision in accordance with the City of Ithaca Code, Chapter
290, Article 1, §290-1, Minor Subdivision – Any subdivision of land resulting in creation of a maximum
of one additional buildable lot, and
WHEREAS: State Law specifies that, for actions governed by local environmental review, the Lead
Agency shall be that local agency which has primary responsibility for approving and funding or
carrying out the action, now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED: that the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board does hereby declare itself Lead
Agency for the Environmental Review for the action of Subdivision approval for City of Ithaca Tax
Parcel #68.-1-13, located at 123-125 Eddy Street, by Nick Lambrou.
Moved by:
Seconded by:
In favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancies:

None

PROPOSED RESOLUTION
CEQR — Negative Declaration

Minor Subdivision
City of Ithaca Tax Parcel #68.-7-13
123-125 Eddy St.
City of Ithaca Planning & Development Board
August 23, 2016

WHEREAS: an application has been submitted for review and approval by the City of Ithaca Planning and Development
Board for a Minor Subdivision of City of Ithaca Tax Parcel #68.-1-13, located at 123-125 Eddy Street, by Nick Lambrou,
and
WHEREAS: the applicant proposes to subdivide the 13,180-SF lot into two parcels: Lot 125, measuring 7,350 SF with
52.5 feet of frontage on Eddy St., and on which a new 2-family home is proposed; and Lot 123, measuring 5,830 SF with
47 feet of frontage on Eddy St., and which contains an existing multiple dwelling and one single-family dwelling. The
property is in the R-2b Zoning District which has a minimum lot size of 3,000 SF and minimum street width of 45’ for 2family dwellings, and 4,000 SF and 50’ feet for other uses; and minimum front, side, and rear yard setbacks of 25’, 10’
and 25% or 50’, but no less than 20 feet, respectively. The resultant parcels require Zoning Variances for deficient offstreet parking. The project is in the East Hill Historic District and the proposed new duplex will require a Certificate of
Appropriateness from the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission, as well as Site Plan Approval, and
WHEREAS: the construction of a two-family home is a Type 2 Action and is exempt from Environmental Review, and a
Minor Subdivision within a Historic District is an Unlisted Action under the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality
Review Ordinance and the State Environmental Quality Review Act, both of which require Environmental Review, and
WHEREAS: this is considered a Minor Subdivision in accordance with the City of Ithaca Code, Chapter 290, Article 1,
§290-1, Minor Subdivision – Any subdivision of land resulting in creation of a maximum of one additional buildable lot,
and
WHEREAS: the Planning Board, being the local agency which has primary responsibility for approving and funding or
carrying out the action, has on August 23, 2016 declared itself Lead Agency for the Environmental Review, and
WHEREAS: this Board, acting as Lead Agency in Environmental Review, did on August 23, 2016 review and accept as
adequate: a Short Environmental Assessment Form (SEAF), Part 1, submitted by the applicant, and Part 2, prepared by
Planning staff; a preliminary Subdivision plat titled “Proposed Subdivision, 123-125 Eddy St., Ithaca NY,” dated 6/7/16;
and a drawing titled “Proposed 2-Family Dwelling, 123 Eddy St., Ithaca, NY,” dated 8/16/16 and all prepared by Jagat P.
Sharma, architect; and other application materials, and
WHEREAS: the City of Ithaca Conservation Advisory Council and other interested parties have been given the
opportunity to comment on the proposed project and any comments received have been considered, and
WHEREAS: the Planning and Development Board recognizes that information received and reviewed for this
Subdivision indicates the resultant parcels require Area Variances for relief from off-street parking requirements in the
area requirements of the R-2b Zoning District, now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED: that the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board determines the proposed Subdivision will result
in no significant impact on the environment and that a Negative Declaration for purposes of Article 8 of the
Environmental Conservation Law be filed in accordance with the provisions of Part 617 of the State Environmental
Quality Review Act.
Moved by:
Seconded by:
In favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancies:

0

IN SUPPORT OF 201 COLLEGE AVE.

201 College Ave. Site Plan Review
(submitted by applicant on 8/16/16)

OVERVIEW
After receiving materials from the city regarding the petition distributed by Neil Golder, we began a due diligence regarding
the project at 201 College Ave. We wanted to understand more about the petition that was distributed by Mr. Golder and
see how we could use this information to better serve the community. Our ultimate goal was to see if Mr. Golder was
objective and if he actually delivered all the facts when gathering signatures and support or, were the petitions signers were
misinformed. In what follows, we will briefly overview our discoveries.
INITIAL PETITIONS
We reached out to people who signed Mr. Golder’s petition, and emailed them to ask about their interaction with Neil so
that we could understand why they signed a petition to impede our development project. After reaching out personally we
received direct responses from six individuals who were able to better describe why they signed Mr. Golder’s petition, and
how their interactions with him transpired.
Excerpts from these conversations appear below. They have been edited for length, but no edits have reflected a change in
content or context. We asked them about their interaction by saying the following:
“Last semester a man was going around collecting petitions from students regarding a proposed project in
Collegetown. We are looking for more context regarding the signatures he collected and trying to better understand
what conversations took place. All I'm asking you to do is email me back with a few sentences overviewing your
interaction with this gentleman, and then we can better construct the story around the petition.”
In response to this inquiry we received emails and testimony that stated the following:











“We were all day drinking and an old guy came over to our party. It was a big group of us and we had been drinking
all day so of course we let him talk to us. Then we all signed because he was waiting on us and we wanted to go back
to the party. I don’t remember what it was about but I think he lived across the street.” ‐Camila S.
“An older man came up to a house that a lot of my friends live in on College Ave. to request that we sign his petition.
He has been living in Collegetown for his entire life. Recently, he installed solar panels. A new building that is
supposed to be built in Collegetown will apparently block out these solar panels, so he wanted signatures.” –Jena B.
“I know this is probably terrible since I signed my name, but I honestly don't really remember much. I was on the
phone and I think he wanted me to sign a petition for taking down a tree or something that had to do with nature.”
–Madeline M.
“To my recollection he claimed to be a nearby resident that was objecting to the construction as it will be an eye sore
as a building amongst mainly houses. Additionally that the added traffic/parking needs will congest the area. I
personally signed because traffic can get rough on that road sometimes but mainly because of the atmosphere the
houses occupied by students gave to the area. I enjoyed after long days of school walking home and seeing
social/fun activities going on outdoors on residents lawns and porches, which reminded students to take stress relief
breaks. The interaction was brief, not much info was available. If that's the case [referring to the rezone of the area]
then both reasons I signed for would not be sustained, since a lot of changes are coming. I don't believe we were told
anything else about the project.” –Kareem S.
“So the guy just asked for signature to maintain the forestry in Ithaca. He barely explained about the development, I
would have not signed if I had known more.” –Alexander F.
“I only remember briefly, but he and a few other people (maybe there was a kid or two) told me the story on how the
development could be troublesome to them. I think he was mostly concerned about noise and may also said
something about sunlight. The people seemed somewhat concerned so I thought it would make me a horrible
person if I just walked away without signing!” ‐Akihiro K.

As you can see there were many different stories communicated during this petition process, and the individuals who signed
the petition were not informed about the full scope of the project or why they were being encouraged to sign. Over time we
learned that Mr. Golder was actually gaining signatures that indicated signees were supporting the forestry in Ithaca. The
image below is a picture of the sign used by Mr. Golder when collecting signatures.
It became clear that many signees who interacted with Mr. Golder and signed his petition were led to believe that they were
supporting a broad stroke initiative to “save” these trees and this neighborhood. With no further information, many signees
felt compelled to support this man who wanted to “save” these things. However, if presented with all the details about 201
College Ave project and new zoning, these signees would have been better able to understand that this project was not
creating a forced choice. It was not “these trees” and “this neighborhood” or the project at 201. Rather, the project could
occur and the neighborhood could remain. The project is working to provide other important positive aspects such as
attractive living units and a facelift for the otherwise rundown streetscape – and without informing these signees of the
entire situation, their ability to support the cause became null and void.
We followed up this diligence regarding the petition process with another email that will be outlined in the following section.
FOLLOW‐UP WITH PETITION SIGNERS
After finding out more about how the initial petition was administered we followed up with everyone who signed Mr.
Golder’s petition. After deciphering many of the emails included in the email list we sent out 136 emails to people who
signed Mr. Golder’s petition. The email we sent to these individuals was aimed at testing the legitimacy of the original
petition – that is, did everyone who signed it understand exactly what they were supporting?
The message we sent out to these 136 individuals from Mr. Golder’s petition said the following:
“In the photos below you will see the renderings for a proposed project at 201 College Avenue in Ithaca. This
survey is simply asking you to evaluate whether or not you think the project is an attractive addition to the
market.” [photo of the project included here]
“Are you opposed to the development of this project?”

After sending out this survey to test the original group of people who signed the petition, we received 48 responses. Of
these 48 responses, 30% said that they were not opposed to the development of the project. In addition to showing support
for the project, these respondents gave feedback that included the following:



“I think that more housing options in college town would be good not only for the students but also for local
businesses which would in turn help the city.”
“I want this project to happen.”

With one‐third of the survey results being refuted (from our sample set), we wanted to dive a little deeper and understand
more about the community’s mindset regarding our project. As we read more about the petitions signees who did not
support our project it became clear that their decision to sign was tainted and misguided from misinformation. They had
been given certain information from Mr. Golder when signing the petition and they expressed that their support of him was
misinformed. They were not signing the petition to “Save the Soul of Collegetown,” but rather were signing in sympathy of
Mr. Golder, or in opposition to a particular aspect of the project that Mr. Golder felt victimized him, such as his solar panels
being obstructed. The comments below were collected from these signees and illustrate their misinformed attitudes about
the project.





“The neighboring home to the left of 201 college ave is owned by a man who does not/will not convert into a large
apartment building. The neighborhood will be ruined if these historical homes are torn down.”
“I think this actually will really negatively affect the neighbors of this property and is completely unfair to go forward
with without their full consent.”
“We want bars.”
“Be respectful of the neighboring houses who are not college students.”

Comments like these paint the picture for how these signatures were collected. Was Mr. Golder objective and did he
provided facts to the signees or was there misinformation given to signees? Did their support of him come out as sympathy
and misdirected support for a project that they have not learned all the details about? We followed up this due diligence with
a petition of our own to gauge the public’s true perception on the project.
PETITION: IN SUPPORT OF
In order to fully understand how this project was perceived in the marketplace we began our own petition. A copy of our
petition can be seen in the APPENDIX. After administering the petition over a 10 day period we received more than 450
signatures in support of our project. In addition, we gave our signees an opportunity to comment on our e‐petition, leaving
any thoughts they may have about the proposed project. Below is a recap of some of these comments:














Anonymous Jul 18, 2016 Great for the area
Jackson Foo Jul 18, 2016 This is a great idea
Martha Taranto Jul 17, 2016 This makes sense and will help keep downtown rents reasonable.
Anonymous Jul 16, 2016 The Cornell community needs more housing desperately!
Daniel Keough Jul 16, 2016 We have an extreme shortage of housing in Ithaca, more density in Collegetown and
around the Commons is welcome. This development is a great plan.
Kathy Jul 16, 2016 Well thought out plans. Good to see more upscale housing! I support this project!
Matthew Jul 16, 2016 students need more options for housing. I definitely support this!
Erik L Jul 16, 2016 More beds always welcome
Mike Perry Jul 15, 2016 Finally there's a developer that actually cares about what the exterior of the building
looks like!
Tam lam Jul 15, 2016 I think this is a great project!
Bill Petrillose Jul 15, 2016 I am in support of the project
Anonymous Jul 15, 2016 Much needed housing for college town.
David West Jul 15, 2016 good small scale urban building in a great location for incremental, walkable infill.
















Clinton Fox Jul 15, 2016 Great idea
Conan Cerretani Jul 15, 2016 It will be a great building at the vanguard of an overall improvement in housing,
business and entertainment in this neighborhood.
Albert Budd 3rd Jul 15, 2016 I am an electrical contractor who will be bidding on the project so I am all for making
work and housing for the Ithaca area.
Stephanie El‐Massri Jul 15, 2016 Truly believe the builders are working to better the community and
environment of Collegetown
Kevin Lucas Jul 15, 2016 for the sake of the town the building needs to be built its going to bring tax revenue for
positive growth, it's a Beaitful structure that will stand the test of time, and here is already a housing issue for
college students in the area.
Rob Macherone Jul 15, 2016 I support this development and the positive impact it will have on the community
Tafari Jenkins Jul 15, 2016 Development = progress
Oleg Vasertriger Jul 15, 2016 Finally a project that uses high quality materials! Building looks amazing!
Dawn Potter Jul 15, 2016 Great project ‐ great location!
Chris Andrews Jul 15, 2016 What a great addition to College town!
Jeremy Wong Jul 15, 2016 I believe we need more housing plus this is a really good looking place.
Ahmed Khalaf Jul 15, 2016 This is a great opportunity for our city. Please spread the word!!
Ansel Acla Jul 15, 2016 New Construction is good growth and positive for our community. Can't wait to see the
finished product.

As you can see from the above support, there is a large portion of the community that is strongly in favor of this project, and
many more community members who support the project and simply did not have the opportunity to sign or comment.
In the next section you will see another form of support expressed by community members on their own desire.
FACEBOOK GROUP

Mr. Golder, in his efforts to impede development, also set up a Facebook Page named “Save the Soul of Collegetown.” This
group was aimed at gaining support for the halt of the 201 College Ave project. However, throughout the pages public input
there are many people who publicly refute the efforts of the page, and show support for the ongoing development of the
area. As you can see below, the screenshots taken are from individuals in the community who publicly spoke out in support
of the project.

Additionally, Mr. Golder has used his online presence to inaccurately portray our project and misinform the public about the
“dangers” of development at 201 College Ave. Below is a screenshot from Mr. Golder’s Facebook page that misrepresents
our project and displays it in a bad light for all the public to see.
The image above is not an accurate rendering of the proposed project, but rather a poor representation of the beautiful
architecture that is planned on that site. Objectivity is required to help give the community, a fair and accurate
understanding of the development.
In summation, we know that this project may bring about change in the area, but the overall change is doing a net positive
good for the community, for both temporary and permanent residents. We’ve conducted the ethnographic research to best
understand who it is we are affecting by building this project, and we understand that we have a responsibility to everyone
involved to make our projects a positive addition to the community. We have made our commitment to continue working
with everyone in the community to ensure that we can create projects that help, and leave a strong positive legacy.
Thank you for taking time to review this.
Todd Fox
Visum Development Group

APPENDIX 1

http://www.ipetitions.com/petition/Collegetown

201 College Ave. Site Plan Review
(submitted by applicant on 8/16/16)

In 1865, Ezra Cornell stated, while standing on East Hill overlooking the city of Ithaca, “We
shall need every acre for the future necessary purposes of the university” (Morris Bishop, A
History of Cornell (Ithaca 1962), p. 70). Although many doubted him at the time, Cornell’s
foresight was accurate, and over the past 150+ years, the city of Ithaca and Cornell
University have developed a synonymous relationship. As with any relationship, there have
been both ups and downs – many times originating from the impact of one on the other.
However, throughout this long history there has always been a common theme: both the
university and city continue to grow and thrive together, bringing about change that is
inevitable, yet beneficial.

LOOKING TO COLLEGETOWN’S HISTORY
The narratives presented in both “Remembering Ithaca, 1930‐1970” by Jessamine Kelsey
Johnson, and “Ithaca Neighborhoods: the Rhine, the Hill, and the Goose Pasture” by Carol
Sisler, are littered with stories about the ongoing redevelopment of the Collegetown area.
From buildings being “razed” to make way for larger structures, to houses being divided to
make room for renters, to Huestis Street being renamed “College Ave.” in 1909 ‐
Collegetown has always been defined by the symbiotic relationship between Cornell
University and the neighboring community. The buildings of Collegetown are almost as
transient as the students that inhabited them, forever changing, disappearing and being
rebuilt in some new and larger fashion.
In the images contained in Figures 1 – 4 on the following pages, you can see the evolution of
Collegetown from the early stages of farmland and community residents, to the current
landscape of a flourishing community buzzing with the energy of an enthusiastic
coexistence. This development is not anything new, and it is well documented in many
books detailing the history of Ithaca. Another strong narrative that details the growth,
development, and character of Collegetown is “Fraternity Row, the Student Ghetto,
and the Faculty Enclave: Characteristic Residential Districts in the American College Town,”
an academic paper written by UNH professor Blake Gumbrecht. Following Figures 1 – 4, you
can see some highlights of Collegetown’s redevelopment that began 150 years ago, and an
overview of some relevant historical research regarding the history of Collegetown.

FIGURE 1 – COLLEGTOWN IN 1893

*Note: Huestis was renamed College Ave. in 1909. Hazen was renamed Linden around the same time.

FIGURE 2 – COLLEGETOWN IN 1919

FIGURE 3 – COLLEGETOWN IN 1970

FIGURE 4 – COLLEGETOWN IN PRESENT DAY

CASCADILLA HALL & EARLY REDEVELOPMENT
The first major construction project to be built in Collegetown was one that towered about
the existing farmland and cottages of the time period. However, this building, Cascadilla
Hall, is now recognized as one of the most iconic and historically significant buildings
attached to Cornell University and the Collegetown area. In the picture below, taken around
1850, the building is not surrounded by other large developments, but rather it was the first
large structure erected in the area. Some may have remarked that this building was
excessive or “out‐of‐place,” but it now represents the history of advancement and growth in

a remarkable area.
Cascadilla Hall is just one example of the development cycle that began a century ago. In the
book “Ithaca’s Neighborhoods. . .” the author recalls many times when the development
was not kindly looked upon. Even such buildings as Ezra Cornell’s gothic villa were poorly
viewed by many during development. However, some had the foresight to see that these

developments were necessary for both the utility of the people in the area, and the change
that was coming. The excerpt below summarizes the development of Collegetown from the
1860s.
“Besides Forest Park and Cascadilla, there was only one other
outstanding structure on the hill in the early 1860s. To the south
of Cascadilla stood a prominent mansion built in the 1830s by the
Giles brothers of Ithaca. The house was built in two sections, one
for each brother and his family, with a central area for the use of
both families. (It became the home of Hiram Corson, Cornell's first
professor of English; later it served as the manse for the Lutheran
Church.) And by 1867 construction had begun on Ezra Cornell's
Gothic villa, his only architectural extravagance (called Cornell's
Folly by many), down the slope from Cornell University's first
building and the future campus. For the rest, the hilltop was
mostly farms and woods; there were only seven houses on Huestis
Street (the present College Avenue). It was somewhat later that
extensive construction began in Collegetown.” –Page 158
Even as Ezra Cornell pressed forward in developing the area around Cornell, the growth of
the university outpaced that of the neighborhood. Collegetown has always been an integral
part of Cornell University student life, and continuous redevelopment is absolutely
necessary. In the two excerpts below you can understand the perspective of community
members who witnessed this growth.
“That first year, however, 412 students were admitted, a group of
true pioneers. The small institution grew rather rapidly, and both
institution and village were ill prepared for this expansion.” –
Page 159
“With only these few rooms and Cascadilla, Cornell housing was in
very short supply, and there was much crowding.” –Page 159
Throughout this time period many people, including authors, took note of this rapid
expansion. You can see examples of this littered throughout books written during the time,
and many of these examples have been provided in the appendix of this document. One
such author who closely documents this growth is Blake Gumprecht in his academic study of
Cornell’s Collegetown.
In his research paper, Gumprecht often refers to Collegetown as the “student ghetto,”
citing the rapid pace at which housing needs outgrew safe reliable residences. With
education being the main “industry” in Ithaca, Gumprecht outlines how education has
shaped the urban landscape in Ithaca. Over the years housing has increased in demand while
the inability to keep up with that demand has resulted in unsafe, poor quality, and

unattractive housing being offered to the resident population. Throughout historical
documents references are made to the irresponsible development of Collegetown, a few of
which can be viewed below:
1899: “Collegetown was becoming, in every sense of the term, Ithaca’s student
ghetto, and the status‐minded fraternities wanted no part of it.”
1899: “The Fraternity rejected all the Collegetown sites, dismissing one because of its
proximity to ‘a number of cheap, unattractive buildings.’”
1890: The largest rooming houses were located along Heustis Street (now called
College Ave), most of them, in the words of Cornell’s historian, “cheap, ugly, and
hazardous.”
1912: Bishop wrote, “The quality of housing quickly deteriorated east of Eddy Street,
an area he referred to as ‘The Great Rooming‐House Belt.’ ‘Rooms here are cheaper,’
he wrote, ‘but as ever you must pay for cheapness. Many . . . are small, bare, and
insecure against the invasion of our famous February weather.’”
1913: A committee composed of students reported that most of the Heustis Street
(College Ave) and Dryden Road rooming houses were “crowded” and many were
“fire traps,” and recommended that the university begin regular inspection of the
rooming houses.
1913: “Where the fraternity district was Cornell’s country club, Collegetown was its
tenement district.”
1965: “Demand exceeded supply in the areas closest to campus, so rents rose.
Because students were a captive market, landlords often did little to improve their
properties. The situation grew so bad that in 1965 students put up tents on campus
to protest poor housing conditions in Ithaca. Cornell implemented a detailed code for
student rental housing and, in 1966, began requiring students to live in university‐
approved housing.”
1969: “The Ithaca Tenants Union was formed; it called on Cornell to build more
residential facilities on campus and pressured the city to strengthen its building
codes and increase enforcement. Rent strikes became widespread.”
1972: “By this time, the housing stock in Collegetown had deteriorated. Little new
housing had been built in a half‐century and existing housing was poorly
maintained.”
1972: “The most run‐down buildings were fire and health hazards. ‘It was dirty,
cockroach infested,’ said Sean Killeen, who represented the neighborhood on the
Ithaca Common Council.”

1975: “A columnist in the Cornell student newspaper in 1975 lampooned the poor
conditions of Collegetown housing, retelling the story of his search for a place to live.
He visited one apartment on Eddy Street, which he described as ‘a street of singular
charm and ugliness, punctuated by garbage cans and parking meters.’”
Only recently has a push been made by both the city, the university, and the community to
improve the housing available to everyone in Collegetown. Highlights from Gumprecht’s
study, like some of the material viewed above, will be included throughout this review, with
a full copy of the study provided as an accessory to this document.

GROWTH BEGINS IN COLLEGETOWN
Collegetown as we know it today (College Ave., Dryden Road, Linden Ave., Catherine St.,
Cook St., etc.) began as farmland. Over time the demand for housing and the businesses
serving students accompanying it helped grow the area into a bustling area of Ithaca. In the
photo below you can see Catherine St. in 1900, with only a few houses.

Another area in Collegetown that was under fast redevelopment was the top of College
Ave., going over the bridge from campus. Originally, the area between Dryden Road and
College Ave. was inhabited by Willow Pond, a standing body of water that could be
traversed by a wooden bridge. As the need for more development increased, the pond was
eventually filled in.
In the photo below you can see a picture of the east end of College Ave. taken around 1900.
The building constructed by James Newman, at 407 College Ave. was originally a major
development aimed at providing housing for students. During the time many were up in
arms about the development of the building and its design. However, this structure
provided a valuable service to the area and the design style eventually came to define the

architecture of the era, which can be seen in the design of the neighboring, and now
historic, Grandview House.

According to local historians this area was rapidly growing, “Across the wooden bridge that
linked campus and village was a growing community.” (Page 163). In another excerpt you
can understand the magnitude of this development and the positive impact it was having on
the community.
“Thus, before the turn of the century, Collegetown had developed
into a bustling community. Just across the bridge small businesses
sprang up to serve the student population: barbershops, food
markets, restaurants, bookstores, pharmacies, a saddler and
harness shop, and shoemakers, to name a few.” –Page 167
As the time changed, so did the methods of creation. By 1900 Collegetown had become an
area that was focused on students meshing with the local community, and they drove the
development of the area. Businesses and rooming became the priority and since then it has
only adopted to fit the growing need. However, throughout this time, it has been created
symbiotically through the community, the city, and the university.
In Gumprecht’s study he cites the major differences between the types of educational
housing. The housing and developments have always coincided with the community’s needs
as Collegetown and its character are vastly different from the areas that house faculty and

professors, such as Cayuga Heights and Bryant Park. Over the last 100 years the Collegetown
area has been focused on students, and it has been allowed to maintain this focus because
of the other housing options available to individuals who do not desire to live in
Collegetown. Unfortunately this has caused some issues with the development in
Collegetown being subpar – with predominantly transient renters – but this issue has been
prevalent for too long and is now being handled. Gumprecht describes how the character of
the neighborhood is important to maintain, but it is mainly a factor of the people living
there. Allowing “ghettos” to develop with poor housing conditions is not recommended,
and only places further constraints on the community, city, and university. Luckily,
developments like 201 College Ave are seeking to remedy the issue by providing well‐
maintained, high quality, and attractive housing in the area.

THE CHARACTER OF COLLEGETOWN
The character of a neighborhood can be defined as the “look and feel” of that
neighborhood as influenced by both the physical characteristics (of community members
and the structures that exist), and the nonphysical characteristics (people, energy, attitudes,
etc.). Each neighborhood can be said to have its own character, as the people who live and
work there influence the way it changes over time. Here in Ithaca, the character of the
Collegetown neighborhood is a character of education that is centered on change.
Throughout the neighborhoods history it has always been changing and adapting to meet
the needs of the locals and the incoming students who depend on it. Current mayor, Svante
Myrick, was once observed discussing this very character, and he summed it up accurately:
“Myrick argues that, like it or not, change has always been part of
the neighborhood's essential character. ‘I'd be tempted to say,
‘This isn't your father's Collegetown,’ ’ he says. ‘But it's not even
your upperclassman's Collegetown. The truth is, no two classes at
Cornell have had the same Collegetown experience.’”
In the late 1800s, Collegetown was farmland. It was inhabited by farmers and their animals
and used to sustain their lifestyles. Around 1900 Collegetown became an accessory to the
growing Cornell University. Farmers and families saw the opportunity to rent extra rooms to
students, and students sought out local products for purchase. As these two groups,
students and locals, began to comingle, the Collegetown area expressed that. As time went
on, more boarding houses popped up and farmland was converted to higher density
housing and businesses. Families recognized the opportunity that students presented, and
used this to promote growth within the community.

Collegetown, 1882

As we progressed into the 1920s, the small cottages of the old days became mid‐rises and
more students flooded the area, looking for both housing and places to spend their time and
money. This trend increased over time, as more students arrived and Collegetown expanded
its boundaries. Larger buildings were built, public transportation was implemented, and new

materials were used to create safer places of living.
As we approached the late 20th century, everything began to change more rapidly. Bars,
restaurants, grocery stores, service providers, and retail stores filled the open areas of
Collegetown, and students rented from campus all the way to State Street. The hill was full
of students and local businesses, and families in nearby neighborhoods thrived off their
presence. Cars were more popular and parking lots took priority over single family
residences. No longer was the farmer a popular resident, but now it became the student.
As we look at Collegetown today we can see this continued development, but it is needed
now more than ever. The new buildings and improvements of 20 years ago are no longer
adequate. As the university grows faster than the housing supply, new residences are
needed every day. Residences of quality, that are safe and affordable, that is what this next
era of development requires. This means change is inevitable, but if this change can
continue to honor the character of the neighborhood and help meet the various needs of
community members, then we must usher it in as the next phase in the Collegetown life
cycle.

A Single Family home on the corner of College Ave and Dryden, today is a 5‐story mixed use
student rental building. Far right hand corner.

Another angle showing the single family home on the North East corner of College Ave and
Dryden Rd.

At the turn of the century, Dryden Rd was rooming houses. Those houses were demolished
to make way for commercial buildings and mixed‐use. Today, the street is lined with large

student housing developments.

Gumprecht cites that although the change throughout Ithaca, and in Collegetown, is often
unpredictable, there are some overarching factors that are consistent. First, Collegetown
continues to grow aggressively. Second, it has been, and will continue to be, a community
centered on student life. Over the past century there have been ebbs and flows in this
development but the demand remains. Students will continue to flock to the area, allowing
the local economy to thrive, and with each new arrival, adequate housing will be needed.
This becomes the responsibility of the city, the university, the community, and the
developers who look to make a strong positive impact on the Collegetown community.
Change in this area is inevitable, and as time progresses, the decisions we work together to
make will be to ensure that future students are welcomed to the community so that they
can continue to help our city grow in a positive way. Developing this area responsibly will
help us welcome them with adequate housing, rather than allowing the area to become an
unkempt ghetto that is a problem for everyone.

DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW
While attempting to understand the full perspective on the development of Collegetown, it
is important to note that it has been largely influenced by the people who have continually
inhabited its limits. Forbes once wrote that the number one most identifying characteristic
of a neighborhood is its demographics. Demographics are defined as the population of an
area and the groups that make up this population. As we know, Collegetown has been an
ongoing organic development, dominated by students and their demand for housing. Over
the years, this student population has remained but their identifying characteristics have
varied. As written by Gumprecht, “The Soul of Collegetown has always and will always be
the students of Cornell University and their ever changing tastes and interests.”





~1850: Collegetown does not even remotely resemble a Collegetown at this point. It
is entirely farmland and factory, owned and run by the Cornell’s and the Eddy’s.
~1880: Collegetown is still dominated by farmland and local families. A few main
families have moved into the area and tend to their local farms. As the university
grows it pushes on the community outskirts, but the residents are still largely “non‐
student.” Service to the university is minimal and although Ezra Cornell’s family
inhabits Collegetown, they have not comingled with the university students – who
live on campus or locally.
~1900: Collegetown continues to grow, but with single family homes and the
additional rentals provided by farming families. The university has already outgrown
its quarters and more structures have been built in Collegetown, with the farmland
and factories almost entirely gone. Families continue to build residences on former
farmland, and rent their spare rooms to students who have outgrown campus. Some
boarding houses sponsored by the university begin to emerge for male students, as
female students are almost all housed on campus.













~1920: Collegetown grows as the university grows, and locals seize the opportunity
for extra income by renting to students and selling their goods. Although the area is
growing, proper planning has not taken place, as Morris Bishop describes the area at
the time, “Collegetown housed those students who were at the bottom of the
Cornell ‘caste system.’ They are a vast plebian mass, the independents, the outsiders,
the pills, the poops, the drips.” With wealthier students living on campus or in their
fraternities, Collegetown grows with need, and caters to those at the bottom.
~1940: Collegetown begins its first rapid growth phase. Student population explodes
as post‐war incomes increase, and the military seek education. Rooming houses are
no more, as the demand for larger structures puts pressure on the community.
Markets thrive with the business of incoming scholars, and the streets begin to hum
with the introduction of students with cars. Single family homes are almost entirely
converted to rooming houses, if they aren’t torn down for larger developments first.
As Gumprecht writes, “The lifestyle differences between students and older adults
also pushed families out. Block by block, Collegetown turned from a mixed
neighborhood into a student‐dominated district.”
~1950: Collegetown becomes the center of student counterculture, reaching what
one writer describes as its “Golden Age.” Collegetown is a city of youth with
undergraduates covering every inch of real estate. “Non‐students” are virtually
extinct in the area, as they have been pushed out and inhabit nearby areas that
better meet their needs. One contemporary observer wrote, “[Collegetown] is, and
always has been, the fertile soil in this area for writing, partying, rioting, speech‐
making, and messing up and getting off.”
~1960: Collegetown continues to grow, most notably in female population. Between
1965 and 1975, female population proportions at the university double. With the
increase in female students, and the attitudes of the time demanding female rights
and student power, universities no longer force female students to live on campus.
Collegetown explodes with the need for more housing, accompanied by demands for
better rentals that are safer. Building codes and city regulations are under more
scrutiny as housing is assembled for quantity rather than quality.
~1970: Gumprecht writes, “In the early seventies, a ‘wave of heroin’ arrived in
Collegetown and the mood began to sour. In 1971, a reputed drug dealer was
murdered in a Collegetown parking lot. Junkies ruled the streets, according to one
writer. The grassy slope behind Cascadilla Place became the favored spot to smoke
marijuana. Drug deals ‘were going on all the time’ on Eddy Street. LSD was
commonplace, with hangers‐on ‘laying hits’ on anyone who walked by.” The mixed
gender population grows, mid‐size buildings become commonplace, and the streets
are filled.
~1980: Collegetown begins to come down from the “drug wave” of past, but the
population continues to swell. Population density is comparable to Brooklyn or San



Francisco at the same time. Almost everyone is a student, and almost everyone is
renting. Gumprecht writes, “anyone over 30 stands out.” The ground level is packed
with bars and restaurants that seem to always be filled, as the area expresses its own
culture of undergraduates who finally have the freedom of living on their own.
Parking lots inhabit land that was formerly single family homes, and older parking
lots are removed to make way for high rises.
~2000: Collegetown is increasingly Asian, reflecting a rise in the enrollment of Asian
students at Cornell since 1980. Asians made up 30 percent of the neighborhood’s
population in 2000, a proportion three times higher than twenty years before. Bars
are still prevalent, but many have been replaced with mixed use buildings that meet
the demand for housing. Single family homes are entirely replete as almost every
accommodation from campus to State St. is used for renting. City officials have
become more involved in the development of the area with tighter regulations on
safety codes and public behavior.

Over the course of Collegetown’s development, the demographics have been changing as
rapidly as the streetscape. As the populations grows and shifts, so does the physical
landscape. Collegetown has been and forever will be its own culture for students and the
preferences they exhibit.

CHANGE OVER TIME
As noted by Carol Sisler in her book, Collegetown has always been changing to meet the
needs of the university and the community it neighbors. Although some changes have been
welcomed, and others argued against, the changes continue to drive a growing community
that represents a major part of Ithaca. In her book, Sisler writes about having to remove
trees to make way for wider roads, raze old buildings to make room for larger ones, and
change the way things are built to improve the health and safety of those living nearby.
Although these changes may seem temporarily dramatic, they are all a part of the larger
picture and represent progress, growth, and success for our city and community.
Collegetown continues to evolve both through its tangible and intangible form.
*

*

*

*

*

For a closer look into these historical excerpts and references, all relevant material has been
clipped and added to the appendix at the end of this document.
We also encourage you to read the research narrative by Blake Gumprecht which chronicles
the Collegetown’s development throughout history.

APPENDIX


BOOK: Remembering Ithaca
o Talking about how Ithacans made ends meet during the Depression Days


To make ends meet they began to “rent a room or two.”




Page 4, Remembering Ithaca

“As the depression waned, many people divided up their large homes into
apartments and rented them out to college people.”


Page 6

o Talking about redevelopment of the area


“Opposite this on Seneca Street, facing North Cayuga, once stood a tall,
Victorian brick house belonging to the Federation of Women’s Clubs of
Ithaca. It had served well as a rooming house for working girls, as a
meeting place for groups and for suppers. In the basement was a second
kitchen and rooms for dancing classes, nursery school or other similar
purposes. In time, this facility had outgrown its usefulness: larger quarters
were badly needed.”


Page 13

o Talking about the rapid growth and development


“Before long, many changes began in the center of town. As soon as cars
became numerous, after the second World War, parking became a
problem; parking meters were placed along the main streets and were
followed by “meter‐maids” in uniform to check periodically and hand out
tickets. A few new businesses sprang up, but a shopping plaza on the
Elmira Road near Meadow Street took some of it. Supermarkets began to
replace the small corner store.”




“For many years Ithaca College students just about filled all downtown
streets at times, eating places and movies as well. Residents took them for
granted and businessmen welcomed their trade.”




Page 10

Pages 14 and 15

“The west end of town has gradually undergone many changes – nearly all
the old houses on West State Street are gone, except a few used for
businesses.”



Page 16

o Talking about Collegetown


“But bookstores and small shops catering to student needs continue as do
nearby rooming houses.”




“Housing for young and old are still a problem. New home building grew
fairly rapidly in all directions until interest rates began to soar along with
taxes, and as the 70’s approached building seemed at a standstill. . . “




Page 19

Page 20

BOOK: Ithaca’s Neighborhoods
o Picture of Cascadilla Hall


Page 157

o “The area now occupied by the university was part of DeWitt's holdings, and the
farmland was cleared early. It was grown to wheat in 18 12, then was turned back
to timber. The lower slope became a pasture.”


Page 157

o “’You see on the hill east of the village a small group of buildings consisting of a
cotton factory, a store, and about twenty dwelling houses, which, for the sake of
distinction, we shall call Eddy's Villa. In both buildings there are altogether 1600
spindles which turn out 1000 yards of cotton daily. There are seventeen families
attached to these mills, [p. 7].’ Thus the area we now call Collegetown was settled
very early.”


Solomon Southwick quote, page 158

o “Besides Forest Park and Cascadilla, there was only one other outstanding
structure on the hill in the early 1860s. To the south of Cascadilla stood a
prominent mansion built in the 1830s by the Giles brothers of Ithaca. The house
was built in two sections, one for each brother and his family, with a central area
for the use of both families. (It became the home of Hiram Corson, Cornell's first
professor of English; later it served as the manse for the Lutheran Church.) And
by 1867 construction had begun on Ezra Cornell's Gothic villa, his only
architectural extravagance (called Cornell's Folly by many), down the slope from
Cornell University's first building and the future campus. For the rest, the hilltop
was mostly farms and woods; there were only seven houses on Huestis Street

(the present College Avenue). It was somewhat later that extensive construction
began in Collegetown.”


Page 158

o “That first year, however, 412 students were admitted, a group of true pioneers.
The small institution grew rather rapidly, and both institution and village were ill
prepared for this expansion.”


Page 159

o “With only these few rooms and Cascadilla, Cornell housing was in very short
supply, and there was much crowding.”


Page 159

o “By 1889 almost all the men students were lodged in rooming houses on the hill
and down in the newly incorporated city of Ithaca. A few roomed in the faculty
cottages. Several makeshift shacks probably stood on the campus, put up by
students who could not afford other lodging.”


Page 162

o “Across the wooden bridge that linked campus and village was a growing
community.”


Page 163

o “To the west of the wooden bridge were Cascadilla and its neighboring mansion,
called Corson Place by its owner, Hiram Corson. In the area bounded by Eddy
Street to the west, the gorge to the north, Hazen Street (Linden Avenue today)
to the east, and State Street to the south were fifty‐nine residences, including
two fraternity houses (one on Eddy and one on Huestis Street). Huestis Street,
which in 1909 was given the name of College Avenue, was named for Lorenzo
Scott Huestis (sometimes spelled Heustis), a gardener and farmer who had a
large house and piece of land opposite present‐day Catherine Street. The Cook
family owned a wide tract between Eddy and Huestis streets and used part of
their property for several large greenhouses (Cook was listed in the city directory
as florist and speculator). Ezra Cornell's son Franklin owned the entire area
between Eddy, State, Blair, and Catherine streets (this last named for one of the
Cook daughters), and his daughter Mary Emily held two pieces at the top of Eddy
Street.”


Page 164

o Picture of Catherine Street



Page 165

o Picture of Eddy Street


Page 166

o “In May 1895 the Ithaca Journal reported that university and local authorities had
reached an agreement to fill up Willow Pond and to extend Huestis Street and
Oak Avenue.”


Page 166

o “Thus, before the turn of the century, Collegetown had developed into a bustling
community. Just across the bridge small businesses sprang up to serve the
student population: barbershops, food markets, restaurants, bookstores,
pharmacies, a saddler and harness shop, and shoemakers, to name a few.”


Page 167

o “In the 1890s homeowners of the area were providing housing for many Cornell
students, as they have continued to do through the years. By this time Huestis
Street was already lined with large houses, designed to accommodate students.
On the east side of the street between the pond and Dryden Road were four
frame houses, with tall basements for student lodgings and long flights of steps
up to the main entrance. Builders favored large houses, complete with towers,
which not only provided many student rooms but presented a grandiose
appearance. By the early twentieth century these four houses alone
accommodated almost sixty student roomers, plus proprietors, janitors, cooks,
and servants.”


Page 167

o Picture of College Ave.


Page 168

o “The old wooden rooming houses on College Avenue were also replaced by a
more solid structure of concrete.”


Page 169

o “In the first half of the twentieth century Collegetown did not change a great
deal. The area nearest the campus provided shops and services for the students.
All the way up the hill to the No. 9 Fire Station on College Avenue were private
houses; toward the campus there were many large and small rooming houses,
with apartments rented by students and lower‐level faculty. College Avenue was
still a narrow street, lined with large shade trees; it did not take on a different

appearance until after World War II, when it was widened and most of the trees
were removed.”


Page 170

o “Collegetown has taken on a new look in the 1980s. Despite confusion, delays,
and considerable disruption, the streets are being improved, the Cascadilla dorms
and Sheldon Court have been renovated by the university, and the new parking
garage and apartment complex have been completed. After the student unrest in
the late 1960s, when events on the Cornell campus shook not only the university's
neighbors but the entire world; after riots in Collegetown when a permit for a
block party was turned down; after scenes of spaced‐out drug users, the 1980s
have brought a cleaner, brighter aspect to the area. The main streets now display
new store fronts, brick‐trimmed sidewalks, park benches, both new and old
businesses concerned with maintaining an attractive appearance. The
Collegetown Neighborhood Council, established to bring a political organization
to the area, has put out a "Good Neighbor Hand book" that gives a short history
of the area and provides newcomers with important information about
landlord/tenant relations, parking regulations, fire safety, and crime prevention.
And in observance of the Ithaca centennial year, the council has sponsored
cleanup days to aid in beautification of the neighborhood. In the spirit of
friendship and local pride, local residents, both permanent and transient, are
being urged to help work toward a better neighborhood. Collegetown now
anticipates the refurbishing of the Eddy Gate, the repaving of Eddy Street and the
addition of brick trim, and continued commercial revitalization. And what could
be more exciting than the new university building, rising on the boundary of the
campus and Collegetown, just to the east of Cornell's first home, Cascadilla Hall.
The Center for the Performing Arts will open in Ithaca's centennial year, offering a
new resource for all Ithacans and a beautiful tribute to the shared history of the
university and Collegetown neighborhoods.”


Page 175
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The unusual demographic characteristics of college towns, and the social differences that exist within student populations, have led to the emergence in college communities of several distinctive types of residential
districts. Using Ithaca, New York, as an example, this study examines the origins and evolution of three such
districts—the Greek-housing district sometimes called “fraternity row,” the student rental area often known
as the student ghetto, and the faculty enclave. Together such districts help to make the American college
town a unique type of urban place.
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The hundreds of college towns in the United States are, in essence, an academic archipelago.1 Similar to one another, they often differ in several important ways from other cities and the regions in which they are located. The most
fundamental difference is demographic and is a reflection of the fact that many
college towns are single-industry communities whose main business is education. The annual migration of new students to campuses means college town
populations are forever young. The need for faculty and administrators, and
the presence of graduate students, mean that college town populations are
more highly educated than the general populace. 2
The lopsided demographics of college communities help explain their distinctive personalities. College town commercial areas reflect the ever-changing tastes of youth and the nonmainstream orientation of many professors.
Faculty and students tend to be more cosmopolitan than the population at
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large, so college towns often act as regional centers of culture. Professors and
students have been shown to be more politically liberal than the general population, which has caused some college towns to develop reputations for social
3
activism and progressive politics. But perhaps the most conspicuous influence of youth and erudition is evident in the character of the college town residential landscape. The presence of unusual concentrations of students and
highly educated adults, and the social differences that exist within college
communities, have led to the emergence in college towns of distinctive types
of residential neighborhoods.
College towns are highly segregated residentially. College faculty and other
permanent residents seldom want to live near undergraduates because of the
different lifestyles they often lead. For students, the college years represent
their first chance to live relatively free from adult interference, so they, too,
prefer to live among their own. Dissimilarities within the student body contribute still further to residential differences within college towns. Although faculty are less concentrated residentially than students, they too have shown a
tendency to cluster. This study will identify and describe three types of residential districts common to college towns that are a function of their unusual
age and education characteristics—the Greek-housing district sometimes
called “fraternity row,” the student rental district often known as the student
ghetto, and the faculty enclave. In order to better understand why such districts
develop and how they have changed over time, I will examine the origin and
evolution of examples of each in a single college town, Ithaca, New York.4
Ithaca is home to two four-year colleges, Cornell University and Ithaca College. This study will focus on residential districts near Cornell because its
impact has been more conspicuous than its younger and smaller neighbor.
Cornell was founded in 1868, its campus laid out atop a plateau that overlooks
the city and Cayuga Lake. Growing quickly to become one of the largest and
most prestigious private universities in the United States, Cornell has come to
exert a profound impact citywide. The influence of Ithaca College is more
localized and less pronounced. Founded in 1892 as the Ithaca Conservatory of
Music, it did not offer bachelor’s degrees until 1926. For most of its history, it
lacked a cohesive campus, its facilities scattered throughout downtown Ithaca.
It did not develop its current campus on what is known locally as South Hill
until the 1960s. Like other private, undergraduate-oriented, liberal arts colleges, Ithaca College houses the majority of its students on campus and has no
off-campus fraternities, which limits its residential impact. Ithaca College faculty, moreover, seem as likely to live near Cornell as Ithaca College, drawn by
5
the greater campus amenities of a research university.
Like other college towns in the longest-settled parts of the United States,
Ithaca has come to be more strongly influenced by its colleges over the years.
When Cornell was founded, Ithaca was a growing manufacturing town. By the
turn of the twentieth century, its factories made boats, glass, pianos, guns,
clocks, paper, and typewriters. In the early 1900s, factories were developed
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that made adding machines, bicycle chains, airplanes, and later, automobile
6
parts. After World War II, however, college enrollments grew rapidly and
manufacturing’s share of employment steadily declined, with most of the
7
city’s old-line industries eventually closing. Students and faculty came to
make up an increasing share of Ithaca’s population. Today, education is overwhelming Ithaca’s biggest “industry.” Cornell and Ithaca College together
employ more than 11,500 people in the city and nearly half of the labor force in
2000 worked in education, compared to 3.5 percent in manufacturing. Since
1960, combined enrollment at Cornell and Ithaca College has doubled to
nearly 26,000, while the city’s population has remained about the same. In
2000, fifty-five percent of the city’s residents were college students. As
Ithaca’s colleges have grown, the housing needs of students and faculty have
8
increasingly shaped the city’s urban landscape.

FRATERNITY ROW

At noncommuter colleges, undergraduates are normally required or
strongly encouraged to live in university-owned residence halls for at least
their freshman year. After freshman year, students begin to sort themselves out
according to their interests and lifestyles. Away from home and perhaps lost in
a university many times larger than their high school, some choose to postpone
independence and formalize their social lives by joining a fraternity or sorority.
In most college towns, fraternity and sorority houses are concentrated in one or
two areas. Often, several line a single street, which is typically called “fraternity row.” Examples include Webster Avenue in Hanover, New Hampshire;
Dubuque Street in Iowa City; and Colorado Street in Pullman, Washington.
With their classical or Greek-revival mansions and the unusual traditions
and active social lives of the people who live in them, the fraternity district is a
landscape unique to college communities. Raucous parties pour from fraternity houses most every weekend during the school year. Pledge week rituals,
formal dances, and the building of homecoming floats are local spectacles.
Fraternity houses can make bad neighbors, which helps explain why they are
often concentrated and located apart from other residential areas. Contrary to
popular perception, fraternity houses at most universities are privately owned
9
and located off campus. While most Greek organizations voluntarily submit
to regulation by universities, college officials do not exert the same degree of
control over them that they do over on-campus residence halls.
Although membership in Greek letter societies is declining and some elite
private colleges, such as Williams College in Williamstown, Massachusetts,
have abolished their Greek systems altogether, fraternities and sororities
remain an integral part of student life in most college towns. At large state universities, typically one-quarter to one-half of undergraduates pledge. At some
private colleges, such as DePauw University in Greencastle, Indiana, three-
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quarters of undergraduates join. While fraternities and sororities have long
been criticized for their elitist (and sometimes bigoted) selection processes,
dangerous hazing rituals, cliquish behavior, excessive drinking, and anti-intellectual attitudes—indeed, it is hard to find noncritical accounts of Greek life—
they can serve a useful purpose for students who require greater social interac11
tion. “For a certain kind of boy at a certain tender age, fraternity is simply a
given,” wrote the novelist Richard Ford, who pledged Sigma Chi at Michigan
State University. “A go-along guy, who wants friends. A guy with standards he
can’t understand. For this kind of boy conformity is a godsend. And I was that
12
kind of boy.”
Ithaca does not possess a single fraternity district or fraternity row, as do
some college towns. Most fraternities and sororities are located on the west
side of the Cornell campus or in one of two suburban areas north of campus,
Cornell Heights and Cayuga Heights (Figure 1). The Greek houses north of
campus are relatively spread out and interspersed with single-family homes.
This study will focus on the West Campus Greek housing district, since fraternity houses are more concentrated and conspicuous here than elsewhere, and
because the area has been home to fraternities for the longest period. The West
Campus area is home to twenty-five fraternity houses and one sorority house
(Figure 2). Most of the houses were built in the late 1800s or early 1900s.
Many have been occupied by the same organization for a century or more. The
majority of Cornell’s most elite fraternities are located in this area. Most of
Cornell’s sororities are located north of campus, and thus outside the focus
area, because they developed later.
Fraternities were an outgrowth of the campus literary societies that emerged
on college campuses in the late 1700s in response to the conservative nature of
higher education at the time. Most colleges were religiously oriented and had
classical curricula that emphasized memorization and recitation. It was in the
literary societies that students found an environment that nurtured free intellectual inquiry. Literary societies sponsored debates on the issues of the day
and built libraries that often surpassed college book collections in size and
scope. The first fraternity established in the United States, Phi Beta Kappa in
1776, was also intellectual in its purpose, but from the beginning fraternities
also had a social component. As colleges liberalized their curricula and took
over some of the functions of literary societies, the purpose of fraternities
13
became chiefly social.
By the time Cornell University opened in 1868, fraternities had replaced the
literary societies in importance on most college campuses and had largely forsaken their intellectual roots. They had become gentleman’s clubs that sought
only the most urbane young men for membership. They provided fellowship
and institutionalized the long-standing college traditions of drinking, smoking, card playing, and singing. They grew, in the words of the historian Frederick Rudolph, because they “offered an escape from the monotony, dreariness,
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Figure 1:

Map of Ithaca, New York, and vicinity showing the Greek housing district, the
Collegetown student rental housing area, and the faculty enclaves, Cayuga
Heights and Bryant Park.
SOURCE: Map by the author.

236

JOURNAL OF URBAN HISTORY / January 2006

Fall Creek

Cornell Heights

Alpha
Sigma Phi

Sigma
Nu

Phi
Gamma
Delta
Sigma Alpha
Epsilon

West Campus
Greek Housing District
Ithaca, New York
Fraternity or sorority

Chi
Psi
Cornell residential facility

Sigma Phi
Epsilon

Alpha
Delta Phi

Omega
Tau
Sigma
Kappa
Sigma
Un
iver
sity

Other Cornell buildings

0

Lambda
Phi Upsilon
Sigma Lambda Sigma
Kappa
Pi

Avenue

Alpha
Tau
Omega

Theta
Delta
Chi

100
Feet

West Campus
Dormitories

Cornell
University
West Avenue

Delta
Phi
Phi
Kappa
Psi

ve
nu

Sigma
Phi

BG04

Kappa
Alpha
Theta

m
Ca

pu

s

Pi
Kappa
Alpha
Chi
Phi

A

Alpha
Omicron
Pi

Delta
Upsilon

Delta
Kappa
Epsilon

Colleg e Avenue

Stewart Aven
ue

Delta
Tau
Delta

illa Creek
c ad
Cas

e

Psi
Upsilon

Lambda
Chi
Alpha

Collegetown

Figure 2:

Ithaca’s West Campus Greek housing district is home to twenty-five fraternities
and one sorority.
SOURCE: Map by the author.

and unpleasantness of the collegiate regimen.” Cornell welcomed fraternities
from the start. Its first president, Andrew Dickson White, had been a fraternity
man at Hobart and Yale, and he spoke publicly about the virtues of fraternities
on numerous occasions, arguing that they encouraged responsibility on the
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part of their members and calling them “the best substitute possible for the
14
family relation.” In Cornell’s first year, seven fraternities were founded.
Fraternities have long served an important housing function at American
universities such as Cornell, which opposed the construction of dormitories
initially. White was adamant in his belief that students would be better housed
in private homes or fraternities, saying that dormitories were breeding grounds
for “carelessness, uproar, and destruction.” Still, the Cornell campus in its
early years was isolated from the main part of Ithaca, sitting atop a steep hill
that remains a difficult climb even in good weather. As a consequence, the university had little choice but to provide rooms for students and faculty at first.
As new classroom buildings were constructed, rooms were set aside for student residences, but as the demand for educational facilities grew, these were
gradually eliminated. The first dormitory for men was not built until 1914. As
a result, fraternities came to house an increasing portion of undergraduate
men.15 Sororities developed later, but have never been as numerous as fraternities because Cornell was an overwhelmingly male institution during the prime
period of Greek society development in the late 1800s and early 1900s.16
Female students were so outnumbered that fraternities regularly bused in
coeds from nearby women’s colleges for big party weekends until the 1960s.
Cornell’s first fraternities rented meeting rooms above businesses in downtown Ithaca. The newly founded Psi Upsilon became the first fraternity to have
its own house and to locate near the Cornell campus when it rented a two-story
structure in 1876 at the corner of Buffalo and Quarry streets in a neighborhood
that became known as Collegetown (see Figure 1). The next year, Delta Kappa
Epsilon rented a house nearby. In 1878, Alpha Delta Phi became the first fraternity to build its own chapter house in the area. One by one, fraternities
migrated from downtown up the steep hill, East Hill, which separates Ithaca’s
central business district from the Cornell campus. The steady migration
of Greeks reflected a general shift in student housing. In time, however, animosity between the Greeks and independents, as non-Greeks were known,
17
prompted most fraternities to relocate.
The story of the Cornell chapter of Alpha Delta Phi is useful in helping to
understand why this geographic shift took place and how separate Greek housing districts emerge in college towns. Alpha Delta Phi was the fourth fraternity
chartered at Cornell. Shortly after its founding in 1868, members rented rooms
in downtown Ithaca, near those of several other fraternities. Soon after Psi
Upsilon and Delta Kappa Epsilon rented houses near campus, alumni of Alpha
Delta Phi raised $12,000 to build a house and purchased a lot on Buffalo Street
about halfway up East Hill. The lot was ideally situated because at the time,
most Cornell students lived downtown and walked up Buffalo Street to campus, passing by the Alpha Delta Phi house. The two-story, brick chapter house
18
was completed in 1878 and provided housing for sixteen brothers.
Three developments shifted the geographic focus of fraternity life and
spurred Alpha Delta Phi to seek a new home. In 1881, Cornell began the
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Figure 3:

Kappa Alpha chapter house, completed in 1887, one of several fraternity
houses built on the Cornell campus on land leased from the university.
SOURCE: Archive Photograph Collection, No. 13-6-2497, Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library. Used with permission.

practice of allowing fraternities to lease land on campus to build chapter
houses. Then, in 1888, a bridge was built at Stewart Avenue over Cascadilla
Creek, which separates the Collegetown neighborhood from Cornell, encouraging the development of fraternity houses on the west side of campus. Within
a few years, three fraternity houses were built on the central campus (see Figure 3) and several more were constructed on the west side, some on campus
lots, others on privately owned parcels. Finally, in 1893, a street railway was
built from downtown to campus along State Street, eliminating most of the
pedestrian traffic that had passed in front of the Alpha Delta Phi house on Buffalo Street.19 These changes served to isolate Alpha Delta Phi. “Buffalo
Street . . . is now quite deserted,” wrote the fraternity’s alumni secretary in
1900, “and for some years the chapter has labored under the disadvantage of
being out of the direct line and a considerable distance from the center of stu20
dent life.” The migration of independents to rooming houses in Collegetown,
meanwhile, spurred an exodus of Greeks from the neighborhood. In 1893,
Alpha Delta Phi had been one of thirteen fraternities in the area. By 1900, only
21
three remained.
Though Alpha Delta Phi was the first fraternity to build its own house, in the
intervening twenty years it had become run down and was smaller and less
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opulent than several newer fraternity houses. If Alpha Delta Phi was to compete for the most sought-after pledges and retain its prominence in campus life,
it needed a new house in a new location. In 1899, the fraternity’s alumni board
22
appointed a committee to consider its options. By this time, Cornell was
under control of a new president, Jacob Gould Schurmann, who was critical of
the Greek system and discontinued the practice of granting fraternities leases
of campus land. Without the option of building on campus, Alpha Delta Phi
considered four sites for a new house, three in Collegetown and one on the
west side of campus. Indicative of the growing divide between Greeks and
independents, it rejected all the Collegetown sites, dismissing one because of
its proximity to “a number of cheap, unattractive buildings” and another,
located near several rooming houses on Heustis Street (now College Avenue),
because “it has a Heustis Street atmosphere as distinguished from a campus
23
atmosphere.” Collegetown was becoming, in every sense of the term, Ithaca’s
student ghetto, and the status-minded fraternities wanted no part of it.
Alpha Delta Phi in 1900 chose a site on the west side of campus but away
from most of the fraternities in that area. By this time, there were seven fraternities located on the west side of campus just north of Cascadilla Creek.
Another stream, Fall Creek, formed the northern boundary of campus. Five
years before, the Chi Psi fraternity had purchased the famous McGraw-Fiske
mansion, which sat on thirty acres on the south edge of Fall Creek, opposite the
northwest corner of campus. Built in 1881 for Jennie McGraw, daughter of one
of Cornell’s founders, the McGraw-Fiske mansion was Ithaca’s most extravagant residence (see Figure 4). Styled after a French chateau and designed by
William Henry Miller, who designed more than seventy buildings in Ithaca
and on the Cornell campus, including nine fraternity houses, it had sweeping
views of the campus, town, and Cayuga Lake, and cost a reported $300,000 to
build. After McGraw died, the land on which the mansion sat was subdivided
into smaller lots, and, over the next decade, many were sold to fraternities. This
became the next major fraternity-building area. In 1899, Phi Kappa Psi built a
house next door to Chi Psi. A year later, Alpha Delta Phi purchased a five-acre
24
lot just below the Chi Psi house.
The Chi Psi house set a standard of luxury that other Cornell fraternities
sought to emulate. In fact, Alpha Delta Phi alumni worried about choosing a
site nearby, fearing they would be forever “overshadowed.” They also worried
that the site was too far from the center of student life. Two factors enabled
them to overlook these disadvantages. The Ithaca street railway was extended
along Stewart Avenue in front of the site they were considering, making the
area more accessible and stimulating the building in the vicinity of several
“fine residences by professors and leading business men,” a class of people
more compatible with the fraternity’s own social aspirations than the independents in Collegetown. Moreover, the fraternity had learned “from reliable
sources” that Cornell planned to build several men’s residence halls across
from the site. Although the fraternity wanted no part of the “Heustis Street
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Figure 4: The Chi Psi fraternity purchased the famous McGraw-Fiske mansion in 1881.
SOURCE: Carol Sisler Papers, Collection 4925, Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library. Used with permission.

atmosphere,” the dormitories would house freshmen, the source of future frater25
nity pledges. What better place to showcase the attractions of fraternity life?
Rather than try to copy the gothic grandeur of the Chi Psi house, Alpha
Delta Phi hired Chicago architect George Dean, a student of Frank Lloyd
Wright, who designed the house in the prairie-school tradition of his mentor
26
(see Figure 5). Seeking to distinguish it still further from Chi Psi, Alpha Delta
Phi built a separate initiation chamber—a windowless, nine-sided, star-shaped
structure designed for the fraternity’s secret initiation rituals. The chapter
house and initiation chamber were completed in 1903. About the same time,
two other fraternities purchased land on the former McGraw-Fiske estate and
began building houses. A third fraternity purchased a private home nearby.
Within a decade, there were ten fraternity houses in the vicinity (see Figure 6).
There were thirteen more located farther south, on the north edge of Cascadilla
27
Creek. In 1914, as expected, Cornell built the first of fifteen men’s residence
halls in between the two Greek housing areas. They provided a steady stream
of new initiates to nearby fraternities and stimulated the building of other
chapter houses in the vicinity.
At Cornell and elsewhere, as Helen Lefkowitz Horowitz has noted, Greeks
dominated the formal aspects of student life. They were disproportionately
represented in student government. They were the editors of the student newspaper and the yearbook. They were the cheerleaders and stars of athletic teams.
Their parties and dances were the most important events on local social calendars and were covered on the society pages of newspapers. Fraternity men
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Figure 5:

Alpha Delta Phi chapter house, built in 1903 on land subdivided from the
McGraw-Fiske estate.
SOURCE: Alpha Delta Phi at Cornell University. Used with permission.

were wealthier and more conservative than the student body as a whole, and
their chapter houses were sumptuous mansions designed to symbolize the status of their residents, with great bay windows, wide verandas, grand staircases,
oak-lined dining rooms, and stone fireplaces. The Saturday Evening Post
28
called Cornell’s chapter houses “the very apex of sybaritic luxury.” Cornell’s
early fraternities were also exclusively white and Christian, which stimulated
the development of minority Greek organizations. The first black fraternity in
the United States, Alpha Phi Alpha, was founded at Cornell in 1906, though it
does not appear to have had a chapter house, its members living together in a
rooming house on State Street. A Jewish fraternity, Zeta Beta Tau, was established on campus the following year. It established chapter houses first in
29
Collegetown and later in Cornell Heights.
Cornell’s Greek system, like those at other universities, grew with the institution, eventually becoming one of the largest in the United States. By 1925,
there were eighty fraternities and sororities, and chapter houses had spread
north into the Cornell Heights neighborhood and the separately incorporated
village of Cayuga Heights. Several years before, Delta Gamma had become
the first sorority to own its own house and sorority membership increased as
30
female enrollment grew. The lure of fraternity life and the contrasts between
the Greeks and their opposites, the studious but socially inept “grinds,” was
well illustrated in Charles Thompson’s novel, Halfway Down the Stairs, set in
Ithaca. The book’s protagonist, a self-described “grubby little jerk from Philip,
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Figure 6:

Fraternity houses built on land subdivided from the McGraw-Fiske estate in the
late 1800s and early 1900s. Alpha Delta Phi’s star-shaped initiation chamber is
to the right of the fraternity’s chapter house.
SOURCE: Alpha Delta Phi at Cornell University. Used with permission.

Mass.,” arrives in Ithaca at one of the West Campus dorms, expecting ivy-covered grandeur only to find a “dirt and tar-paper shack, which was crouched
31
with nine or ten like it under the shadow of two great brick fraternity houses.”
The houses belonged to Psi Upsilon and Sigma Phi, still today among
Cornell’s most elite fraternities.
“Well, I dropped my bags on the stoop of this hovel, and looked up at the fraternity houses,” recalled the novel’s central character. “They were huge, with
diamond panes and lattice windows and about fifteen chimneys apiece. Each
one had a cool flagstone terrace, and on one of these terraces a bunch of people
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were having a party. They were tall brown boys and girls in skirts and cashmere
sweaters, in light flannels and white bucks, and they looked like something out
of the Philip Yacht Club. They were drinking what looked like orange juice;
they moved in and out of wide French doors on the terrace, and inside someone
was playing good cocktail piano. I stood there and watched them for a long
time, fascinated.” After a while, one of the fraternity men wandered over to a
wall, gazed out over the town, then looked down at the dorms. “There was a
funny mixture of reactions on his face. He saw my suit and my shoes and my
long hair and my beat-up cardboard suitcases, but it wouldn’t have bothered
him if he hadn’t caught the look on my face. I guess he saw pure envy there, and
a bitter kind of lust. . . . I wanted to be up on the Sigma Phi terrace with the
pretty boys and pretty girls.”
Fraternities have experienced alternating periods of expansion and contraction, support and criticism. Many closed during World War II and struggled to
regain their previous stature in a postwar era during which veterans dominated
campus life. Fraternities boomed again during the 1950s, once the veterans
graduated—two-thirds of Cornell freshmen pledged in the mid-1950s—only
to come under attack in the nonconformist Sixties. Membership declined and
some two dozen fraternities and sororities at Cornell closed. Fraternities
nationwide were pressured to eliminate discriminatory clauses in their
charters and to actively recruit ethnic and religious minorities. In 1968, Cornell’s Board of Trustees instituted a policy requiring all fraternities and sororities to comply with an antidiscrimination pledge. The conservatism of
fraternities stood in sharp contrast to the tenor of the times. When militant
blacks occupied the Cornell student union in 1969, for example, members of
32
the Delta Upsilon fraternity broke into the building to try to remove them.
Some faculty at Cornell and elsewhere called for the abolishment of the Greek
33
system, which one report called “an absurd anachronism.” Few colleges ever
acted on such recommendations, perhaps because, as one Cornell report found
and observers elsewhere have noted, a disproportionate share of the most generous alumni donors to colleges and universities are fraternity men.34
The campus protests of the 1960s led to the eventual elimination of many
university regulations governing student behavior, which, along with the raising of the legal drinking age and the popularity of the fraternity movie Animal
House, spurred a revival of Greek life in the 1980s. As state after state raised its
drinking age to twenty-one, fraternities assured undergraduates continued
access to alcohol and made chapter houses once again the center of campus
life. Fraternities became, in the words of Simon Bronner, “underage drinking
clubs.” Nationwide, fraternity membership nearly doubled between 1980 and
1986. The number of fraternities and sororities at Cornell grew from fifty-two
35
to sixty-five in a decade. Giant fraternity parties rocked the West Campus
Greek housing district every weekend. One fraternity alumnus described the
1980s as Cornell’s “Lord of the Flies period,” an era when fraternity parties
36
advertising 125 kegs and drawing 3,000 people were common.
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Growing concern in recent years over student drinking, the sexual conduct
of fraternity members, and injuries caused by hazing, and continued criticism
that fraternity membership practices are elitist and even discriminatory, have
37
prompted colleges to again try to reign in the Greeks. Some institutions have
banned alcoholic beverages from chapter houses. Cornell has imposed many
new restrictions on Greek social activities. Open parties are now prohibited:
All events must be by invitation only and sponsors are required to have a guest
list at the door. Chapters must hire a licensed caterer for all events where alcohol is served. Rush and pledge functions must be dry. Conversations with fraternity members indicate that the regulations are more a nuisance than a
deterrent and are routinely ignored or circumvented. Drinking is still a central
component of Greek life and student cultures in general (see Figure 7). Large
parties are still common, with the fraternities on West Campus taking turns
holding the biggest events. Underage drinking is still widespread. Hazing is
still practiced, though truly dangerous rituals are rare.38 Cornell’s fraternities
and sororities, like Greek organizations nationwide, also remain overwhelmingly white. While all have eliminated discriminatory membership policies in
their bylaws and now have minority members, they are still less diverse than
39
the student body and society as a whole.
Changing attitudes toward fraternities are having an impact. Nationwide,
fraternity membership declined 30 percent between 1990 and 2000. At the
dawn of the twenty-first century, “Greek life is . . . a tough sell,” according to
Richard McKaig, director of the Center for the Study of the College Fraternity
40
at Indiana University. At Cornell, membership fell 11.2 percent between
1996 and 2001. Three chapter houses closed. Cornell fraternity members refer
to the time before the new social rules were implemented as “the good old
41
days.” Nevertheless, Greek life remains an integral part of student life at Cornell, which had forty-four fraternities and twenty-one sororities in 2001.
Roughly one-quarter of undergraduates were members. The continued importance of fraternities and sororities, and the prominence of their chapter houses
in the built environment (see Figure 8), suggest that the fraternity district will
remain a distinctive attribute of college towns well into the future.

THE STUDENT GHETTO

For as long as there have been fraternities and sororities, there have been
undergraduates who have reviled them, resented their importance, and lived
their college years outside their sphere of influence. Many prefer to rent large
houses near campus with friends or live in apartments. Campus-adjacent
neighborhoods are often dominated by such rentals. Most college towns of a
certain size have at least one neighborhood near campus that is home almost
exclusively to undergraduates. Informally, it is often called the “student
ghetto” and is characterized by dilapidated houses, beat-up couches sitting on
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Figure 7: Students use a funnel while drinking at a Cornell University fraternity party.
SOURCE: Photograph by the author.

porches, cars parked on lawns, and bicycles chained to anything that will not
move (see Figure 9). It is the result of what happened to many campus-adjacent
neighborhoods when enrollments mushroomed following World War II: Colleges became less able to house their students, landlords saw an opportunity,
and homeowners sought refuge from the influx of young people. Such neighborhoods often filtered down from faculty and other more well-to-do perma42
nent residents as the housing stock deteriorated.
Neighborhoods such as University Hill in Boulder, Colorado; College Park
in Gainesville, Florida; and the Collegetown district in Ithaca are locally notorious and the frequent subject of proposals by government officials seeking to
43
control their spread and improve their appearance (see Figure 10). Many college towns have sought to slow the expansion of such neighborhoods by
imposing regulations intended to discourage the conversion of single-family
homes into rental properties. In a decision that could prove significant for college towns, the Indiana Court of Appeals in 2002 struck down as unconstitutional a zoning ordinance in the college town of Bloomington, Indiana, that
said no more than three unrelated adults could live in any dwelling. Many college towns have similar ordinances. Couches on porches are so central to the
image of the student ghetto that an entrepreneur in Ithaca created a poster that
is a parody of tourist posters such as “The Doors of Dublin.” It features thirtythree photos of couches and other indoor furniture on Ithaca porches above the
banner, “Couches of Collegetown” (see Figure 11). Some see the proliferation
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Figure 8:

Delta Kappa Epsilon, one of 25 fraternity houses in Ithaca’s West Campus Greek
housing district.
SOURCE: Photograph by the author.

of couches on porches as less benign, however. The City Council in Boulder
recently implemented an ordinance prohibiting upholstered furniture outdoors
44
in response to several riots on University Hill in which couches were burned.
The origin and evolution of Ithaca’s Collegetown neighborhood (see Figure
1) is in many ways representative of student-rental districts in college towns
nationwide. Collegetown did not exist when Cornell opened its doors in 1868.
Most residents of Ithaca lived on the “flats” that extended southward from
Cayuga Lake. Ithaca’s central business district developed along State Street
and most homes were located north of it. There were but a scattering of private
homes on East Hill, adjacent to the Cornell campus. Most of the area was occupied by small farms and woods. The first significant building on East Hill was a
cotton mill built in 1827 by Otis Eddy, for whom one of the major streets in
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Figure 9: Typical student-ghetto rental house in the Collegetown neighborhood, Ithaca.
SOURCE: Photograph by the author.

Collegetown is named. The mill was torn down in 1866 and replaced by a fivestory stone building, Cascadilla Place, a hospital based on the water cure,
45
which also failed. Cornell leased Cascadilla Place, converting it into a dormitory for students and faculty. It became the nucleus around which the neighborhood grew. Collegetown developed organically in response to
undergraduate demand for housing, the student-dominated district expanding
outward as Cornell’s enrollment increased.
When Cornell opened, students had three choices of where to live.
Cascadilla Place provided room and board for 104 students, plus twelve faculty members and their families. It was abhorred by professors and students
alike. It had outdoor privies and gas lighting. The manager of the dining room
kept a pigsty out back. Cornell’s first president, Andrew Dickson White, who
lived in Cascadilla while his home was being built, called it “an ill-ventilated,
46
ill-smelling, uncomfortable, ill-looking alms house.” Another seventy-five
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Figure 10: Sights such as this one have prompted governments in college towns to try to
improve the appearance of student rental districts and control their spread.
SOURCE: Photograph by the author.

students lived in the university’s first academic building, Morrill Hall. Everyone else had to live down the hill in central Ithaca and walk a mile to campus,
climbing the steep, four-hundred-foot hill upon which the university stands.
The walk to campus was so exhausting that an early professor placed a stone
bench about halfway up Buffalo Street to provide weary climbers a place to
47
rest.
White opposed the building of dormitories, insisting undergraduates would
be better off rooming in private homes. “Large bodies of students collected in
dormitories often arrive at a degree of turbulence,” he said, “which small par48
ties, gathered in the houses of citizens, seldom if ever reach.” By necessity,
some space was set aside in the first university buildings to house students, but
as enrollment grew, student rooms were converted to academic uses. The
building of rental housing near campus lagged behind demand. For the first
five years, the majority of students lived in central Ithaca, many forming clubs
so they could reduce expenses by leasing an entire house. Cornell’s first student newspaper, the Era, urged Ithaca residents to “wake up” and “furnish
accommodations—at reasonable prices and within reasonable distance of the
University halls.” So desperate were students for housing near campus that a
group of twenty students was granted permission to build a cottage on the university grounds. Later, David Starr Jordan, who became the first president of
Stanford University, joined with several classmates to build a wood “hut” on
49
campus, near the president’s house.
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Figure 11: Couches on porches are so central to the image of the student ghetto that an
Ithaca entrepreneur created this parody of tourist posters such as “The Doors
of Dublin.”
SOURCE: Carole Schiffman. Used with permission.

Finally, in the late 1870s, several large, frame rooming houses were built on
Eddy Street and Heustis Street, now College Avenue (see Figure 12). By 1889,
there were fifty-nine residences in Collegetown. Enrollment at Cornell had
topped 1,000, making it one of the largest universities in the country. That year,
the Era appealed to the city to extend its streetcar line to campus, claiming that
the lack of transportation served to “isolate the university” and caused rents in
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Figure 12: Rooming houses built in the 1870s along Heustis Street, now College Avenue, in
Ithaca’s Collegetown neighborhood.
SOURCE: Archive Photograph Collection, No. 13-6-2497, Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library. Used with permission.

Collegetown to become “abnormally high,” a common complaint in student
50
rental districts up to the present day. The streetcar line was extended to campus in 1893. The largest rooming houses were located along Heustis Street,
most of them, in the words of Cornell’s historian, “cheap, ugly, and hazard51
ous.” In time, businesses began to spring up in Collegetown to serve students
living in the rooming houses. In 1903, a private dormitory, Sheldon Court, was
built opposite the main entrance to Cornell. It housed 135 students, the Triangle
52
Book Store, a doctor’s office, and a restaurant known as Mother’s Kitchen.
The student-housing district grew and grew. Year by year, new houses were
built on the north-south streets leading to campus. Between 1904 and 1910,
twenty new houses were built along Heustis Street. Eventually, new east-west
streets were developed and one by one houses were built along them. The
Cook family, Ithaca’s leading florists at the turn of the century, owned a large
tract between Heustis and Eddy streets, upon which they had an orchard and
several greenhouses. Catherine Street and Cook Street were built through this
tract. Over the next twenty years, two dozen houses were built on the two oneblock streets and the last of the greenhouses was removed. By 1930, most of
present-day Collegetown was built up. Houses farthest from campus were initially occupied by families, who may have rented an extra room to students, but
over time these too were converted to rooming houses and later apartments.
The Collegetown commercial district also expanded. The parts of Heustis
Street, Dryden Road, and Eddy Street closest to campus came to be lined with
restaurants, bookstores, grocers, barbers, and other businesses catering to
53
students.
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As Cornell students began to sort themselves out residentially according to
lifestyle differences, Collegetown developed a decidedly different character
than the Greek-housing district between Fall and Cascadilla creeks. Where the
fraternity houses were expensive and palatial, the rooming houses were, in the
words of Morris Bishop, a Cornell student and later a faculty member, “light,
flimsy structures of wood or of loathsome chocolate-colored Ithaca mud.”
Bishop mapped the geography of the rooming houses in a 1912 article in the
Cornell Era. The most desirable—and expensive—were located on the hill
leading to Collegetown. “The dweller here need never be ashamed of his
address,” Bishop wrote. The quality of housing quickly deteriorated east of
Eddy Street, an area he referred to as “The Great Rooming-House Belt.”
“Rooms here are cheaper,” he wrote, “but as ever you must pay for cheapness.
Many . . . are small, bare, and insecure against the invasion of our famous February weather.” In 1913, a committee composed of students reported that most
of the Heustis Street and Dryden Road rooming houses were “crowded” and
many were “fire traps,” and recommended that the university begin regular
inspection of the rooming houses. The following year, Cornell’s Board of
Trustees implemented a plan to inspect the rooming houses annually and sup54
ply to freshman a list of inspected houses.
Where the best of the fraternity houses were home to the undergraduate
elite, Collegetown housed those students who were at the bottom of the Cornell “caste system,” according to Bishop. They were, he wrote fifty years later,
“a vast plebian mass, the independents, the outsiders, the pills, the poops, the
drips.” Where the fraternity district was Cornell’s country club, Collegetown
was its tenement district. It also became Ithaca’s Left Bank, particularly after
World War II, when living in the “sweet little slum of rooming houses” became
an affectation of the wannabe proletariat. “The Collegetown crowd—well,
they’re the bohemians,” wrote Charles Thompson in Halfway Down the Stairs.
“They dress a la Greenwich Village and they’re actors and writers and musi55
cians and that sort of thing. I always thought they were a ratty bunch.”
As Cornell’s enrollment grew following World War II, the student housing
district expanded. Enrollment nearly doubled between 1940 and 1965, as veterans flooded campuses and baby boomers began to enter college. The proportion of high school graduates attending college tripled in the first three decades
56
after the war. Like most American universities, Cornell devoted increasing
resources to dormitory construction, building in the 1950s alone seven residence halls capable of housing 1,200 students, but the number of students living off campus grew even faster. The nature of student accommodations also
changed, as the postwar student sought more room and greater freedom. Students came to prefer apartments and gradually most of Collegetown’s rooming
57
houses were converted. As demand for off-campus housing increased, many
single-family homes in Collegetown were also turned into apartments. Typical
of college towns nationwide, landlords could outbid families as houses came
on the market. The lifestyle differences between students and older adults also
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pushed families out. Block by block, Collegetown turned from a mixed neighborhood into a student-dominated district. At the time, it was also a predominantly male neighborhood, as female students were required to live on campus
or in sororities, as they were at many American colleges.
Collegetown became the center of Ithaca’s countercultural scene during the
1960s, a period one writer later called the neighborhood’s “Golden Age.” As
enrollments grew and the contrasts between undergraduates and the rest of the
population intensified, student-dominated districts near college campuses
developed a culture all their own. They were, in the words of the sociologist
John Lofland, “cities of youth.” The anthropologist William Partridge called
one such neighborhood in Gainesville, Florida, “the hippie ghetto.” It was in
Ithaca’s Collegetown that Richard Fariña, confidante of Bob Dylan and
brother-in-law of Joan Baez, set his quintessentially Sixties novel, Been Down
So Long It Looks Like Up to Me. There were poetry readings at the Cabbagetown
Café. Gays and bikers hung out at Morrie’s bar. “Eight Miles High” drifted out
of apartment windows. A paved parcel at the corner of Eddy Street and Dryden
58
Road was set aside as “People’s Park.” “Collegetown,” wrote a contemporary
observer, “is, and always has been, the fertile soil in this area for writing, party59
ing, rioting, speech-making, and messing up and getting off.”
In the early seventies, however, a “wave of heroin” arrived in Collegetown
and the mood began to sour. In 1971, a reputed drug dealer was murdered in a
Collegetown parking lot. Junkies ruled the streets, according to one writer. The
grassy slope behind Cascadilla Place became the favored spot to smoke marijuana. Drug deals “were going on all the time” on Eddy Street. LSD was com60
monplace, with hangers-on “‘laying hits’ on anyone who walked by.” In May
1972, following an anti–Vietnam War rally on campus, a crowd tried to set fire
to the Collegetown branch of the First National Bank, but it would not burn.
Two days later, police seeking to break up a block party on College Avenue
triggered a four-hour melee during which partygoers threw bottles, cans, and
rocks at police. Twenty-nine people were arrested and twenty others were
injured, including ten policemen (see Figure 13). Police in riot gear used tear
61
gas to disperse the crowd.
By this time, the housing stock in Collegetown had deteriorated. Little new
housing had been built in a half-century and existing housing was poorly
maintained (see Figure 14). The most run-down buildings were fire and health
hazards. “It was dirty, cockroach infested,” said Sean Killeen, who represented
62
the neighborhood on the Ithaca Common Council. As enrollments increased,
a housing shortage developed on campus, which heightened demand for housing off-campus. The greatest growth was in the female student population,
which doubled between 1965 and 1975 while male enrollment stayed about
the same. In response to protests against differential regulations for coeds,
which grew out of the nationwide student power movement, Cornell’s administration gradually eliminated rules requiring female students to live on campus,
which escalated demand for rental properties in Collegetown. Demand
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Figure 13: Handcuffed student arrested in May 1972 Collegetown riot.
SOURCE: Photograph by Dan Brothers, published in A Century at Cornell, by Daniel Margulis and
John Schroeder, copyright 1980. Used with permission.

exceeded supply in the areas closest to campus, so rents rose. Because students
were a captive market, landlords often did little to improve their properties (see
Figure 15). The situation grew so bad that in 1965 students put up tents on
campus to protest poor housing conditions in Ithaca. Cornell implemented a
detailed code for student rental housing and, in 1966, began requiring students
to live in university-approved housing. In 1969, the Ithaca Tenants Union was
formed; it called on Cornell to build more residential facilities on campus and
pressured the city to strengthen its building codes and increase enforcement.
63
Rent strikes became widespread.
A columnist in the Cornell student newspaper in 1975 lampooned the poor
conditions of Collegetown housing, retelling the story of his search for a place
to live. He visited one apartment on Eddy Street, which he described as “a
street of singular charm and ugliness, punctuated by garbage cans and parking
meters. . . . The landlord, an unfriendly and unshaven man with an apron,
showed me into the flat which had a bedroom, kitchen and water closet and all
slanting ten degrees off the horizontal. The table was nailed to the floor and the
landlord told me the only problem with the flat was when Sally upstairs
washed her twelve blue jeans and washing machine B overflowed, but there
was plastic in the closet to catch the drippings.” He visited another apartment
on Buffalo Street. “The landlord led me up the stairs [which] creaked with the
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Figure 14: Rooming house at 209 College Avenue, Ithaca.
SOURCE: Photograph by Carin Ashjian, published in A Century at Cornell, by Daniel Margulis and
John Schroeder, copyright 1980. Used with permission.

poverty that makes a great writer and my heart beat faster and my pencil
weighed heavy in my pocket. The door to the flat led to the kitchen which led to
the bathroom which led to the bedroom where the light from the gabled window lit all three rooms because they were in a straight line . . . The window had
a crack in it where I could stuff my socks. Bad apartments make good writers
64
so I signed the lease and I was happy.”
Collegetown has undergone profound changes over the last quarter century.
City officials began to press for the redevelopment of the neighborhood in
1968. The following year, a city-sponsored urban renewal plan called for the
heart of Collegetown to be demolished and replaced with a massive, multipurpose development. It recommended construction of a large building on College Avenue that would include 375 apartments, 600 parking spaces, retail on
the first and second floors, two movie theaters, a restaurant, and nine floors
of office space. It also called for the construction of six to eight high-rise apartment towers, the tallest eighteen to twenty-one stories. The plan went nowhere
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Figure 15: Cramped interior of a typical Collegetown apartment, 1971.
SOURCE: Photograph by Richard A. Shulman, published in A Century at Cornell, by Daniel
Margulis and John Schroeder, copyright 1980. Used with permission.

because, as Ithaca planning director H. Matthys Van Court said, “it was too
65
big” and “unfinancable.” Countless proposals were debated over the subsequent decade, but little real change took place until the 1980s. In 1981, Cornell
decided to build a new $16.5-million performing arts center in Collegetown,
and to renovate Cascadilla Place and a once-private dormitory nearby to
provide additional student housing.
Cornell spent $40 million on various Collegetown projects and, in the process, stimulated the transformation of the neighborhood. Today, large apartment
buildings, the tallest of which is nine stories, line both sides of Dryden Road
(see Figure 16). Several other apartment buildings were built on College Avenue
and Eddy Street. “It’s like a mini-Manhattan,” observed one local business66
man. The city encouraged development by temporarily suspending buildingheight limits and parking requirements. Over a ten-year period, more than a
dozen apartment buildings, capable of housing 1,700 people, were built. The
building boom is representative of changes that are taking place in studenthousing districts in college towns nationwide. A prolonged period of economic prosperity meant students were arriving at college with new cars and
more money for housing. Landlords in Ithaca and elsewhere discovered that
student tastes had changed. Where undergraduates in earlier periods would
snap up cramped and dingy apartments in beat-up old houses, a new breed of
students preferred modern buildings with greater amenities, while still wanting to live close to campus. Developers such as Houston-based Sterling
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Figure 16: Large, modern apartment buildings now line Dryden Road in Collegetown, indicative of the changing nature of college town student rental districts.
SOURCE: Photograph by the author.

University Housing have recognized this market niche. Sterling has built amenity-rich student housing—intended as a cross between dormitories and apartments—in thirty college communities. Its properties typically include fitness
centers, volleyball courts, hot tubs, game rooms, and high-speed Internet
67
access.
Jason Fane, Ithaca’s biggest landlord, built three of the apartment buildings
on Dryden Road. All are fully furnished, air conditioned, with dishwashers,
microwave ovens, and Ethernet connections. One even has a doorman. Fane
also owns a number of older Collegetown houses. He has watched student
housing tastes change over the last quarter century. In 1975, he remarked that
68
students “aren’t interested in aesthetics.” A quarter century later, Fane
observed that students “are looking for quality.” They want apartments that are
“clean, fresh, new,” “close to campus,” with “the latest technology,” “superb
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services,” and “views.” “Basically,” he concluded, “students want pretty much
69
the same thing as the tenant in a new high-rise tower in a big city.” Rental rates
have skyrocketed as a result of the new development. A one-bedroom apartment in Fane’s newest building, Collegetown Center, is $1,300–$1,400 a
month. Parking costs another $175 a month. Studio apartments in the 312 College Avenue building, which has a mini-theater that residents can reserve,
70
study rooms, and a concierge, are $1,020–$1,255 a month.
The expensive new buildings have increased the population density, stimulated new retail development, and created, in effect, two Collegetowns. There
were nearly 2,000 more people living in the neighborhood in 2000 than there
were in 1980, an increase of 125 percent. Population density is now comparable to Brooklyn or San Francisco. Not surprisingly, the population is young,
most are students, and nearly all are renters. Anyone over age thirty stands out.
Collegetown is also increasingly Asian, reflecting a rise in the enrollment of
Asian students at Cornell since 1980. Asians made up 30 percent of the neighborhood’s population in 2000, a proportion three times higher than twenty
years before.71 Many of the new apartment buildings include retail on the first
floor, and the character of businesses has changed dramatically in recent years.
Collegetown is now filled with restaurants, bars, coffee houses, and other businesses catering to the wealthier students who live in the new buildings. There
are seventeen different restaurants, including six different varieties of Asian
cuisine.
Farther from campus, however, Collegetown remains much as it has for fifty
years. The lower ends of Eddy Street, College Avenue, and nearby streets are
still lined with large, frame houses full of student apartments, many of them
approaching one hundred years old. Rents are cheaper than they are in the new
buildings. Since the 1960s, the student-housing district has expanded down
East Hill and east into the Bryant Park neighborhood, as rising enrollments
increased demand for rentals. Collegetown remains Ithaca’s student ghetto
and still meets the definition of a ghetto as a neighborhood where a particular
group lives in relative isolation from the rest of the population, but parts of the
area no longer fit the aesthetic characteristics that such a designation suggests.
Collegetown, like student housing districts in university communities
nationwide, is changing.

THE FACULTY ENCLAVE

Although professors are less concentrated residentially than they once were
and are scattered throughout university communities like Ithaca, most college
towns have at least one older neighborhood near campus that has resisted the
invasion of undergraduates and is home to large numbers of professors and
college staff. The faculty enclave is a neighborhood of classic homes and treelined streets, where residents vigilantly seek to preserve the area’s character
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Figure 17: Entrance to Cayuga Heights, one of two major faculty enclaves in Ithaca.
SOURCE: Photograph by the author.

and prevent incursions by students (see Figure 17). John Jakle, in a study of
Urbana, Illinois, found that University of Illinois faculty were concentrated in
that city’s Carle Park neighborhood and observed that professors were more
likely to own houses that were architecturally distinctive as a way to set themselves apart as an “educated gentry class.” Gorman Beauchamp, in a portrait of
Burns Park, a faculty enclave in Ann Arbor, Michigan, noted that residents of
such neighborhoods are more likely than inhabitants of other areas to own a
passport, subscribe to the New York Review of Books, and espouse liberal
causes, and less likely to go to church or fly the U.S. flag. “Ah yes, Burns
Park,” Beauchamp wrote, quoting a faculty colleague at the University of
72
Michigan, “where they vote left and live right.”
Ithaca has at least two faculty-oriented neighborhoods, Cayuga Heights and
Bryant Park (see Figure 1). Cayuga Heights, a separately incorporated village
located north of the Cornell campus, is the more elite of the two, its lots larger,
its homes more expensive, and, as a result, is home to high percentages of tenured and emeritus faculty. Nearly two-thirds of adult residents in Cayuga
73
Heights in 2000 held graduate degrees. Bryant Park, adjacent to the south
side of the Cornell campus and convenient as well to Ithaca College, was
developed about the same time, but its lots are smaller, its homes less grandiose, and its location less desirable. Where Cayuga Heights looks out on picturesque Cayuga Lake, Bryant Park abuts the student-dominated Collegetown
district. While Cayuga Heights has traditionally been home to large numbers
of senior faculty, Bryant Park is more affordable and, as a result, has been
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popular with younger faculty buying their first homes. One longtime resident
of Bryant Park, a Cornell economics professor, said, “I always tell my students
that the proletariat professors live in [Bryant Park] and the affluent ones live in
74
Cayuga Heights.”
In the early years after Cornell was founded, most faculty lived on campus—
first in Cascadilla Place alongside students and later in houses built on the university grounds. Because the campus was isolated from the rest of Ithaca, Cornell’s trustees permitted faculty to build houses on land leased from the
75
university, a practice not uncommon in college towns. The first two faculty
cottages were built in 1871 and eventually thirty-four faculty homes were built
on campus. Cornell President White supported the program because he
believed “commodious, convenient, and attractive” homes would make professors less likely to leave Cornell. “Even the presence of an attractive little
veranda or bay-window,” he said, “may hold a wife against advanced salary for
76
her husband elsewhere.” After the turn of the century, as Cornell’s enrollment
began to rise, there came to be increasing pressure for the land upon which the
houses were built. One by one the faculty houses were purchased, demolished,
and replaced by academic buildings, and faculty moved off campus. This
change stimulated residential development nearby. In fact, the only subdivisions developed in Ithaca between 1888 (when it was incorporated as a city)
and World War I were built on East Hill in areas convenient to the Cornell
77
campus.
Ithaca’s first faculty enclave was Cornell Heights, located between the Cornell campus and Cayuga Heights, on the north edge of the Fall Creek gorge. An
unnamed writer in the Cornell student newspaper first recognized the residential potential of the area one year after the university’s founding. In an article
calling for the construction of housing for students near campus, the writer
appealed to the owner of the land north of Fall Creek to “at once throw a bridge
across that stream as near as possible to the University edifices, cut up his
property into building lots, and forthwith erect as many inexpensive but substantial residences as can be built.”78 A few years later, Franklin Cornell, son of
university founder Ezra Cornell, likewise recognized the attractions of the
area, observing, “the land across the gorge is the grandest and best in this country for residences.” He had a different clientele in mind than the student writer,
however, predicting that one day “the campus people will burst across the
79
gorge . . . and make those lands the choicest in Ithaca.”
The lack of a bridge across the deep gorge inhibited development of the area
for a quarter century. Finally, in 1896, a group led by Edward G. Wyckoff, son
of a wealthy Ithaca businessman, announced plans for the development of
Cornell Heights. Wyckoff purchased a controlling interest in the Ithaca Street
Railway so the streetcar line could be extended to the area. Two bridges were
built across the gorge just before the turn of the century, enabling the street railway to be built through the Cornell campus to Cornell Heights and back. From
the outset, Wyckoff envisioned Cornell Heights as an elite residential area
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catering to faculty and businessmen, “without the encroachment of commercial
80
interests or students.” Several streets were named for early Cornell professors. Most original residents were Cornell faculty, who walked to campus or
rode the streetcar.
An unwelcome development in 1906, typical of the forces that trigger
neighborhood change in college towns, squelched Cornell Heights’ emergence as Ithaca’s premier faculty enclave. That year, Sherman Peer donated his
Cornell Heights house to the Alpha Zeta fraternity. The move enraged
Wyckoff, who threatened legal action against Peer for violating the terms of
his deed. “You are aware as to the efforts we have always made to the end of
keeping fraternities from occupying houses on Cornell Heights,” Wyckoff
wrote his lawyer. “These young men are causing considerable annoyance in
81
the neighborhood.” Cornell Heights’ proximity to campus made it increasingly difficult to keep out students and gradually faculty began to relocate. In
1912, Cornell built the first of several women’s dormitories in the area. Two
years later, Wyckoff himself gave up, selling his Cornell Heights estate to the
Phi Kappa Psi fraternity. Many faculty who sought to escape the invasion of
82
students looked north.
Cayuga Heights held many of the attractions of Cornell Heights without its
major disadvantages. Sitting atop the same plateau as the Cornell campus, it is
at the same elevation as the university grounds, a desirable characteristic in
hilly and snowy Ithaca. It overlooks Cayuga Lake, while its gently rolling
topography meant many home sites would have lake views. While it was convenient to the Cornell campus, it was not so close that it faced the same pressure from student housing (though fraternities were later built on its southern
edge). Because it never became part of the city of Ithaca, it has also been better
able to control what goes on within its borders. The nucleus around which
Cayuga Heights developed, two parcels totaling 616 acres north of Cornell
Heights, just beyond the Ithaca village limits, were purchased in about 1901 by
Jared Newman, Edward Wyckoff’s attorney, and Charles Hazen Blood,
Newman’s law partner. Newman and Blood hired Boston landscape architect
Warren Manning to design the subdivision. Influenced by the picturesque residential designs of Frederick Law Olmsted, Manning laid out Cayuga Heights
with irregular-sized home lots and curving streets that followed the contours of
the landscape. White pines and other trees were planted according to formal
83
plan.
Development of Cayuga Heights was slow at first. Newman built a summer
home there in 1903. In 1909, he built a year-round residence. Two years later,
Sherman Peer built a Gustav Stickley–designed house next door to the
Newman home (see Figure 18). By the end of that year, there were twenty-one
houses in the tract. In 1913, Newman began to more actively promote Cayuga
Heights. He named the first area that was subdivided White Park, after Cornell’s first president. He advertised home sites in the Cornell Alumni News,
which circulated on campus. He envisioned Cayuga Heights as a village of
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Figure 18: These three grand residences marked the entrance to Cayuga Heights in 1916.
SOURCE: The History Center of Tompkins County. Used with permission.
NOTE: At the center is the house of Cayuga Heights developer Jared Newman. At left is the Gustav
Stickley–designed house of Sherman Peer, a close friend of Newman. At right is the house of John
Tanner, Newman’s brother-in-law.

“cultured families” and predicted it would become “the finest residential section in Ithaca.” To keep out “undesirable elements” he refused to allow real
estate agents to sell home lots on his behalf. Deeds prohibited fraternities and
84
commercial enterprises. House designs had to be approved by the developers.
Newman saw Cornell faculty as his preferred clientele (see Figure 19). In a
letter to a Chicago real estate broker in 1920, he noted that Cornell professors
were to receive large salary increases that year. Many of them, he observed,
“are on the lookout for homes and a goodly portion of them turn their attention
in this direction.” To distinguish Cayuga Heights from Cornell Heights, he
noted that there “isn’t a single boarding house in the entire village” and “the
lots are larger and the outlook finer.” By February 1921, there were fifty-six
houses in Cayuga Heights. “Three-fourths of the residents,” he wrote, “are in
some way connected with the University.” Newman’s correspondence is filled
with sales pitches to professors. In one, he encourages Professor John Parson,
bothered by fraternities near his Ithaca home, to look to Cayuga Heights for
relief. In trying to interest Professor W. W. Fisk in a large parcel, Newman
85
wrote, “it seemed to me it was just what a University man might want.”
From the beginning, Cornell faculty exerted a disproportionate influence on
civic affairs in Cayuga Heights. All but two mayors since 1923 have been Cornell professors. Frederick Marcham, a professor of history, was mayor for
thirty-two years. Faculty and their spouses have occupied a majority of seats
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Figure 19: Cornell professor Paul R. Pope built this Cayuga Heights house, shown under
construction and after it was completed, in about 1912. Cayuga Lake is visible in
the background of the top photo.
SOURCE: The History Center of Tompkins County. Used with permission.
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on the village governing board over the years and their attitudes, particularly
the desire to prevent developments that would attract students, have shaped
policy. Marcham led a successful 1954 campaign against annexation by the
city of Ithaca, which he feared would bring Cayuga Heights the studentrelated problems that plagued campus-adjacent neighborhoods in the city. The
village rejected proposals for the building of a restaurant with a tavern because
of the worry that the tavern would draw students. In the 1970s, it thwarted an
86
attempt by Cornell to build a dormitory in the village. Cornell professors
have also shaped life in Cayuga Heights in other ways. One longtime resident
observed that the influence of faculty families on the operation of the Cayuga
Heights School was so great that it “was practically a branch of Cornell . . . a
87
kind of private school adjunct to the Cornell faculty.”
The Cayuga Heights School went through only eighth grade, so older students had to attend Ithaca High School. When village teenagers went down the
hill to attend high school, they sometimes found their new classmates had preconceived notions about people from Cayuga Heights. Residents from other
parts of Ithaca were less highly educated, more blue collar. Cayuga Heights
inhabitants were perceived as bookish, cultured, and aloof. “With unfamiliarity grew contempt,” said John Marcham, son of Cayuga Heights’ longtime
mayor. “One day when I had to leave a school activity early to catch a bus to the
Heights, a friend was incredulous. ‘You’re not one of them, are you?’ was just
the way he put it.” Indicative of the lighthearted tension that existed between
hill dwellers and those who lived on the “flats,” intramural teams at Ithaca
High School composed mostly of Cayuga Heights residents were sometimes
known as the Cayuga Heights Sophisticates.88
Bryant Park was developed at about the same time as Cayuga Heights by the
same developer. Its emergence as a faculty enclave followed a similar path.
The land upon which the neighborhood developed had been a wheat farm and
fruit orchard owned by Solomon Bryant. Following his death, three of his children in partnership with Jared Newman subdivided forty-five acres of the
property into 161 building lots. The Bryant tract began immediately east of the
rooming houses in Collegetown. The growth of the neighborhood was stimulated by the development of the New York State College of Agriculture. In
1904, the state Legislature created the college and placed it under the control
of Cornell. Within a few years, it became the largest college on campus. The
sale of lots in Bryant Park began in 1908. Lots sold more quickly than they did
in Cayuga Heights, in part because parcels were less expensive, but also
because Bryant Park was less isolated. By 1914, one-third of the lots in Bryant
Park had been sold, many of them to professors. Most of the lots in Bryant Park
were built upon by World War II and development began to spread east to the
city limits. A 1941 report said that 477 Cornell employees lived in the area,
89
nearly half of them staff members in the College of Agriculture.
The design of the subdivision, the nature of promotional materials, and the
characteristics of deeds make clear that developers sought to establish Bryant
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Park as a faculty enclave. The initial announcement of the sale of lots noted
that the tract was “within three minutes walk of the campus bridge.” Bryant
Avenue was cut diagonally across the slope of the tract to create a nearly level
road, “so that it would not be necessary to go up hill to reach the University
campus.” To distinguish the subdivision from Cornell Heights, the announcement pointed out that Bryant Park “is much nearer to both town and campus.”
With the College Avenue rooming houses so close, developers imposed deed
restrictions designed to prevent student housing from expanding into Bryant
Park. Deeds prohibited commercial enterprises and the sale of liquor. They
forbade more than one house from being built on any lot, to prevent homeowners from erecting separate rental properties. Some deeds also included a statement that any house built “shall be planned and erected for use as a home, and
90
not for the purpose of keeping roomers.”
Like their counterparts in Cayuga Heights, faculty in Bryant Park have been
unusually active in civic affairs. When the Bryant Park Civic Association was
formed in 1923 to mount a campaign for the building of a school in the neighborhood, thirty-five of forty-seven persons who signed their names in support
of the organization were Cornell employees or their spouses. Ten of its first
fourteen presidents were faculty. Although neighborhood organizations are
common today, the Bryant Park group was the only such organization in Ithaca
at the time. The nature of its activities, moreover, showed a strong imprint of
academic culture. The group regularly formed committees—on schools,
streets, zoning, parking, parks, bus service, and other issues of the day. It produced detailed and remarkably sophisticated studies on matters of neighborhood concern, in order to better present the group’s views to city officials. One
91
such report in 1946 was actually written on Cornell University stationary.
Ithaca was essentially fully developed residentially by 1950 and has seen
little single-family housing construction since then. The city’s population
actually fell by 3,000 people between 1950 and 1970, though it has rebounded
since that time because of the tremendous growth of Collegetown and rising
on-campus student populations at both Cornell and Ithaca College. Most single-family housing development since 1950 has taken place outside the city
limits, in suburban towns such as Lansing, where a shopping mall was built in
92
1974, and Dryden. Cayuga Heights has also grown. It annexed an area north
of the original village in 1953, quadrupling its size and more than doubling its
population in the process. Most of the homes in the newer part of the village
were developed after World War II and are smaller and more typically suburban in character than those farther south. In 1994, a retirement community
93
catering to Cornell faculty and alumni was developed in this area. As the
Ithaca area has suburbanized, faculty have become more residentially dispersed. Nevertheless, Cayuga Heights and Bryant Park have maintained their
status as faculty enclaves to varying degrees.
Bryant Park today is a mixed neighborhood, about half owner-occupied
houses and half rentals (see Figure 20). Some blocks are inhabited mostly by
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Figure 20: Typical street in the faculty enclave of Bryant Park.
SOURCE: Photograph by the author.

faculty families; others are dotted with student houses. As Cornell’s enrollment grew in the 1960s and 1970s, the student-housing district spilled east into
Bryant Park. Those streets closest to Collegetown have significant student
populations. Most of the neighborhood is zoned for single-family homes, but
some houses have apartments, or were rentals before current zoning classifications were implemented. The threat that Collegetown will further encroach on
Bryant Park is an ever-present fear of nonstudent residents. “You always have
to be vigilant,” said one resident, the wife of a Cornell professor, echoing the
sentiments of homeowners in campus-adjacent neighborhoods nationwide.
“You don’t want to live next door to an undergraduate student house. One
94
property, one bad apple, can cause a whole flight.”
Bryant Park has been able to retain its character as a faculty enclave in the
face of such threats because its current residents, like the original homebuyers
in the area, have been politically adept, a trait that reflects the presence of so
many highly educated people in the neighborhood. Homeowners pay particular attention to real estate activity. If a house comes on the market, the Ithaca
Common Council representative for the neighborhood will telephone the real
estate agent to make sure they know the zoning for the area and to encourage
them to seek family buyers. If someone applies for a zoning variance, a potential precursor to conversion of a single-family house to a rental property,
95
homeowners will quickly organize to oppose the application. “When a situation that makes the neighborhood potentially vulnerable come[s] up . . . the
word spreads very quickly and before you know it, the phones are buzzing,”
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said a longtime resident. “There will be a meeting at somebody’s house, and, if
necessary, a small army will march down the hill to the city council chambers.
We come in large numbers and we’re pretty savvy about how to play the political game. There’s a level of sophistication that I think academics are able to
96
bring to bear on these things that allows them to fight these kinds of fights.”
Why do professors seem more likely to live close to their places of employment than other workers? Numerous residents of Bryant Park and Cayuga
Heights spoke of a desire to be able to walk to work. Indeed, residents of fiftynine college towns that are the focus of a larger project upon which this study is
based were four times more likely to walk to work and seven times more likely
to commute by bicycle in 2000 than the U.S. population in general. Academics
tend to work more irregular hours than workers in other industries, and are
more likely to go to their offices at night and on weekends, which makes convenience desirable. Faculty (and others) are also drawn to college campuses
because they possess amenities—concert halls, museums, recreational facilities, park-like green spaces—that other workplaces do not. Joel Savishinksy,
who teaches at Ithaca College but chooses to live near Cornell, is a case in
point. “I don’t work [at Cornell], I don’t teach here, but I subscribe to the theater series,” he said. “I can walk to the performing arts center. I love the fact
that I can walk out my front door and in five minutes be up at the graduate
library at Cornell. I love having Cornell next door.”97

CONCLUSION

Alison Lurie, in her novel The War Between the Tates, set in a thinly disguised Ithaca in the turbulent 1960s, captures the peculiar flavor of college
towns and the fractured nature of their social environments. She writes about
the book’s protagonist, a political science professor: “Brian had known for
some time that he and his colleagues were not living in the America they had
grown up in. It was only recently though that he had realized they were also not
living in present-day America, but in another country or city-state with somewhat different characteristics. The important fact about this state . . . is that the
greater majority of its population is aged eighteen to twenty-two. Naturally,
the physical appearances, interests, activities, preferences and prejudices of
this majority are the norm. . . . Cultural and political life is geared to their standards, and any deviation from them is a social handicap.” In college towns, faculty like Brian may govern the classroom, but their influence is less significant
off campus. “Like a Chinaman in New York, [Brian] looks different; he speaks
differently. . . . He likes different foods and wears different clothes and has different recreations,” writes Lurie. “Naturally he is regarded with suspicion by
98
the natives.”
It is those differences that also shape the residential mosaic of college towns
like Ithaca. Young people are dominant, but they are not distributed evenly
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across the city. Undergraduates live apart from permanent residents, both by
choice and because year-round residents do all they can to keep them out of
their neighborhoods. Some students live in fraternity and sorority houses.
Some live in the beat-up old rentals of the student ghetto. Still others prefer the
expensive new apartment buildings that are indicative of the changing face of
college communities. Faculty and undergraduates work and play in close
proximity, but they rarely live near one another, “by silent consent from both
99
sides,” as one longtime Cayuga Heights resident observed. The distinctive
character of college town residential districts is one aspect of life in the American college town that helps give it its unusual personality and contributes to
making it a unique type of urban place.
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City of Ithaca
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM — Part III
Project Name: Student Housing — 201 College Ave.
Date Created: 4/13/16; Updated: 5/5/16 & 5/17/16 by Staff and 5/24/16 by the Planning Board;
Amended 8/23/16 by the Planning Board
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant proposes to build a 5‐story apartment building on a 0.173‐acre lot at the corner of College
Avenue and Bool Street. The building will contain 44 dwelling units with approximately 76 bedrooms. The
basement level will have a trash room, a fitness room with windows looking out to the street, and a bicycle
garage for approximately 20 bikes with ramp access from a doorway on Bool Street. Other proposed
amenities include landscaping, lighting, 4 outdoor bike racks, and street trees. The site has a 17’ difference
in elevation from the southwest corner to the northeast corner, rising from 690.00 to 707.00. Site
development will require removal of the existing 2‐story wood‐framed house containing 1 apartment with
12 bedrooms, gravel parking area, and five trees. The project is in the MU‐1 Collegetown Area Form
District (CAFD). The originally proposed project required an Area Variance for rear yard setback. This is a
Type 1 Action under the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality Review Ordinance (“CEQRO”), §176‐4 B(1)(k)
& (h)[4], and the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), §617.4(b)(11), and is subject to
environmental review.
This amendment to the negative declaration originally issued on May 24, 2016 is based on input and
comments received from the public, including the prior Article 78 proceeding, because of changes
proposed for the project and changes in circumstances related to the project, and in light of the
supplements to the application for site plan approval that contain measures incorporated into the project
design after the issuance of the original negative declaration.
PROJECT BACKGROUND
On May 24, 2016, the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board declared itself Lead Agency for the
environmental review of the proposed project. On May 24, 2016, the Board reviewed and accept as
adequate: a Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF), Part 1, submitted by the applicant, and Parts 2
and 3, prepared by Planning staff1; drawings titled “Demo and Layout Plan,” “Grading and Planting Plans,”
“Level 1,” “Basement,” and “Levels 3‐5,” dated 3/29/16; “Southwest Corner Perspective,” “West
Elevation,” “East Elevation,” “South Elevation ‐ Bool St. Façade,” and “North Elevation,” dated 4/13/16;
and “North to South Site Section,” and “East to West Site Section,” dated 5/11/16 and prepared by
STREAM Collaborative; and other application materials. On May 24, 2016, the Board determined that the
proposed project will result in no significant impact on the environment and issued a Negative Declaration
of Environmental Significance.

In completing the Part 2 of the FEAF, where an impact question was answered in the affirmative, boxes
indicating “small to moderate impact”, “potential large impact” and “can impact be reduced by project
change” were only completed for potential impacts, with the scope of such impact and reduction
measures addressed in Part 3. Items without any box checked indicate that there was no environmental
impact anticipated or the impact concern was not applicable to the project.
1

1

On June 21, 2016, after issuance of the Negative Declaration but before preliminary or final site plan
approval, a proceeding was commenced pursuant to Article 78 of the New York Civil Practice Law and
Rules challenging the Negative Declaration. The petition alleged that the Board failed to evaluate the
degree of impact of the areas of potential environmental impact identified on Part 2 of the FEAF and set
forth a reasoned elaboration for the Board’s determination that there will be no adverse environmental
impacts or that the identified environmental effects will not be significant. By Order dated August, 2016,
Supreme Court, Tompkins County, dismissed the proceeding on the grounds that it was not ripe for judicial
review.
The applicant has made the following supplements to the application since issuance of the Negative
Declaration to address issues about which the Planning Board had concerns.
On June 28, 2016, the Board reviewed and accepted as adequate: new and revised drawings titled
“Exterior Building Materials,” “Site Materials,” “Basement Plan,” “1st and 2nd Floor Plans,” “3rd and 4th Floor
Plans,” “3rd and 4th Mezzanine Plans,” “5th Floor Plans,” “5th Floor Mezzanine Plan,” and ”Roof Plan,” dated
June 14, 2016; and “Demo and Layout Plan,” “Grading and Planting Plans,” “East and West Elevations,”
“South Elevation,” “North Elevations,” “Existing Context,” “Future Context,” “Sheet Showing Northeast,
Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast Views,” “Looking North – Existing,” “Looking North – Proposed,”
“Looking South – Existing,” “Looking South – Proposed,” “Looking West – Existing,” “Looking West –
Proposed,” “Looking East – Existing,” “Looking East – Proposed,” “Façade Details,” and an untitled drawing
showing a street‐level view of the building at the corner of Bool Street and College Avenue, all dated June
21, 2016 and prepared by STREAM Collaborative; and other application materials.
The applicant’s revised drawing and project submissions contained changes from the plans reviewed and
accepted during the prior environmental review of the project. These changes include, among other
things, the repositioning of the building on the site to meet the rear yard setback requirement of 10’ while
still meeting the Institute of Transportation Engineers standards for sidewalk width in urban environments
along College Avenue; the addition of two functional entries along Bool Street to meet CAFD
requirements, the addition of a curb‐cut and concrete driveway at the rear of the building, the stepping
back of the top floor of the building on College Ave, and the incorporation of architectural details and
further design development in response to Design Review Committee comments. On June 28, 2016, the
Board determined the proposed project changes were consistent with the environmental review and that
no amendment to the Negative Declaration was required. On June 28, 2016, the Board granted
preliminary site plan approval to the project subject to certain conditions.
Subsequent to the issuance of preliminary site plan approval, the applicant filed with the Board additional
supplements to its application for final site plan approval. In particular, on July 5, 2016, the applicant
submitted a proposed Staging Plan dated 7‐05‐16 and prepared by Stream Collaborative. In addition, on
July 13, 2016, the applicant submitted a memorandum to the Board transmitting additional information
for consideration in order to meet the conditions of preliminary site plan approval. On July 26, 2016, the
applicant submitted a summary as an additional supplement to the final site plan application, which
outlined the updates and measures incorporated into the project design as contained in the final site plan
application and prior submissions to the Board. Finally, on August 10, 2016, the applicant submitted
additional site details.
The Board has evaluated the potential environmental impacts identified on Part 2 of the FEAF, including
the magnitude, duration, likelihood and importance of those potential impacts within the context of the
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community, and for the reasons set forth below the Board has determined that the proposed action will
not have a significant effect on the environment.
IMPACT ON LAND
Construction will last approximately 13 months and take place in one stage. The project site has an
average grade of approximately 13% and approximately 4,300 CY of material will be removed from the
project site during foundation preparation. Building foundations will consist of standard shallow
foundations with perimeter strip footings and spread footings, with 10” and 8” Concrete Masonry Unit
walls. Temporary and permanent shoring will be installed as required on the north and east sides of the
lot in order to protect adjacent properties.
No on‐site stormwater management facilities are required for the proposed project. All stormwater runoff
will be collected on‐site and directed to the City’s storm sewer system. No runoff will be directed to
adjacent properties.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impacts on land or geological features.
IMPACT ON WATER
No impact is anticipated to any surface water or water body. The proposed project will not affect any
water body designated as protected and will not affect any non‐protected existing or new body of water.
The proposed project will also not result in development on lands subject to flooding.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impacts on water.
IMPACT ON DRAINAGE

The proposed project will not affect surface or groundwater quality, and will not alter drainage flow,
drainage patters or surface water runoff. In this regard, although no on‐site stormwater management
facilities are necessary for the proposed project, the applicant will follow best management practices and
all stormwater runoff will be collected on‐site and directed to the City’s storm sewer system. No runoff
will be directed to adjacent properties.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impacts on drainage.
IMPACT ON AIR
Construction Impacts:
Construction will last approximately 13 months. The project site is in a densely‐developed area in close
proximity to residential and commercial development. Due to the slope of the site, foundation work will
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require excavation of approximately 4,300 CY of materials. This will generate approximately 360 truck
trips (assuming a 10‐wheeler truck), with the material being hauled to a local permitted dump site. The
location of the dump site will be determined by the excavation contractor. The applicant anticipates the
trucks will leave the site, head south on College Ave. to Mitchell Street, then to Route 79 heading east.
Excavation work should last three to four weeks and thus have a short‐term impact. The project site is
too small to allow for any stockpiling of earth; and the eventual subgrade is rock as reflected by the
geotechnical report prepared by CME Associates, Inc. Therefore, a minimal amount of dust or debris is
anticipated. A stone construction entrance will also be utilized to minimize tracking of dirt and debris
onto College Avenue. If, during construction, dust becomes an issue, the contractor will use water to
mitigate such excess dust, as well as a street sweeper to clean the roadways of any dust that has
accumulated on adjacent streets to avoid an impact to traffic safety.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on air.
IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS
Site development has resulted in the removal of 6 to 8 large/mature white pines. The Lead Agency has
received several comments from nearby residents regarding impacts due to the loss of these trees,
The applicant has proposed a landscaping plan that includes ornamental grass, evergreen and deciduous
shrubs, as well as five deciduous trees along College Avenue and Bool Street with a mature size of 50’ tall.
The proposed project will be comprised of approximately 1,050 square feet of vegetative cover around
the site perimeter, which is approximately 300 square feet above the minimum green space requirements
of the MU‐1 District regulations.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impacts on plants and animals.
IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES
See Impacts to Historic Resources.
IMPACT ON HISTORIC RESOURCES
The project site is in close proximity to two local landmarks: the John Snaith House is directly across the
street and the Grand View House is within the same block on the east side of College Ave. The Lead Agency
has received a letter dated May 20, 2016 to Lisa Nicholas and JoAnn Cornish from Ed Finegan, on behalf
of the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission (ILPC), which states,
The Snaith House and the Grand View House are outstanding examples of their respective
architectural styles. Of note in both buildings are the high quality building materials, highly
articulated façades, and emphasized entrances. These elements create architecturally and visually
interesting buildings that engage and enliven the street. The ILPC recommends that similar high
levels of articulation and materiality be incorporated into the design of the 201 College Ave project
to ensure that the new building complements the historic resources and enhances the visual
quality and livability of Collegetown and the street.
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While outside of our purview, the ILPC would like to make the following suggestion on the form of
the building. The project is located at the critical boundary between the MU‐1 and CR‐4 zones, an
area of transition between the proposed high density of Collegetown proper and the medium to
low density of the surrounding neighborhood. The ILPC suggests that the building be designed to
be sympathetic to this transition zone, with clear acknowledgement along its south and west
elevations of the smaller scale buildings that exist on the southern end of College Ave and
immediately across the street, particularly the Snaith House.
While acknowledging the goals of the CAFD, during the environmental review of the proposed project the
Lead Agency identified concerns about the size, shape, and height of the building in relation to its
immediate context. The Lead Agency has stated the following concerns:




Concern that the building appears too ‘boxy’
The sidewalk on College Ave. should meet American Society of Transportation Engineers
standards for unobstructed sidewalk width in urban areas
The building should enhance the pedestrian‐level experience on the street.

As part of the site plan review process, the applicant has incorporated elements into the project to further
develop façade details, building materials, and other design aspects. The project building has been set
back further from College Ave. than required in the MU‐1 District, which will minimize the impact of a tile
façade on the sidewalk, and allow for more planted areas and entrance canopies along College Ave.
Natural wood materials have been incorporated into the entrances along College Ave. and Bool Street,
and the applicant has incorporated design shade devices to create additional architectural interest. The
applicant has also modified the roof line facing College Ave. to provide additional aesthetic and visual
relief by truncating the edges of the rectilinear form and creating a tower reference to the Grand View
House to the north that complements this historic resource. As part of the project design, the applicant
will also construct the proposed planters back two feet to further increase the width of the sidewalk on
College Ave., and to allow for expansion of the tree pits to conform to City Standards regarding minimum
soil volumes for street trees.
There will be no physical disturbances to, or effect on the physical integrity of, either the John Snaith
House or the Grand View House either during or after construction and upon completion of the project,
the view of the landmark properties from College Ave. will not be impacted or obstructed.
Based this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on historic or archeological resources.
IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE
No impact is anticipated.
IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION
Construction Impacts:
Construction will last approximately 13 months. The project site is in a densely‐developed area in close
proximity to residential and commercial development.
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Foundation work will last approximately three to four weeks. Due to the slope of the site, foundation
preparation will require excavation of approximately 4,300 CY of material. This will generate
approximately 360 truck trips (assuming a 10‐wheeler truck), with the material being hauled to a local,
permitted dump site, the location of which will be determined by the excavation contractor. The applicant
anticipates the trucks will leave the site, head south on College Ave. to Mitchell Street, then to Route 79
and head east on Route 79.
The applicant has proposed a staging plan which is under review by City Engineering for the temporary
closing of Bool Street and the eastern sidewalk along College Avenue. All deliveries to the project site will
be brought in on Bool Street from College Avenue. Construction activity at the project site will be limited
to the site itself and two adjacent streets. Pedestrian access will be maintained at all times, and
construction fencing will be installed to separate pedestrian traffic from adjacent construction staging.
The applicant has agreed to provide contractor parking at a remote location with shuttle service, as well
as parking permits for the Dryden Road garage.
There is limited area on the project site for construction support. Construction activities, particularly
staging and deliveries, will temporarily but significantly impact vehicular, bike, and pedestrian movements
but will be limited to the two streets identified. Pedestrian and bike access to College Ave. and Bool Street
will be maintained at all times. It is anticipated the proposed project may require periodic road closure,
potential removal of parking, as well as sidewalk closure during the construction period at which time the
applicant will be required to provide alternate routes. The applicant has proposed to limit construction
staging to Bool Street, which is a lower traffic side street. The applicant presented these issues to the
Board of Public Works on 5/9/16 and was informed all street work and closures will be coordinated
directly with the Engineering Division. The applicant is working with engineering staff to coordinate these
activities.
There is a potential for cumulative impacts of several simultaneously‐occurring construction projects in
Collegetown in the 2016 and 2017 construction seasons. Impact to the existing transportation systems
is unlikely to occur, since the applicant is providing parking at a remote location with shuttle service, as
well as parking permits for the Dryden Road garage. The applicant will also coordinate with the City
Transportation Engineer to insure timing of deliveries will minimize impacts of any projects occurring
along College Avenue or Dryden Road
City sidewalks, curbing, and other improvements disturbed during construction will be restored per City
regulations at the end of the project construction.
Project Impacts:
The project site is a corner property. Currently, the property has a sidewalk on both sides, as well as a
narrow grass strip between the sidewalk and curb. The new building will be set back approximately 9 feet
from the property line on College Ave. and will have 4‐foot wide planters on both street‐facing façades.
The applicant is proposing to remove existing sidewalks and grass strip to be replaced by a wider sidewalk
with tree pits (3 on Bool Street and 2 on College Ave.). As part of the site plan review process, the
applicant has implemented a design change by moving the building and its planters back farther from the
property line to create a more open feeling on the street. Together with the improved 12‐foot pedestrian
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sidewalks proposed as part of the proposed project, which are more than double those of other properties
along College Ave., this will also promote pedestrian traffic in the Collegetown area as provided for in the
MU‐1 District regulations.
Due to the proximity of the overhead power lines to the location of the building, the applicant originally
proposed to bump out the curb at the corner and relocate the utility pole farther away from the building
and within the proposed bump‐out. The bump‐out would have removed one on‐street parking space. Due
to the modified design of moving the buildings further away from the sidewalk, the utility pole on College
Ave. no longer needs to be relocated and, therefore, a bump‐out is no longer proposed. Utility poles on
Bool Street will be relocated to the south side of Bool Street. The Lead Agency emphasizes its preference
that — if at all possible — new utility wires be installed underground rather than on new poles. Any such
relocation of existing utilities would be subject to New York State Electric and Gas Corporation’s
jurisdiction.
There is no parking requirement in the M‐U1 CAFD Zone and no on‐site parking is proposed. The site is
well‐served by TCAT, offering access to Cornell University, downtown, and other prime destinations. The
building will have an internal ramp‐accessed bike garage (20 spaces) for residents, and outdoor bike
parking (4 spaces) for visitors, in compliance with Site Plan Review requirements. New +/‐8’8”‐ to +/‐12’‐
wide sidewalks will be installed along both streets, including a new accessibility sidewalk ramp at the
corner, consistent with current City standards.
Based this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on transportation.
IMPACT ON ENERGY
No impact is anticipated. The proposed project will not affect the community’s sources of fuel or energy
supply. The applicant has proposed an all‐electric heating system to avoid installing on‐site fossil fuel
infrastructure, and adequate capacity exists for both water supply and wastewater treatment. The
applicant will coordinate with New York State Electric and Gas Corporation to install the necessary
improvements to serve the electrical demands of the project, and is pursuing an Energy Star certification.
IMPACT ON NOISE & ODORS
Construction is anticipated to last 13 months, and thus the duration of the impact will be short‐term and
moderate, since it will be localized to the project site and immediately surrounding streets. The proposed
project is in a densely developed area in close proximity to residential and commercial development.
Construction activities, including foundation work, will temporarily produce noise that will affect residents
and businesses in the immediate area. Noise producing construction activities, however, will be limited to
7:30 am to 7:30 pm Monday‐Friday. Upon completion of construction, potential impacts associated with
noise will be nominal, as the project is residential in nature and will not be producing operating noise
exceeding local ambient noise levels for noise outside of structures.
No blasting will be occurring with respect to the project. No significant odors are anticipated. The
proposed project will also not remove natural barriers that would act as a noise screen.
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Based this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on noise and odors.
IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH
The proposed project will not affect public health and safety. The applicant has submitted a Phase 1
Environmental Site Assessment prepared by GeoLogic, Inc., and dated April 2016. The report evaluated
the basement and exterior of the property. The 1st floor, 2nd floor, and attic were excluded from the
assessment. The report found no evidence of recognized environmental conditions in relation to the
property.
The existing building to be demolished may contain asbestos or other hazardous substances that could
potentially be released during construction/demolition. An asbestos survey has been completed and
asbestos was found in portions of the existing structure. Any hazardous materials in the existing buildings,
including asbestos containing material, will be handled, removed and disposed of by appropriately
licensed contractors retained by the applicant and in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Based this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on public health.

IMPACT ON GROWTH & CHARACTER OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD

The project site is in a densely developed area near the central core of Collegetown. The immediate area
is primarily residential, characterized by a large variety of predominantly older multi‐family student
residences. The project site is also in proximity to numerous high density commercial, retail, office, service
and residential buildings along College Ave. and Dryden Road, including buildings five stories or greater.
The project site is in the Mixed‐Use 1 CAFD (MU‐1) Zoning District. These districts were created to produce
a dynamic urban environment in which uses reinforce each other and promote an attractive, walkable
neighborhood Enacted by Common Council in January 2014, CAFD describes the MU districts as follows:
Located in central Collegetown, the Mixed Use districts allow the highest density within the
Collegetown Area Form Districts. Redevelopment is anticipated and encouraged (with the
exception of designated local landmarks), and the intent is to concentrate the majority of
additional development within these districts.
The Mixed Use district regulations have been designed to encourage exceptional urban design and
high‐quality construction. The Mixed Use 1 district permits buildings of up to 5 stories and 70 feet
in height while the Mixed Use 2 district allows buildings of up to 6 stories and 80 feet in height. A
building cannot exceed either requirement. While it may be feasible to design a building with a
greater number of stories within the maximum allowed height in feet, the intent of the district
regulations is to meet both requirements. The additional building height in feet has been allowed
for the purpose of providing adequate space for mechanicals and accommodating high‐quality
design features and finishes.

8

The project site is at the edge of the MU‐1 CAFD Zoning District where the district transitions to CR‐4, the
residential district that allows the highest density. The applicant has proposed a step‐down at the corners
of the 5th floor facing College Avenue.
The intent of the MU‐1 District is to create a traditional urban landscape. The MU‐1 District regulations
require a 5’ front and side setback from the streetline, and permit buildings up to five stories and 70’ feet
in height. A flat roof is also allowed in the MU‐1 District.
While acknowledging the goals of CAFD, the Board had concerns about the size, shape, and height of the
building in relation to its immediate context. The Board had stated the following concerns and requested
the following additional information for further consideration during site plan review:











As the Shadow Study demonstrates that the adjacent property’s solar panels will be shaded a
greater part of the year, the applicant should consider mounting solar panels on the building for
said property owner’s use
Consideration of setting back a portion of the top portion of the building along College Avenue
The sidewalk on College Avenue should meet American Society of Transportation Engineers
standards for unobstructed sidewalk width in urban areas
The pedestrian‐level experience of the building should be enhanced
Consideration for appropriate and welcoming design of accessible entrances
Need for streetscape elevation showing College Avenue context
Need for north and south ground level perspectives – including nearby buildings – looking south
down College Ave., north up College Ave. and up from Cook St.
Need for feedback from the Design Review Committee
Warmer and more contextual colors and greater façade articulation
Response to the Collegetown Plan’s call for ‘graceful transitions’ between form districts

The Design Review Committee reviewed the project on June 6, 2016 and provided the following feedback
and requests for additional information:


Explore / revise color scheme for the top floor of the building, using darker colors or a neutral
gray so that the fifth floor may appear to recede from view. The lighter “snow” colored fiber
cement board would be used no higher than the top of the fourth floor, except where it rose up
to follow the profile of the pop‐up tower on College Ave. and also rose up to outline the similar‐
looking two vertical façade elements along Bool St. The goal is to strengthen visual references to
the Grand View House, while using color strategy to visually de‐emphasize the fifth floor.



Include windows on the street level of College Ave., where possible, considering the interior
layout (e.g., carry the square windows already seen at this level on Bool St. around the College
Ave. corner).



Revised elevations / visualizations / details clearly illustrating recesses and projections of the west
and south facades, including windows. It was noted that the increased three‐dimensionality of
these facades so far is a notable improvement.



Revised materials should, to the extent feasible, show consistency between all elevations,
visualizations, and models. Provide documentation that the specific selected materials will
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provide clear three‐dimensional shadow lines between horizontal layers. It was stated that the
warmth of the two proposed wood‐like panel colors, plus the “Chinese red” accents, is vital to
better contextuality with the surrounding architecture.


Investigate revisions to the narrow vertical slits on the west and south facades such that the
rhythm of the windows and cladding materials within them show a stronger relationship to the
rest of the building.



Submit rooftop mechanicals plan and include rooftop mechanicals (and proposal for screening
them) in elevations and visualizations. If a ground‐level transformer is required, show its proposed
location and how it will be screened.

During the site plan review process the applicant proposed the following additional changes and
clarifications to address the concerns outlined above:
1. The entire building has been set back further from College Ave. than the front setback required
in the MU‐1 District, to will minimize the impact of a tall façade on the sidewalk, and to allow for
more planted area and entrance canopies along College Ave.
2. Along Bool Street, the building, by way of a deep indentation, is visually divided into two sections,
each with a separate façade, thus creating two distinct masses.
3. The entrances along College Ave. and Bool Street have been refined by incorporating natural
wood materials used in the projecting canopies and architectural screens.
4. Shade devices have been added to the punched windows on the lower stories to create additional
architectural interest and no reflective glass is proposed as part of the project design.
5. To further minimize a potential “boxy” appearance of the building, the applicant has modified the
roof line facing College Ave. to be stepped back further.
6. The planters on the College Ave frontage have been pushed back farther from the boundary line
to maximize the width of the sidewalk, resulting in a 12 foot sidewalk along the Property. The
applicant states that this is more than double those of other properties along College Ave.
7. The sidewalks within the right of way include street trees in a walkable flexi‐pave surface so as to
maximize the walking surface while also maximizing water infiltration to support healthy tree
growth and the size of the tree pits has been increased and structural soil has be specified.
8. The top floor of the building has been changed to a darker gray color
9. The applicant has submitted drawings showing the recess and projections of the building planes
10. Revisions were made to the narrow vertical slits on the west and south facades such that the
rhythm of the windows and cladding materials within them now show a stronger relationship to
the rest of the building.
11. Screening for rooftop mechanicals has been added and will be specified as a light gray fiber
cement panel.
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In addition a shadow study animation was prepared to demonstrate the amount of shading that could
occur at various times of year and day. The study concludes that the 203 College Ave property will
experience more shading during the fall, winter and spring months than it does now and approximately
no difference during the summer months.
Nevertheless, the MU‐1 District regulations permit proposed buildings that are five‐stories and up to 70
feet in height. Even the adjacent CR‐4 District (located to the east and south), allow attached row houses,
townhouse or garden apartment housing, and other multi‐family buildings, 45 feet in height and up to
four stories. The allowance of attached units in MU‐1 (and CR‐4) zones, together with the nature of a
north‐south running street such as College Ave. would likely prevent sunlight from reaching portions of
adjacent properties otherwise than the east and west facades. To the extent necessary, the applicant
will, upon the request of such owner, relocate the adjacent solar panels to the roof of the Property for
the use and benefit of the owner of 203 College Ave.
Based this information, the Boards finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on the character of the community or neighborhood.
Prepared by: Lisa Nicholas, AICP
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City of Ithaca
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM — Part III
Project Name: Student Housing — 201 College Ave.
Date Created: 4/13/16; Updated: 5/5/16 & 5/17/16 by Staff and 5/24/16 by the Planning Board;
Amended 8/23/16 by the Planning Board
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant proposes to build a 5‐story apartment building on a 0.173‐acre lot at the corner of College
Avenue and Bool Street. The building will contain 44 dwelling units with approximately 76 bedrooms. The
basement level will have a trash room, a fitness room with windows looking out to the street, and a bicycle
garage for approximately 20 bikes with ramp access from a doorway on Bool Street. Other proposed
amenities include landscaping, lighting, 4 outdoor bike racks, and street trees. The site has a 17’ difference
in elevation from the southwest corner to the northeast corner, rising from 690.00 to 707.00. Site
development will require the removal of the existing 2-‐story wood‐framed house containing 1 apartment
with 12 bedrooms, gravel parking area, and five trees. The project is in the MU-‐1 Collegetown Area Form
District (CAFD) and requires). The originally proposed project required an Area Variances.Variance for
rear yard setback. This is a Type 1 Action under the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality Review Ordinance
(“CEQRO”), §176‐4 B(1)(k) & (h)[4], and the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”),
§617.4(b)(11), and is subject to Environmental Reviewenvironmental review.
This amendment to the negative declaration originally issued on May 24, 2016 is based on input and
comments received from the public, including the prior Article 78 proceeding, because of changes
proposed for the project and changes in circumstances related to the project, and in light of the
supplements to the application for site plan approval that contain measures incorporated into the project
design after the issuance of the original negative declaration.
PROJECT BACKGROUND
On May 24, 2016, the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board declared itself Lead Agency for the
environmental review of the proposed project. On May 24, 2016, the Board reviewed and accept as
adequate: a Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF), Part 1, submitted by the applicant, and Parts 2
and 3, prepared by Planning staff1; drawings titled “Demo and Layout Plan,” “Grading and Planting Plans,”
“Level 1,” “Basement,” and “Levels 3‐5,” dated 3/29/16; “Southwest Corner Perspective,” “West
Elevation,” “East Elevation,” “South Elevation ‐ Bool St. Façade,” and “North Elevation,” dated 4/13/16;
and “North to South Site Section,” and “East to West Site Section,” dated 5/11/16 and prepared by
STREAM Collaborative; and other application materials. On May 24, 2016, the Board determined that the
proposed project will result in no significant impact on the environment and issued a Negative Declaration
of Environmental Significance.

In completing the Part 2 of the FEAF, where an impact question was answered in the affirmative, boxes
indicating “small to moderate impact”, “potential large impact” and “can impact be reduced by project
change” were only completed for potential impacts, with the scope of such impact and reduction
measures addressed in Part 3. Items without any box checked indicate that there was no environmental
impact anticipated or the impact concern was not applicable to the project.
1
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On June 21, 2016, after issuance of the Negative Declaration but before preliminary or final site plan
approval, a proceeding was commenced pursuant to Article 78 of the New York Civil Practice Law and
Rules challenging the Negative Declaration. The petition alleged that the Board failed to evaluate the
degree of impact of the areas of potential environmental impact identified on Part 2 of the FEAF and set
forth a reasoned elaboration for the Board’s determination that there will be no adverse environmental
impacts or that the identified environmental effects will not be significant. By Order dated August, 2016,
Supreme Court, Tompkins County, dismissed the proceeding on the grounds that it was not ripe for judicial
review.
The applicant has made the following supplements to the application since issuance of the Negative
Declaration to address issues about which the Planning Board had concerns.
On June 28, 2016, the Board reviewed and accepted as adequate: new and revised drawings titled
“Exterior Building Materials,” “Site Materials,” “Basement Plan,” “1st and 2nd Floor Plans,” “3rd and 4th Floor
Plans,” “3rd and 4th Mezzanine Plans,” “5th Floor Plans,” “5th Floor Mezzanine Plan,” and ”Roof Plan,” dated
June 14, 2016; and “Demo and Layout Plan,” “Grading and Planting Plans,” “East and West Elevations,”
“South Elevation,” “North Elevations,” “Existing Context,” “Future Context,” “Sheet Showing Northeast,
Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast Views,” “Looking North – Existing,” “Looking North – Proposed,”
“Looking South – Existing,” “Looking South – Proposed,” “Looking West – Existing,” “Looking West –
Proposed,” “Looking East – Existing,” “Looking East – Proposed,” “Façade Details,” and an untitled drawing
showing a street‐level view of the building at the corner of Bool Street and College Avenue, all dated June
21, 2016 and prepared by STREAM Collaborative; and other application materials.
The applicant’s revised drawing and project submissions contained changes from the plans reviewed and
accepted during the prior environmental review of the project. These changes include, among other
things, the repositioning of the building on the site to meet the rear yard setback requirement of 10’ while
still meeting the Institute of Transportation Engineers standards for sidewalk width in urban environments
along College Avenue; the addition of two functional entries along Bool Street to meet CAFD
requirements, the addition of a curb‐cut and concrete driveway at the rear of the building, the stepping
back of the top floor of the building on College Ave, and the incorporation of architectural details and
further design development in response to Design Review Committee comments. On June 28, 2016, the
Board determined the proposed project changes were consistent with the environmental review and that
no amendment to the Negative Declaration was required. On June 28, 2016, the Board granted
preliminary site plan approval to the project subject to certain conditions.
Subsequent to the issuance of preliminary site plan approval, the applicant filed with the Board additional
supplements to its application for final site plan approval. In particular, on July 5, 2016, the applicant
submitted a proposed Staging Plan dated 7‐05‐16 and prepared by Stream Collaborative. In addition, on
July 13, 2016, the applicant submitted a memorandum to the Board transmitting additional information
for consideration in order to meet the conditions of preliminary site plan approval. On July 26, 2016, the
applicant submitted a summary as an additional supplement to the final site plan application, which
outlined the updates and measures incorporated into the project design as contained in the final site plan
application and prior submissions to the Board. Finally, on August 10, 2016, the applicant submitted
additional site details.
The Board has evaluated the potential environmental impacts identified on Part 2 of the FEAF, including
the magnitude, duration, likelihood and importance of those potential impacts within the context of the
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community, and for the reasons set forth below the Board has determined that the proposed action will
not have a significant effect on the environment.
IMPACT ON LAND
Construction Approximatelywill last approximately 13 months and take place in one stage. The project
site has an average grade of approximately 13% and approximately 4,300 CY of material will be removed
from the project site. The building during foundation preparation. Building foundations will consist of
standard shallow foundations with perimeter strip footings and spread footings, with 10"” and 8"”
Concrete Masonry Unit walls. Temporary and permanent shoring will be installed as required on the north
and east sides of the lot in order to protect adjacent properties.
No on‐site stormwater management facilities are required for the proposed project. All stormwater runoff
will be collected on‐site and directed to the City’s storm sewer system. No runoff will be directed to
adjacent properties.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impacts on land or geological features.
IMPACT ON WATER

No impact anticipated.
No impact is anticipated to any surface water or water body. The proposed project will not affect any
water body designated as protected and will not affect any non‐protected existing or new body of water.
The proposed project will also not result in development on lands subject to flooding.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impacts on water.
IMPACT ON DRAINAGE

No impact anticipated.
The proposed project will not affect surface or groundwater quality, and will not alter drainage flow,
drainage patters or surface water runoff. In this regard, although no on‐site stormwater management
facilities are necessary for the proposed project, the applicant will follow best management practices and
all stormwater runoff will be collected on‐site and directed to the City’s storm sewer system. No runoff
will be directed to adjacent properties.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impacts on drainage.
IMPACT ON AIR
Construction Impacts:
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Construction Impacts:
Construction will last approximately 13 months. The project site is in a densely‐developed area in close
proximity to residential and commercial development. Due to the slope of the site, foundation work will
require excavation of approximately 4,300 CY of materials. This will generate approximately 36360 truck
trips (assuming a 10‐wheeler truck), with the material being hauled to a local permitted dump site. The
location of the dump site will be determined by the excavation contractor. The applicant anticipates the
trucks will leave the site, head south on College Ave. to Mitchell Street, then to Route 79 heading east.
Excavation work should last three to four weeks. The and thus have a short‐term impact. The project
site is too small to allow for any stockpiling of earth; and the eventual subgrade is rock, therefore as
reflected by the geotechnical report prepared by CME Associates, Inc. Therefore, a minimal amount of
dust or debris is anticipated. A stone construction entrance will also be utilized to minimize tracking of
dirt and debris onto College Avenue. If, during construction, dust becomes an issue, the contractor will
use water to mitigate. such excess dust, as well as a street sweeper to clean the roadways of any dust that
has accumulated on adjacent streets to avoid an impact to traffic safety.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on air.
IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS
Site development includeshas resulted in the removal of 6- to 8 large/mature white pines. The Lead
Agency has received several comments from nearby residents regarding impacts due to the loss of these
trees.,
The applicant has proposed a landscaping plan that includes ornamental grass, evergreen and deciduous
shrubs, as well as five deciduous trees along College Avenue and Bool Street with a mature size of 50’ tall.
The proposed project will be comprised of approximately 1,050 square feet of vegetative cover around
the site perimeter, which is approximately 300 square feet above the minimum green space requirements
of the MU‐1 District regulations.
Based on this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impacts on plants and animals.
IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES
See Impacts to Historic Resources.
IMPACT ON HISTORIC RESOURCES
The project site is in close proximity to two local landmarks: the John Snaith House is directly across the
street and the Grand View House is within the same block on the east side of College Ave. The Lead Agency
has received a letter dated May 20, 2016 to Lisa Nicholas and JoAnn Cornish from Ed Finegan, on behalf
of the Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission (ILPC), which states,
The Snaith House and the Grand View House are outstanding examples of their respective
architectural styles. Of note in both buildings are the high quality building materials, highly
articulated façades, and emphasized entrances. These elements create architecturally and visually
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interesting buildings that engage and enliven the street. The ILPC recommends that similar high
levels of articulation and materiality be incorporated into the design of the 201 College Ave project
to ensure that the new building complements the historic resources and enhances the visual
quality and livability of Collegetown and the street.
While outside of our purview, the ILPC would like to make the following suggestion on the form of
the building. The project is located at the critical boundary between the MU‐1 and CR‐4 zones, an
area of transition between the proposed high density of Collegetown proper and the medium to
low density of the surrounding neighborhood. The ILPC suggests that the building be designed to
be sympathetic to this transition zone, with clear acknowledgement along its south and west
elevations of the smaller scale buildings that exist on the southern end of College Ave and
immediately across the street, particularly the Snaith House.
While acknowledging the goals of the CAFD, during the environmental review of the proposed project the
Lead Agency sharesidentified concerns about the size, shape, and height of the building in relation to its
immediate context. The Lead Agency has stated the following concerns:




Concern that the building appears too ‘boxy’
The sidewalk on College AvenueAve. should meet American Society of Transportation Engineers
standardstandards for unobstructed sidewalk width in urban areas
The building should enhance the pedestrian‐level experience on the street.

The Planning Board intends to continue to work with As part of the site plan review process, the
applicant during Site Plan Review to has incorporated elements into the project to further develop
the façade details, building materials, and other design aspects that will address these issues.
The Lead Agency has requested. The project building has been set back further from College Ave. than
required in the MU‐1 District, which will minimize the impact of a tile façade on the sidewalk, and allow
for more planted areas and entrance canopies along College Ave. Natural wood materials have been
incorporated into the entrances along College Ave. and Bool Street, and the applicant has
agreed,incorporated design shade devices to create additional architectural interest. The applicant has
also modified the roof line facing College Ave. to provide additional aesthetic and visual relief by
truncating the edges of the rectilinear form and creating a tower reference to pushthe Grand View House
to the north that complements this historic resource. As part of the project design, the applicant will also
construct the proposed planters back two feet to further increase the width of the sidewalk on College
Ave.., and to allow for expansion of the tree pits, which — as proposed — do not to conform to the
City standard for size.Standards regarding minimum soil volumes for street trees.
There will be no physical disturbances to, or effect on the physical integrity of, either the John Snaith
House or the Grand View House either during or after construction and upon completion of the project,
the view of the landmark properties from College Ave. will not be impacted or obstructed.
Based this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on historic or archeological resources.
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IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE

AREA
No impact is anticipated.
IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION

Construction Impacts:
Construction Impacts:
Construction will last approximately 13 months. The project site is in a densely‐developed area in close
proximity to residential and commercial development.
Foundation work will last approximately three to four weeks. Due to the slope of the site, foundation
workpreparation will require excavation of approximately 4,300 CY of material. This will generate
approximately 360 truck trips (assuming a 10‐wheeler truck), with the material being hauled to a local,
permitted dump site. The, the location of the dump sitewhich will be determined by the excavation
contractor. The applicant anticipates the trucks will leave the site, head south on College Ave. to Mitchell
Street, then to Route 79 and head east on Route 79. No hazardous materials are present. Excavation

work should last three to four weeks. The site is too small to allow any stockpiling of earth; and
the eventual subgrade is rock, therefore a minimal amount of dust or debris is anticipated. If, during
construction, dust becomes an issue, the contractor will use water to mitigate. A stone construction
entrance will be built to minimize tracking of dirt and debris onto College Ave. and a sweeper will
be brought in as needed.
The applicant has proposed a staging plan which is under review by City Engineering for the temporary
closing of Bool Street and the eastern sidewalk along College Avenue. All deliveries to the project site will
be brought in on Bool Street from College Avenue. Construction activity at the project site will be limited
to the site itself and two adjacent streets. Pedestrian access will be maintained at all times, and
construction fencing will be installed to separate pedestrian traffic from adjacent construction staging.
The applicant has agreed to provide contractor parking at a remote location with shuttle service, as well
as parking permits for the Dryden Road garage.
There is little roomlimited area on the propertyproject site for construction support. Construction
activities, particularly staging and deliveries, will temporarily but significantly impact vehicular, bike, and
pedestrian movements. It is anticipated the but will be limited to the two streets identified. Pedestrian
and bike access to College Ave. and Bool Street will be maintained at all times. It is anticipated the
proposed project may require periodic road closure, potential removal of parking, as well as sidewalk
closure during the construction period. at which time the applicant will be required to provide alternate
routes. The applicant has proposed to limit construction staging to Bool Street, which is a lower traffic
side street. The applicant presented these issues to the Board of Public Works on 5/9/16 and was
informed all street work and closures will be coordinated directly with the Engineering Division. The
applicant is currently working with engineering staff to coordinate these activities.
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There is a potential for cumulative negative impacts of several simultaneously‐occurring construction
projects in Collegetown in the 2016 and 2017 construction seasons. City sidewalks, curbing, and other

improvements, disturbed during construction, will be restored per City regulations at the end of
the project construction. Impact to the existing transportation systems is unlikely to occur, since the
applicant is providing parking at a remote location with shuttle service, as well as parking permits for the
Dryden Road garage. The applicant will also coordinate with the City Transportation Engineer to insure
timing of deliveries will minimize impacts of any projects occurring along College Avenue or Dryden Road
City sidewalks, curbing, and other improvements disturbed during construction will be restored per City
regulations at the end of the project construction.
Project Impacts:
The project site is a corner property. Currently, the property has a sidewalk on both sides, as well as a
narrow grass strip between the sidewalk and curb. The new building will be set back approximately 9 feet
from the property line on College Ave. and will have 4‐foot wide planters on both street‐facing façades.
The applicant is proposing to remove existing sidewalks and grass strip to be replaced by a wider sidewalk
with tree pits (3 on Bool St.Street and 2 on College Ave.). The Lead Agency has requested, and As part
of the site plan review process, the applicant has agreed, to moveimplemented a design change by
moving the building and its planters back farther from the property line to create a more open feeling on
the street. As the applicant did not reduce the size of the building — to accomplish the push-back
— the resulting footprint requires an Area Variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals. Together
with the improved 12‐foot pedestrian sidewalks proposed as part of the proposed project, which are more
than double those of other properties along College Ave., this will also promote pedestrian traffic in the
Collegetown area as provided for in the MU‐1 District regulations.
Due to the proximity of the overhead power lines to the location of the building, the applicant originally
proposed to bump out the curb at the corner and relocate the utility pole farther away from the building
and within the proposed bump‐out. The bump‐out would have removed one on‐street parking space. Due
to the proposed building push-back Due to the modified design of moving the buildings further away
from the sidewalk, the utility pole on College Ave. no longer needs to be relocated and, therefore, a bump‐
out is no longer proposed. Utility poles on Bool Street will be relocated to the south side of Bool Street.
The Lead Agency emphasizes its preference that –— if at all possible- — new utility wires be installed
underground rather than on new poles. Any such relocation of existing utilities would be subject to New
York State Electric and Gas Corporation’s jurisdiction.
There is no parking requirement in the M‐U1 CAFD Zone and no on‐site parking is proposed. The site is
well‐served by TCAT, offering access to Cornell University, downtown, and other prime destinations. The
building will have an internal ramp‐accessed bike garage (20 spaces) for residents, and outdoor bike
parking (4 spaces) for visitors, in compliance with Site Plan Review requirements. New +/‐8’8”‐ to +/‐12’‐
wide sidewalks will be installed along both streets, including a new accessibility sidewalk ramp at the
corner, consistent with current City standards. The Lead Agency has requested, and the applicant has

agreed to further refine designs to insure that there is an appropriate and welcoming accessible
entrance.
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Based this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on transportation.
IMPACT ON ENERGY

No impact is anticipated.
No impact is anticipated. The proposed project will not affect the community’s sources of fuel or energy
supply. The applicant has proposed an all‐electric heating system to avoid installing on‐site fossil fuel
infrastructure, and adequate capacity exists for both water supply and wastewater treatment. The
applicant will coordinate with New York State Electric and Gas Corporation to install the necessary
improvements to serve the electrical demands of the project, and is pursuing an Energy Star certification.
IMPACT ON NOISE & ODORS
Construction is anticipated to last 13 months., and thus the duration of the impact will be short‐term and
moderate, since it will be localized to the project site and immediately surrounding streets. The proposed
project is in a densely developed area in close proximity to residential and commercial development.
Construction activities, including foundation work, will temporarily produce noise that will affect residents
and businesses in the immediate area. Noise producing construction activities, however, will be limited to
7:30 am to 7:30 pm Monday‐Friday. Upon completion of construction, potential impacts associated with
noise will be nominal, as the project is residential in nature and will not be producing operating noise
exceeding local ambient noise levels for noise outside of structures.

Noise producing construction activities will be limited to 7:30 am to 7:30 pm Monday-Friday.
No blasting will be occurring with respect to the project. No significant odors are anticipated. The
proposed project will also not remove natural barriers that would act as a noise screen.
Based this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on noise and odors.
IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH
The proposed project will not affect public health and safety. The applicant has submitted a Phase 1
Environmental Site Assessment prepared by GeoLogic, Inc., and dated April 2016. The report evaluated
the basement and exterior of the property. The 1st floor, 2nd floor, and attic were excluded from the
assessment. The report found no evidence of recognized environmental conditions in relation to the
property.
The existing building to be demolished may contain asbestos or other hazardous substances that could
potentially be released during construction/demolition. The applicant has stated that an Asbestos
SurveyAn asbestos survey has been completed and asbestos was found in portions of the existing
structure. Any hazardous materials in the existing buildings should, including asbestos containing
material, will be handled, removed and disposed of by appropriately licensed contractors retained by the
applicant and in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Based this information, the Board finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on public health.
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IMPACT ON GROWTH & CHARACTER OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD

The project site is in a densely developed area near the central core of Collegetown. The immediate area
is primarily residential, characterized by a large variety of predominantly older multi‐family student
residences. The project site is also in proximity to numerous high density commercial, retail, office, service
and residential buildings along College Ave. and Dryden Road, including buildings five stories or greater.
The project site is in the Mixed‐Use 1 CAFD (MU‐1) Zoning District. These districts were created to produce
a dynamic urban environment in which uses reinforce each other and promote an attractive, walkable
neighborhood. Enacted by Common Council in January 2014, CAFD describes the MU districts as follows:
Located in central Collegetown, the Mixed Use districts allow the highest density within the
Collegetown Area Form Districts. Redevelopment is anticipated and encouraged (with the
exception of designated local landmarks), and the intent is to concentrate the majority of
additional development within these districts.
The Mixed Use district regulations have been designed to encourage exceptional urban design and
high‐quality construction. The Mixed Use 1 district permits buildings of up to 5 stories and 70 feet
in height while the Mixed Use 2 district allows buildings of up to 6 stories and 80 feet in height. A
building cannot exceed either requirement. While it may be feasible to design a building with a
greater number of stories within the maximum allowed height in feet, the intent of the district
regulations is to meet both requirements. The additional building height in feet has been allowed
for the purpose of providing adequate space for mechanicals and accommodating high‐quality
design features and finishes.
The project site is at the edge of the MU‐1 CAFD Zoning District where the district transitions to CR‐4, the
residential district that allows the highest density. The applicant has proposed a step‐down at the corners
of the 5th floor facing College Avenue.
The intent of the MU‐1 District is to create a traditional urban landscape. The MU‐1 District regulations
require a 5’ front and side setback from the streetline, and permit buildings up to five stories and 70’ feet
in height. A flat roof is also allowed in the MU‐1 District.
While acknowledging the goals of CAFD, the Board hashad concerns about the size, shape, and height of
the building in relation to its immediate context. The Board hashad stated the following concerns and
requested the following additional information for further consideration during site plan review:





As the Shadow Study demonstrates that the adjacent property’s solar panels will be shaded a
greater part of the year, the applicant should consider mounting solar panels on the building for
said property owner’s use
Consideration of setting back a portion of the top portion of the building along College Avenue
The sidewalk on College Avenue should meet American Society of Transportation Engineers
standards for unobstructed sidewalk width in urban areas
The pedestrian‐level experience of the building should be enhanced
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Consideration for appropriate and welcoming design of accessible entrances
Need for streetscape elevation showing College Avenue context
Need for north and south ground level perspectives – including nearby buildings – looking south
down College Ave,., north up College Ave. and up from Cook St.
Need for feedback from the Design Review Committee
Warmer and more contextual colors and greater façade articulation
Response to the Collegetown Plan’s call for ‘graceful transitions’ between form districts

The Planning Board intendsDesign Review Committee reviewed the project on June 6, 2016 and
provided the following feedback and requests for additional information:


Explore / revise color scheme for the top floor of the building, using darker colors or a neutral
gray so that the fifth floor may appear to continuerecede from view. The lighter “snow” colored
fiber cement board would be used no higher than the top of the fourth floor, except where it rose
up to workfollow the profile of the pop‐up tower on College Ave. and also rose up to outline the
similar‐looking two vertical façade elements along Bool St. The goal is to strengthen visual
references to the Grand View House, while using color strategy to visually de‐emphasize the fifth
floor.



Include windows on the street level of College Ave., where possible, considering the interior
layout (e.g., carry the square windows already seen at this level on Bool St. around the College
Ave. corner).



Revised elevations / visualizations / details clearly illustrating recesses and projections of the west
and south facades, including windows. It was noted that the increased three‐dimensionality of
these facades so far is a notable improvement.



Revised materials should, to the extent feasible, show consistency between all elevations,
visualizations, and models. Provide documentation that the specific selected materials will
provide clear three‐dimensional shadow lines between horizontal layers. It was stated that the
warmth of the two proposed wood‐like panel colors, plus the “Chinese red” accents, is vital to
better contextuality with the surrounding architecture.



Investigate revisions to the narrow vertical slits on the west and south facades such that the
rhythm of the windows and cladding materials within them show a stronger relationship to the
rest of the building.



Submit rooftop mechanicals plan and include rooftop mechanicals (and proposal for screening
them) in elevations and visualizations. If a ground‐level transformer is required, show its proposed
location and how it will be screened.

During the site plan review process the applicant during Site Plan Review to proposed the following
additional changes and clarifications to address the concerns outlined above:
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1. The entire building has been set back further developfrom College Ave. than the front setback
required in the MU‐1 District, to will minimize the impact of a tall façade details,on the sidewalk,
and to allow for more planted area and entrance canopies along College Ave.
2. Along Bool Street, the building, by way of a deep indentation, is visually divided into two sections,
each with a separate façade, thus creating two distinct masses.
3. The entrances along College Ave. and Bool Street have been refined by incorporating natural
wood materials, and other used in the projecting canopies and architectural screens.
1.4. Shade devices have been added to the punched windows on the lower stories to create additional
architectural interest and no reflective glass is proposed as part of the project design aspects that
will address these issues..
5. The Lead Agency has requested, and To further minimize a potential “boxy” appearance of the
building, the applicant has agreed, to push the proposed modified the roof line facing College
Ave. to be stepped back further.
6. The planters back two feet to further increaseon the College Ave frontage have been pushed
back farther from the boundary line to maximize the width of the sidewalk on College Ave. and
to allow for expansion, resulting in a 12 foot sidewalk along the Property. The applicant states
that this is more than double those of other properties along College Ave.
2.7. The sidewalks within the right of way include street trees in a walkable flexi‐pave surface so as to
maximize the walking surface while also maximizing water infiltration to support healthy tree
growth and the size of the tree pits, which — as proposed — do not conform to the City
standard for size. has been increased and structural soil has be specified.
8. The top floor of the building has been changed to a darker gray color
9. The applicant has submitted drawings showing the recess and projections of the building planes
10. Revisions were made to the narrow vertical slits on the west and south facades such that the
rhythm of the windows and cladding materials within them now show a stronger relationship to
the rest of the building.
11. Screening for rooftop mechanicals has been added and will be specified as a light gray fiber
cement panel.
In addition a shadow study animation was prepared to demonstrate the amount of shading that could
occur at various times of year and day. The study concludes that the 203 College Ave property will
experience more shading during the fall, winter and spring months than it does now and approximately
no difference during the summer months.
Nevertheless, the MU‐1 District regulations permit proposed buildings that are five‐stories and up to 70
feet in height. Even the adjacent CR‐4 District (located to the east and south), allow attached row houses,
townhouse or garden apartment housing, and other multi‐family buildings, 45 feet in height and up to
four stories. The allowance of attached units in MU‐1 (and CR‐4) zones, together with the nature of a
north‐south running street such as College Ave. would likely prevent sunlight from reaching portions of
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adjacent properties otherwise than the east and west facades. To the extent necessary, the applicant
will, upon the request of such owner, relocate the adjacent solar panels to the roof of the Property for
the use and benefit of the owner of 203 College Ave.
Based this information, the Boards finds that there will be no significant adverse impact on the
environment with respect to impact on the character of the community or neighborhood.
Prepared by: Lisa Nicholas, AICP
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION
CEQR Amended Negative Declaration

Apartment Building
201 College Ave.
Site Plan Review
City of Ithaca Planning & Development Board
August 23, 2016

WHEREAS: the applicant proposes to build a 5-story apartment building on a 0.173-acre lot at the corner
of College Avenue and Bool Street. The building will contain 44 dwelling units with approximately 76
bedrooms. The basement level will have a trash room, a fitness room with windows looking out to the
street, and a bicycle garage for approximately 20 bikes with ramp access from a doorway on Bool Street.
Other proposed amenities include landscaping, lighting, 4 outdoor bike racks, and street trees. The site has a
17’ difference in elevation from the southwest corner to the northeast corner, rising from 690.00 to 707.00.
Site development will require removal of the existing 2‐story wood-framed house containing 1 apartment
with 12 bedrooms, gravel parking area, and five trees. The project is in the MU‐1 Collegetown Area Form
District (CAFD), and
WHEREAS: this is a Type 1 Action under the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality Review Ordinance
(“CEQRO”), §176-4 B(1)(k) & (h)[4], and the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”),
§617.4(b)(11), and is subject to Environmental Review, and
WHEREAS: this Board, acting as Lead Agency in Environmental Review, did on May 24, 2016 review and
accept as adequate: a Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF), Part 1, submitted by the applicant, and
Parts 2 and 3 prepared by Planning staff; drawings titled “ Demo and Layout Plan,” “Grading and Planting
Plans,” “Level 1,” “Basement,” and “Levels 3-5,” dated 3/29/16; and “Southwest Corner Perspective,”
“West Elevation,” “East Elevation,” “South Elevation - Bool St. Façade,” and “North Elevation,” dated
4/13/16; and “North to South Site Section,” and “East to West Site Section,” dated 5/11/16 and prepared by
STREAM Collaborative; and other application materials, and
WHEREAS: on May 24, 2016, the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board determined that the
proposed Apartment building at 201 College Ave would result in no significant impact on the environment
and that a Negative Declaration for purposes of Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation Law be filed
in accordance with the provisions of Part 617 of the State Environmental Quality Review Act, and
WHEREAS: the Board, acting as Lead Agency in environmental review, has on August 23 2016 reviewed
and accepted as adequate the new and revised information consisting of: a revised Full Environmental
Assessment Form (FEAF), Part 3, prepared by Planning staff; new and revised drawings titled “Exterior
Building Materials,” “Site Materials,” “Basement Plan,” “1st and 2nd Floor Plans,” “3rd and 4th Floor Plans,”
“3rd and 4th Mezzanine Plans,” “5th Floor Plans,” “5th Floor Mezzanine Plan,” and ”Roof Plan,” dated June
14, 2016; and “Demo and Layout Plan,” “Grading and Planting Plans,” “East and West Elevations,” “South
Elevation,” “North Elevations,” “Existing Context,” “Future Context,” “Sheet Showing Northeast,
Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast Views,” “Looking North – Existing,” “Looking North – Proposed,”
“Looking South – Existing,” “Looking South – Proposed,” “Looking West – Existing,” “Looking West –
Proposed,” “Looking East – Existing,” “Looking East – Proposed,” “Façade Details,” and an untitled
drawing showing a street-level view of the building at the corner of Bool Street and College Avenue, all
dated June 21, 2016; Staging Plan dated 7-05-16, “Site Details (L103) dated 8-2-16 and prepared by
STREAM Collaborative; and other application materials, and
WHEREAS: in accordance with §176-7 E. of CEQR and §617.7(e) of SEQRA, the City of Ithaca Planning
and Development Board acting as Lead Agency has determined that (1) new information has been
discovered and (2) a change in circumstances related to the project has arisen that was not previously
considered, and the Lead Agency has determined that no significant adverse impact will occur, now
therefore be it

RESOLVED: that the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board does hereby amend the Negative
Declaration issued on May 24, 2016 to include the above-mentioned information in the environmental
record, and be it further
RESOLVED: that based on all supporting documentation, the City of Ithaca Planning and Development
Board does hereby determine that the proposed Apartments project at 201 College Ave. will result in no
significant impact on the environment and that a Negative Declaration for purposes of Article 8 of the
Environmental Conservation Law be filed in accordance with the provisions of Part 617 of the State
Environmental Quality Review Act.
Moved by:
Seconded by:
In favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancies:

None

PROPOSED RESOLUTION
Final Site Plan Approval

Apartment Building
201 College Ave.
Site Plan Review
City of Ithaca Planning & Development Board
August 23, 2016

WHEREAS: an application has been submitted for review and approval by the City of Ithaca Planning and
Development Board for an apartment building to be located at 201 College Avenue, by Noah Demarest for
Visum Development Group, and
WHEREAS: the applicant proposes to build a 5-story apartment building on a 0.173-acre lot at the corner of
College Avenue and Bool Street. The building will contain 44 dwelling units with approximately 76 bedrooms.
The basement level will have a trash room, a fitness room with windows looking out to the street, and a bicycle
garage for approximately 20 bikes with ramp access from a doorway on Bool Street. Other proposed amenities
include landscaping, lighting, 4 outdoor bike racks, and street trees. The site has a 17’ difference in elevation
from the southwest corner to the northeast corner, rising from 690.00 to 707.00. Site development will require
removal of the existing 2‐story wood-framed house containing 1 apartment with 12 bedrooms, a gravel parking
area, and five trees. The project is in the MU‐1 Collegetown Area Form District (CAFD). The originally
proposed project required an Area Variance for a rear yard setback, and
WHEREAS: this is a Type 1 Action under the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality Review Ordinance
(“CEQRO”), §176-4 B(1)(k) & (h)[4], and the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”),
§617.4(b)(11), and is subject to Environmental Review, and
WHEREAS: the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board did, on May 24, 2016 declare itself Lead
Agency in Environmental Review for the proposed project, and
WHEREAS: this Board, acting as Lead Agency in Environmental Review, did on May 24, 2016 review and
accept as adequate: a Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF), Part 1, submitted by the applicant, and
Parts 2 and 3, prepared by Planning staff; drawings titled “Demo and Layout Plan,” “Grading and Planting
Plans,” “Level 1,” “Basement,” and “Levels 3-5,” dated 3/29/16; and “Southwest Corner Perspective,” “West
Elevation,” “East Elevation,” “South Elevation - Bool St. Façade,” and “North Elevation,” dated 4/13/16; and
“North to South Site Section,” and “East to West Site Section,” dated 5/11/16 and prepared by STREAM
Collaborative; and other application materials, and
WHEREAS: the City of Ithaca Conservation Advisory Council, Tompkins County Planning Department, and
other interested parties have been given the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and any comments
received have been considered, and
WHEREAS: the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board determined that the proposed project will
result in no significant impact on the environment and issued Negative Declaration of Environmental
Significance on May 24, 2016, and
WHEREAS: the project met with the Design Review Committee on June 7, 2016, and
WHEREAS: this Board did on June 28, 2016 review and accept as adequate: new and revised drawings titled
“Exterior Building Materials,” “Site Materials,” “Basement Plan,” “1st and 2nd Floor Plans,” “3rd and 4th Floor
Plans,” “3rd and 4th Mezzanine Plans,” “5th Floor Plans,” “5th Floor Mezzanine Plan,” and ”Roof Plan,” dated
June 14, 2016; and “Demo and Layout Plan,” “Grading and Planting Plans,” “East and West Elevations,”
“South Elevation,” “North Elevations,” “Existing Context,” “Future Context,” “Sheet Showing Northeast,
Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast Views,” “Looking North – Existing,” “Looking North – Proposed,”
“Looking South – Existing,” “Looking South – Proposed,” “Looking West – Existing,” “Looking West –
Proposed,” “Looking East – Existing,” “Looking East – Proposed,” “Façade Details,” and an untitled drawing
showing a street-level view of the building at the corner of Bool Street and College Avenue, all dated June 21,
2016 and prepared by STREAM Collaborative; and other application materials, and

WHEREAS: the revised drawings listed above show the following changes from plans reviewed and accepted
during the Environmental Review: the repositioning of the building on the site to meet the rear yard setback
requirement of 10’ while still meeting the Institute of Transportation Engineers standards for sidewalk width in
urban environments along College Avenue; the addition of two functional entries along Bool Street to meet
CAFD requirements, the addition of a curb-cut and concrete driveway at the rear of the building, the stepping
back of the top floor of the building on College Ave, and the incorporation of architectural details and further
design development in response to Design Review Committee comments, and
WHEREAS: this Board did on June 28, 2016 determine the proposed project changes are consistent with the
environmental review and that no amendment to the Negative Declaration is required, and
WHEREAS: that the Planning and Development Board did, on June 28 2016 grant Preliminary Site Plan
Approval to the project subject to the following conditions:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.

Submission to the Planning Board of all site details including, lighting, signage, paving, retaining walls,
fencing, bike racks, site furnishings and other site amenities, and
Submission of cut-sheet for metal paneling materials demonstrating that the installation provides for
reveals between panels, and
Screening for rooftop mechanicals will be changed from white to light gray cement panels, and
Submission to the Planning Board of a location and plan for remote construction parking, construction
staging and deliveries, and
Hours of noise-producing construction activities will be limited to 7:30 a.m.-6:00 p.m., Monday-Friday,
and
Any work in the City Right of Way will require a Street Permit, and
Before a Certificate of Occupancy is issued, there must be a fully executed permanent easement for
access, use, and maintenance of public sidewalk on private property, and
Applicant to work with City to seek underground (rather than overhead) location for all existing and
proposed electric and telecommunications utilities adjacent to the project site, and
Applicant to explore potential cooperation with the adjacent property owner to the north, regarding
relocation of the owner’s solar panels, and

WHEREAS: this Board has, on August 23, 2016, reviewed and accepted as adequate drawings entitled “Staging
Plan” dated 7-05-16, “Site Details” (L103) dated 8-2-16, prepared by STREAM Collaborative; and other
application materials, and
WHEREAS: in accordance with §176-7 E. of CEQR and §617.7(e) of SEQRA, the City of Ithaca Planning and
Development Board acting as Lead Agency did, on August 23, 2016, determine that (1) new information has
been discovered and (2) a change in circumstances related to the project has arisen that was not previously
considered, and the Lead Agency has determined that no significant adverse impact will occur as a result of this
new information and change in circumstances, and
WHEREAS: the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board did, on August 23, 2016 amend the Negative
Declaration issued on May 24, 2016 to include the above-mentioned information in the environmental record,
and
WHEREAS: the Planning and Development Board finds that conditions ii and iii above have been satisfied,
now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED: that the Planning and Development Board does hereby ratify its prior Preliminary Approval and
does hereby grant Final Site Plan Approval to the project subject to the following conditions:
i.

Resolution of the appeal to the Board of Zoning Appeals as to the issue of facade length requirements in
the MU-1 zoning district as applied to the project, and

ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.

Submission to the Planning Board of all site details including, lighting, signage, paving, retaining walls,
fencing, bike racks, site furnishings and other site amenities, and
Submission to the Planning Board of a location and plan for remote parking for construction vehicles,
construction staging, and deliveries, and
Hours of noise-producing construction activities will be limited to 7:30 a.m. - 6:00 p.m., MondayFriday, and
Any work in the City Right of Way will require a Street Permit, and
Before a Certificate of Occupancy is issued, there must be a fully executed permanent easement for
access, use, and maintenance of public sidewalk on private property, and
Applicant to work with City to seek underground (rather than overhead) location for all existing and
proposed electric and telecommunications utilities adjacent to the project site, and
Applicant to explore potential cooperation with the adjacent property owner to the north, regarding
relocation of the owner’s solar panels.

Moved by:
Seconded by:
In favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancies:
None

PREVIOUSLY APPROVED

ADOPTED RESOLUTION
Preliminary & Final Approval

City of Ithaca
Site Plan Review
Harold’s Square (Mixed-Use Project)
123-127, 133, 135 & 137-139 E. State St. (The Commons)
Planning & Development Board
August 27, 2013

WHEREAS: the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board has one pending application for Site
Plan Review for a 11-story mixed-use building by Scott Whitham, applicant for owner, L Enterprises,
LLC, and
WHEREAS: the applicant is proposing to develop a 140-foot tall, 11-story, mixed-use building of
approximately 151,410 GSF, plus an additional 11,340 GSF in the renovated Sage Block. The project will
include one story (17,835 GSF) of ground-floor retail, three stories (51,185 GSF) of upper-story office,
and six stories of residential (up to 46 units). The residential portion of the project is in a tower, set back
62’ from the building’s four-story Commons façade. The building will have two main entrances, one on
the Commons and one facing Green Street, with an atrium linking the two streets. The project is on the
CDB-60 and CDB 140 Zoning Districts and has received an area variance for rear yard setback, as well as
Design Review. As proposed, the project may require a State building Code Variance, and
WHEREAS: this is a Type I Action under both the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality Review
Ordinance §176-4 B. (1)(h)[4], B(1)(k) and B. (1)(n), and the State Environmental Quality Review Act
617.4 (b)(9) and is subject to environmental review, and
WHEREAS: on December 18, 2012, the Planning Board, being the local agency which has primary
responsibility for approving and funding or carrying out the action, declared itself Lead Agency for the
project, and
WHEREAS: the Planning Board, acting as Lead Agency in environmental review, did on June 25, 2013
review and accept as adequate: a Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF), Part 1, submitted by the
applicant, and Parts 2 and 3, prepared by Planning staff and revised by the Planning Board; drawings
entitled: “Utility Plan (C2)” and “Construction Operations Plan (C3),” prepared by Fagan Engineers, and
dated 1/30/13, and “Existing Site Plan,” “Proposed Site Plan,” “Basement Floor Plan,” “First Floor Plan,”
‘Second Floor Plan,” “Third Floor Plan,” “Fourth Floor Plan,” “Typical Residential Floor Plan,” “Tenth
Floor Residential Floor Plan,’ “Penthouse Floor Plan,” “Diagrammatic Building Section,” “Existing
Streetscape Along Ithaca Commons – North Facades,” “Existing Streetscape Along Ithaca Commons –
South Facades,” “Building Massing Views,” “Shadow Study,” “Proposed Building Materials,” “Proposed
North Elevation,” “Proposed East Elevation,” “Proposed South Elevation,” “Proposed West Elevation,”
‘Proposed View Along Ithaca Commons,” and “Perspective View From Green Street,” all dated 5/28/13,
and prepared by Chaintreuil Jensen Stark Architects, LLP; and other application materials, and
WHEREAS: the City of Ithaca Conservation Advisory Council, Tompkins County Planning Department,
and other interested parties have been given the opportunity to comment on the proposed project, and
WHEREAS: comments received from Ed Marx, Tompkins County Commissioner of Planning, regarding
the project, suggested the applicant consider a green roof for the portion which fronts the Commons (or
the requirement of light-colored reflective roofing materials) and recommended the applicant provide
more visual modeling to assess any impacts to the character of the built environment, and
WHEREAS: in response to the County’s comments, the Lead Agency has considered the possibility of a
green roof and has required a light-colored roof during Site Plan Review and has determined the applicant

has provided sufficient visual simulations to evaluate any impacts to aesthetics and to historic resources,
and
WHEREAS: comments received form the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) stated that, “Were
this under our review as a regulatory matter it would be deemed to have an adverse impact on historic
resources simply for the demolition of properties contributing to the National Register of Historic Places
listed Ithaca Downtown Historic District. Manipulation of the design of the replacement building is a
matter of mitigation for that loss,” and that, “The City of Ithaca should consider the cumulative effects of
ongoing physical development on the historic character of the remaining historic streetscape,” and
WHEREAS: in response to the SHPO’s comments, as well as concerns identified by the Lead Agency,
the applicant is being required to provide mitigations for the removal of the two buildings that are
contributing to the Downtown National Register Historic District, as described in Part 3 of the FEAF, and
WHEREAS: On June 23, 2013, City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board determined that, with
the incorporation of the mitigations identified in Part 3 of the FEAF, the proposed site plan would result
in no significant impact on the environment and issued a Negative Declaration of Environmental
Significance, and
WHEREAS: on July 11, 2013, the Design Review Board did review the project and make
recommendations to the applicant regarding the design of the building, to which the applicant has
responded, and
WHEREAS: legal notice was published and property posted in accordance with Chapters 276-6 B. (4)
and 176-12 A. (2) (c) of the City of Ithaca Code, and
WHEREAS: the Planning and Development Board held the required public hearing on August 27, 2013,
and
WHEREAS: the Planning Board did on August 27, 2013 review and accept as adequate: revised
drawings entitled: “Existing Site Plan,” “Proposed Site Plan,” “Basement Floor Plan,” “First Floor Plan,”
‘Second Floor Plan,” “Third Floor Plan,” “Fourth Floor Plan,” “Typical Residential Floor Plan,” “Tenth
Floor Residential Floor Plan,” “Penthouse Floor Plan,” “Diagrammatic Building Section,” “Existing
Streetscape Along Ithaca Commons – North Facades,” “Existing Streetscape Along Ithaca Commons –
South Facades,” “Building Massing Views,” “Shadow Study,” “Proposed Building Materials,” “Proposed
North Elevation,” “Ithaca Commons – North Façade – Perspective From North,” “Proposed East
Elevation,” “Proposed South Elevation,” “Proposed West Elevation,” ‘Proposed View Along Ithaca
Commons,” and “Perspective View From Green Street,” all dated 8/27/13, and prepared by Chaintreuil
Jensen Stark Architects, LLP; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED: that the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board does hereby grant Preliminary and
Final Site Plan Approval to the above referenced project, subject to the following conditions:
Unmet Conditions As Per FEAF, Part 3, Adopted on June 25, 2013
i.

Upon exposure of the neighboring basement foundation walls, their condition will be assessed
and repairs will be coordinated, as required, with the building owners to maintain the integrity of
those buildings and a safe construction environment, and

ii.

Noise‐producing construction activities shall be limited to Monday through Friday between 7:30
a.m. and 7:30 p.m., and

iii.

The applicant shall provide a pedestrian access plan for review and approval by the City
Transportation Engineer and the Planning and Development Board, and

iv.

The applicant shall provide a traffic control and truck routing plan for review and approval by the
City Transportation Engineer and the Planning Board, and

v.

The applicant shall provide a more detailed construction impacts and staging plan for review and
approval by the City Transportation Engineer and the Planning Board, and

vi.

Construction shall be coordinated with the Ithaca Commons Repair and Upgrade Project to
minimize noise impacts, and

vii.

Rehabilitation of the Sage Block will include the following:
a. Maintaining the existing terra cotta cornice at the north and northwest corner of the
building, and
b. Cleaning, repointing, and repairing the existing exterior masonry walls, and
c. Repair and/or replacement of the existing roof, and
d. New fenestration at existing masonry openings on the north and west sides of the
building. When practical, existing windows will be repaired, but if they are deteriorated
to the point of requiring replacement, they will be replaced to match design, color,
texture, and perhaps material construction, and
e. Replacement window design will reflect a characteristic William H. Miller divided‐light
pattern at the upper window areas, similar to what currently exists on the Sage Block
building, and
f.

The incorporation of the west fenestration into the new project atrium space, and

g. The existing interior character will be restored and maintained wherever possible, with
additional modifications developed per the needs and requirements of potential tenants,
and
viii.

ix.

Plans for the exterior renovation of the Sage Block will require review and approval by the Ithaca
Landmarks Preservation Commission (ILPC), using the same standards it uses to evaluate
proposed work on locally‐designated buildings. Of particular interest are (1) the preservation of
the entire cornice; (2) evaluation of the existing fenestration by a qualified professional with
significant experience in restoring wood windows; (3) proper techniques for cleaning, repointing
and repairing the existing exterior masonry; and (4) reconstruction of the northwest corner where
brickwork is interlocked with the brickwork of 135 E. State Street, and
The carved limestone detailing and green roof tiles of 123‐127 E. State Street shall be salvaged
and donated to an architectural elements reuse firm or agency — or, if feasible, the salvaged
carved limestone detailing could be used in the interior of the Harold’s Square project, if the
applicant so desires, and

Additional Conditions Identified in Site Plan Review

x.

Submission to Planning Board of color elevations keyed to materials sample sheet, and

xi.

Submission to Planning Board of site details, including, but not limited to, building materials,
lighting, signage, site furnishings and paving materials, and

xii.

Submission to the Project Review Committee of the final 4th floor roof plan; this plan shall
incorporate a light-colored roofing material and, if feasible, some areas of green roof, and

xiii.

Tower roof shall also be of light-colored roofing material, and

xiv.

Bicycle storage for retail, office and residential tenants shall be provided within the building, and

xv.

Approval from the Planning Board of the proposed bridge connection to the Green Street Parking
Garage, and

xvi.

Bridge connection to the Green Street Parking Garage requires approval from the Board of Public
Works, and

xvii.

A Staging Plan Agreement must be in place with the Department of Public Works and the
Building Division before issuance of a building permit, and

xviii.

Applicant must obtain an encroachment agreement for any portion of the project, including door
swings, that impacts City property, and

xix.

Any changes to the design of the building that affects the exterior appearance, including rooftop
mechanicals, must be reviewed and approved by the Planning Board, and

xx.

Approval in writing from the Fire Department confirming the project complies with all life safety
needs, and

xxi.

Approval in writing from the City Stormwater Management Officer.

Moved by:
Seconded by:
In Favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancy:

Fernández
Blalock
Blalock, Elliott, Fernández, Jones-Rounds, Randall, Schroeder
0
0
Acharya
0

EAST STATE STREET

FRONT YARD SETBACK
REQUIREMENT: NONE

CBD-60

JAMES AND KAREN
SCIARABBA
TAX MAP PARCEL
No. 70-4-5.1

+/-68'-9"

OFF STREET LOADING REQUIREMENT: NONE
OFF STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT: NONE
MINIMUM LOT SIZE: NONE
MINIMUM WIDTH AT STREET LINE: 10FT
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MAXIMUM HEIGHT: 60FT
MAXIMUM % LOT COVERAGE: 100%
(EXCEPT REAR YARD REQ'T)
MINIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 25FT / 2 STORIES

L ENTERPRISES II, LLC
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ft PORTION
No.60
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OF BUILDING
(FIVE STORIES)

ANTHONY
JOHNSON
MASSING
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No. 70-5-7
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JONATHAN JEDD
AND
ROBERT MASS
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SAGE BLOCK
(THREE STORIES)

SIDE YARD SETBACK
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TTH ASSOCIATES. LLC.
TAX MAP PARCEL
No. 70-4-5.1

SIDE YARD SETBACK
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OFF STREET LOADING REQUIREMENT: NONE
OFF STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT: NONE
MINIMUM LOT SIZE: NONE
MINIMUM WIDTH AT STREET LINE: 10FT
MAXIMUM NO. OF STORIES: 12
MAXIMUM HEIGHT: 140FT
MAXIMUM % LOT COVERAGE: 100%
(EXCEPT REAR YARD REQ'T)
MINIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 25FT / 2 STORIES
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DAVID A. LUBIN
TAX MAP PARCEL
No. 70-5-9
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(TWELVE STORIES)
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REQUIREMENT: NONE

SIDE YARD SETBACK
REQUIREMENT: NONE

REAR YARD SETBACK REQUIREMENT: 10FT MINIMUM
ZONING VARIANCE APPROVED AUGUST 2013 (PROJECT APPROVAL
AND VARIANCE EXTENSION GRANTED BY THE BOARD)
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1

GRANITE BASE
Location: Perimeter Base of Building

2

ARCHITECTURAL PRECAST CONCRETE

3

METAL PANEL

Color / Finish: Light Wheat - Lightly Etched

Color / Finish: Champagne Gold / Metallic

Location: Retail Storefront

Location: Metal Panel, Curtainwall / Storefront

5

3
4
3

4

1
2

4

GLASS / GLAZING
Color: Clear Vision Glass / Tinted
Location: Curtainwall and Storefront Systems

5

TERRACOTTA (Rainscreen)
Color / Finish: Varied Browns / Smooth or Honed
Location: Ithaca Commons Facade /
Perimeter of Building

3
5

PROPOSED RESOLUTION
Approval of Project Changes

City of Ithaca
Site Plan Review
Harold’s Square (Mixed-Use Project)
123-127, 133, 135 & 137-139 E. State St. (The Commons)
Planning & Development Board
August 23, 2016

WHEREAS: the project applicant is requesting materials and building façade changes for the proposed Harold’s Square
Mixed-Use Project, which was approved by the Planning Board on August 27, 2013; and for which the Board subsequently
granted a two-year extension of Site Plan Approval until August 27, 2017, subject to all the conditions stated and all drawings
cited in the Final Site Plan Review Approval resolution, dated August 27, 2013, and subject to the applicant’s obtaining all
necessary Zoning Variances, and
WHEREAS: in accordance with §276-6 D., “Changes to approved site plan,” the Director of Planning and Development has
reviewed the changes and determined the changes are significant enough to require re-opening the review, but not significant
enough to require a new Site Plan Review Application, and
WHEREAS: the changes are proposed to accommodate a shift in the building program to decrease office space from 43,900
SF to 25,285 SF and increase residential units from 46 to 108. The following changes are requested that affect the exterior
appearance of the building: an increase from 4 to 5 stories facing the Commons (building height remaining the same); an
increase from 11 to 12 stories facing Green Street with an increase in building height of 1’11”; changes in size of windows,
position of balconies, and pattern of exterior finishes, as well as the elimination of one of the step-backs on the Commonsfacing side of the tower and narrowing of the tower width, and
WHEREAS: the Board has on August 23, 2016 reviewed and accepted as adequate: revised and updated plans entitled
“Updated North Elevation,” “Updated West Elevation,” “Updated East Elevation,” and “Updated South Elevation,” dated
8/9/16, and all prepared by CJS Architects; and other application materials, and
WHEREAS: the Board has on August 23, 2016 determined the proposed changes are consistent with the Negative Declaration
of Environmental Significance filed on June 25, 2013 and, therefore, no further Environmental Review is required, now,
therefore, be it
RESOLVED: that the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board agrees to the changes proposed by the applicant,
subject to the following conditions:
i. Submission of an updated Traffic Analysis, and
ii. Submission to the Planning Board of Floor Plans, and
iii. Submission to the Planning Board of updated perspective drawings from all angles, and
iv. Addition of glass block in stairwell/elevator shaft on north tower elevation and west elevation (lower portion), and
v. Restoration of terra cotta cap and vertical bands — effectively outlining the building on the north façade of tower, and
vi. Restoration of window on East Elevation over the Sage Building, and
vii. Submission to the Planning Board of updated colored elevation keyed to materials, and
Agreed Upon Mitigations as Per FEAF, Part 3, Adopted on June 25, 2013
viii. Upon exposure of the neighboring basement foundation walls, their condition will be assessed and repairs will be
coordinated, as required, with the building owners to maintain the integrity of those buildings and a safe construction
environment, and
ix. Noise‐producing construction activities shall be limited to Monday through Friday between 7:30 a.m. and 7:30 p.m.,
and
x. The applicant shall provide a Pedestrian Access Plan for review and approval by the City Transportation Engineer and
the Planning Board, and
xi. The applicant shall provide a Traffic Control and Truck Routing Plan for review and approval by the City
Transportation Engineer and the Planning Board, and
xii. The applicant shall provide a more detailed Construction Impacts and Staging Plan for review and approval by the
City Transportation Engineer and the Planning Board, and

xiii. Construction shall be coordinated with the Ithaca Commons Repair and Upgrade Project to minimize noise impacts,
and
xiv. Rehabilitation of the Sage Block will include the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Maintaining the existing terra cotta cornice at the north and northwest corner of the building, and
Cleaning, repointing, and repairing the existing exterior masonry walls, and
Repair and/or replacement of the existing roof, and
New fenestration at existing masonry openings on the north and west sides of the building. When practical,
existing windows will be repaired, but if they are deteriorated to the point of requiring replacement, they will be
replaced to match design, color, texture, and perhaps material construction, and
e. Replacement window design will reflect a characteristic William H. Miller divided‐light pattern at the upper
window areas, similar to what currently exists on the Sage Block building, and
f. The incorporation of the west fenestration into the new project atrium space, and
g. The existing interior character will be restored and maintained wherever possible, with additional modifications
developed per the needs and requirements of potential tenants, and
xv. Plans for the exterior renovation of the Sage Block will require review and approval by the Ithaca Landmarks
Preservation Commission (ILPC), using the same standards it uses to evaluate proposed work on locally‐designated
buildings. Of particular interest are (1) the preservation of the entire cornice; (2) evaluation of the existing
fenestration by a qualified professional with significant experience in restoring wood windows; (3) proper techniques
for cleaning, repointing and repairing the existing exterior masonry; and (4) reconstruction of the northwest corner
where brickwork is interlocked with the brickwork of 135 E. State Street, and
xvi. The carved limestone detailing and green roof tiles of 123‐127 E. State Street shall be salvaged and donated to an
architectural elements reuse firm or agency — or, if feasible, the salvaged carved limestone detailing could be used in
the interior of the Harold’s Square project, if the applicant so desires, and
Additional Unmet Conditions Identified in Site Plan Review:
xvii. Submission to Planning Board of color elevations keyed to materials sample sheet, and
xviii. Submission to Planning Board of site details, including, but not limited to, building materials, lighting, signage, site
furnishings and paving materials, and
xix. Submission to the Project Review Committee of the final 4th floor roof plan; this plan shall incorporate a light-colored
roofing material and, if feasible, some areas of green roof, and
xx. Tower roof shall also be of light-colored roofing material, and
xxi. Bicycle storage for retail, office and residential tenants shall be provided within the building, and
xxii. Approval from the Planning Board of the proposed bridge connection to the Green Street Parking Garage, and
xxiii. Bridge connection to the Green Street Parking Garage requires approval from the Board of Public Works, and
xxiv. A Staging Plan Agreement must be in place with the Department of Public Works and the Building Division before
issuance of a building permit, and
xxv. Applicant must obtain an encroachment agreement for any portion of the project, including door swings, that
impacts City property, and
xxvi. Any changes to the design of the building that affects the exterior appearance, including rooftop mechanicals, must
be reviewed and approved by the Planning Board, and
xxvii. Approval in writing from the Fire Department confirming the project complies with all life safety needs, and
xxviii. Approval in writing from the City Stormwater Management Officer.
Moved by:
Seconded by
In Favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancy:

0

August 16, 2016
Lisa Nicholas
Senior Planner
City of Ithaca
108 E. Green Street
Ithaca, N.Y. 14850
Re: Collegetown Crossing, 307 College Ave.
Dear Lisa:
We are proposing a modification to the long strip of land on the border between 307 College Avenue
(Collegetown Crossing) and Fire Station #9. The approved landscape (attached) included densely-planted
swaths of groundcover with some shrubs and small trees. Five benches line the garden.
The modified plan still maintains a through-block pedestrian connection, plantings, and the five benches, but
does so with less long-term intervention on the city-owned portion of the property.
The new landscape plan specifies a gravel base (1.5-2” landscape quality mixed river stone) with seat height
boulders and some creek flats softened by shade-tolerant perennials and punctuated with appropriate shrubs.
Plan attached.
We look forward to our conversation with you and other city officials. In the meantime, please do not hesitate
to contact me, or any of the project team, with questions or concerns.
Sincerely,

Scott Whitham

Phone: 607.379.9175

Email: whitham@whithamdesign.com

123 S. Cayuga Street Suite 201 Ithaca, NY 14850
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION
Approval of Project Changes — Landscape

Site Plan Review
City of Ithaca
Planning and Development Board
Collegetown Crossing (Mixed-Use Housing)
307 College Ave.
August 23, 2016

WHEREAS: the applicant is requesting changes to the proposed landscaping and exterior furnishings that were
approved by the Planning Board on 9/23/14 and for which a subsequent revision was approved by staff on
5/10/16, and
WHEREAS: the applicant proposes changes from the originally approved design that replaces the curved stone
seating with linear wooden benches, adds landscape boulders, and creates a rock garden design with stone mulch
and groupings of lower growing plantings, and
WHEREAS: in accordance with §276-6 D., “Changes to approved site plan,” the Director of Planning and
Development has reviewed the changes and determined the changes are significant enough to require re-opening
the review, but not significant enough to require a new Site Plan Review Application, and
WHEREAS: the Board has on August 23, 2016 reviewed and accepted as adequate a revised drawing titled
“Alternative Landscape: Scheme 3,” dated 8/15/16 and prepared by Whitham Planning & Design, LLC; and other
materials, now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED: that the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board agrees to the changes proposed by the
applicant, subject to the following conditions:
INSERT CONDITIONS (if any)
Moved by:
Seconded by:
In Favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:
Vacancies:

0

