PEDC Meeting
Planning and Economic Development Committee
Ithaca Common Council

DATE: February 13, 2019
TIME: 6:00 pm
LOCATION: 3rd floor City Hall
Council Chambers

AGENDA ITEMS
Item

Voting
Item?

Presenter (s)

Time
Start

1) Call to Order/Agenda Review

No

2) Special Order of Business
a) Public hearing – Acquisition of the Former Immaculate
Conception School Gymnasium

Yes

6:05

3) Public Comment

No

6:15

4) Updates
a) Energy Issues / Green Building Policy

No

6:30

5) Action items (Voting to Circulate)
a) Southside Plan

Yes

Megan Wilson, Senior Planner

6:40

Yes

Nels Bohn, IURA Director

7:00

Yes
Yes

Robert Sarachan, City Prosecutor
Eric Hathaway, Transportation
Engineer

7:15
7:30

No
No

Eric Hathaway / Jennifer Kusznir
Monika Roth, Chair, PRNR
Commission
JoAnn Cornish, Planning Director
JoAnn Cornish, Planning Director

8:00
8:15

6) Action Items (Voting to Send on to Council)
a) Acquisition of the former Immaculate Conception School
Gymnasium
b) Enforcement of Housing Standards
c) Local Control of City Speed Limits and Related Safety
Discussion
7) Discussion
a) Intercity Busses
b) Backyard Chickens
c) Infill Development Guidelines
d) Priority Work Plan and 2019 Goals

No
No

Seph Murtagh, Chair

6:00

8:30
9:00

8) Review and Approval of Minutes
a) January 2019

Yes

9:15

9) Adjournment

Yes

9:20

If you have a disability and require accommodations in order to fully participate, please contact the City
Clerk at 274‐6570 by 12:00 noon on Tuesday, February, 2019.
** Out of consideration for the health of other individuals, please try to refrain from using perfume/cologne and other
scented personal care products at City of Ithaca meetings. Thank you for your cooperation and understanding. **
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Dear staff and various board and committee members of the City of lthaca and Tompkins
County,

As members of the City of lthaca Planning and Development Board, and in response to the
current North Campus Residential Expansion project before us, we find ourselves in need of
more tangible and stringent energy code requirements at the City and County level. Our currenl
CEQR requirements seem ambiguous and unable to address our specific goals to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, make our building stock more energy efficient, reduce embodied
energy and energy transit, and address upstream energy sourcing.
We see the following guidelines available to us now as helpful but not comprehensive or
consolidated enough when it comes to the Planning and Development Board's CEQR process:
. lthaca Green Buildinq Policv
. Citv of lthaca Enerqv Action Plan
. Tompkins Countv Enerqv Roadmap
. DEC Guidance
. Tompkins Countv 239
What we believe to be missing is legislative materialthat is enforceable by the City. We think
that the City's goal to phase out fossil fuel use by 2050 needs to be more aggressive and also
rooted in strict implementation through the City Building Code, Site Plan Review, and tax
incentive programs. We believe that Common Council, the Planning and Development Board,
the Board of Public Works, the City Building Department, the Community lnvestment lncentive
Tax Abatement Program, the lthaca Urban Renewal Agency, the Planning and Economic
Development Committee, the County, and the public all have a vested interested in this issue.
As such, we feel strongly that an energy reduction working group should be created with
members of all of these entities, and that all of these bodies must uphold whatever standard is
created by this working group.

The Planning and Development Board would be happy to provide additional resources and
ideas to this working group, including but not limited to the foilowing:
. https ://aceee. orq/loca l-pol icv/citv-scoreca rd
. http://www. hom eenerqy. o rg/s how/bloq/nav/bloq/id/ 1 .1 5B
. htt0s:/lnewbuildinqs.orqlnews/new-stretch-code-helps-cities-states/
. htt0s://www1 .nvc.qov/office-ofthe-mavor/news/S89-1 7/transcript-mavor-de-blasio-nvcwi ll-be-first-citv-mandate-existi nq-buildinqs
. https://www.aia.orq/press-releases/6086418-new{oolkit-helps-architect-achieve-high-p
As has been noted by the public through the NCRE application process, it is imperative that we
take action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions now. The measures we take to achieve this
must be thoughtful and incorporate the expertise and needs of multiple parties. Without these
energy reduction requirements, the Planning and Development Board is unable to address the
needs of the community as a whole. We require new fossil fuel reduction standards that are
able to be upheld by various bodies, are easy to understand for the public and members of
board and committees from various backgrounds, and will live in perpetuity within City code.

Sincerely,
The City of lthaca Planning and Development Board
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CITY OF ITHACA
108 E. Green St. — Third Floor Ithaca, NY 14850-5690
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
JoAnn Cornish, Director
Planning & Development – 607-274-6550
Community Development/IURA – 607-274-6565
E-Mail: dgrunder@cityofithaca.org

To:

Planning & Economic Development Committee

From:

Megan Wilson, Senior Planner

Date:

February 5, 2019

RE:

Draft Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan

In late January, staff distributed the draft Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan, dated December
19, 2018, for review.1 The draft plan was completed and recommended by the Southside
Neighborhood Plan Committee in December 2019, and the Planning and Development Board
reviewed the draft and recommended it for Common Council adoption as part of Phase II of the
Comprehensive Plan on January 22, 2019. The draft plan is now ready for consideration by
Common Council.
The draft plan was completed over the past two years by the Southside Neighborhood Plan
Committee and Planning staff. The Committee included approximately 15 neighborhood
residents, and the group identified issues to be addressed in the plan, provided feedback on draft
materials, and helped organize public outreach. The first full draft of the plan was made available
in September 2018, and public outreach, including community events, neighborhood meetings,
and an online survey, was conducted September-November 2018. Following these outreach
events, the Committee revised the draft plan to incorporate comments from the community
The Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan is the first neighborhood plan to be completed as part
of Phase II of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The plan follows the format of Plan Ithaca but
addresses the broader issues and goals identified in the Phase I plan at a neighborhood level. The
recommendations of the neighborhood plan are more specific and are often clear action steps to
implement a goal of Plan Ithaca.
Staff will attend the February 13th Planning and Economic Development Committee meeting to
present the plan and address any questions before seeking approval to circulate the draft for further
comment. The recommendations from the Southside Neighborhood Plan Committee and the
Planning and Development Board are attached for your review. If you have any questions prior to
the meeting, please feel free to contact me at 274-6560 or mwilson@cityofithaca.org.

1

The draft plan is available on the project website at http://www.cityofithaca.org/629/Southside-NeighborhoodPlan

Southside Neighborhood Plan Committee Recommendation of the
Draft Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan to the Planning and Development Board
- Adopted December 19, 2018 –

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan outlines a vision for the city’s future and serves as a guide for
future decision-making, policies, and funding, and

WHEREAS, the City decided to pursue a two-phased approach to its new Comprehensive Plan, where
Phase I entailed the preparation of an “umbrella” plan, Plan Ithaca, that sets forth broad goals and
principles to guide future policies throughout the city and where Phase II includes the preparation of
specific neighborhood and thematic plans, and
WHEREAS, the Common Council adopted Plan Ithaca in September 2015, and the planning process
then began to focus on the Phase II plans, and

WHEREAS, the Phase II plans provide an opportunity to take a proactive look at specific areas
throughout the city, particularly those with significant potential for change, and to implement
policies and capital improvements to help implement a shared vision, and
WHEREAS, the Southside Neighborhood Plan Committee was formed in September 2016 and has
worked with City Planning staff to conduct public outreach and prepare the draft plan, and

WHEREAS, the complete draft Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan was made available for public
review in September 2018, and the Committee hosted community events, neighborhood meetings,
and an online survey to gather public comments on the draft plan, and

WHEREAS, following its review of the comments, the Committee revised the draft plan to
incorporate public input; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that the Southside Neighborhood Plan Committee recommends the draft Greater
Southside Neighborhood Plan, dated December 13, 2018, for review and consideration by the
Planning and Development Board as part of Phase II of the Comprehensive Plan, and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Committee has identified the following recommendations as priority actions that
should be undertaken to implement the Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan as soon as possible:
1. Allow architecturally compatible infill development within the Traditional Residential,
Residential Transition, and Medium-Density Mixed Use areas. (Land Use Recommendation B)
2. Zoning Recommendations
a. Revise existing zoning to reflect the desired future land uses of the Greater Southside
Neighborhood Plan. (Land Use Recommendation D)
b. Adopt a form-based code to ensure that new development is compatible with the existing
character of the neighborhood. (Land Use Recommendation F/Historic Preservation
Recommendation G)

3. Work with private property owners to maintain affordability of existing units within the study
area. (Housing Recommendation D)
4. Install additional pedestrian-scale lighting to improve visibility and security at night. Priority
locations include Titus Triangle Park, North and South Titus Avenues, and South Albany Street.
(Public Safety Recommendation D)
5. Flooding Recommendations
a. Install backflow preventers for stormwater discharge south of Six Mile Creek to reduce
flooding from storm events. (Physical Infrastructure Recommendation G)
b. Work with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation to establish
an approved regular dredging program for Six Mile Creek. (Physical Infrastructure
Recommendation H/Water Resources Recommendation B)
c. Create a deeper channel in the center of Six Mile Creek to protect the creek walls from
additional erosion and damage. (Physical Infrastructure Recommendation I)

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

Randall
Galbreath
Galbreath, Hill, Holland, Murtagh, Nguyen, Randall, Whittaker
0
0
Baker, Briggs, Hicks, Krall, Lewis, McCormick, Rogers, Vidler

Planning and Development Board Recommendation of the Draft
Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan to the Common Council, Adopted January 22, 2019
WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan outlines a vision for the city’s future and serves as a guide for
future decision-making, policies, and funding, and
WHEREAS, the City decided to pursue a two-phased approach to its new Comprehensive Plan, where
Phase I entailed the preparation of an “umbrella” plan, Plan Ithaca, that sets forth broad goals and
principles to guide future policies throughout the city and where Phase II includes the preparation of
specific neighborhood and thematic plans, and
WHEREAS, the Common Council adopted Plan Ithaca in September 2015, and the planning process
then began to focus on the Phase II plans, and
WHEREAS, the Phase II plans provide an opportunity to take a proactive look at specific areas
throughout the city, particularly those with significant potential for change, and to implement
policies and capital improvements to help implement a shared vision, and
WHEREAS, in accordance with the City of Ithaca Municipal Code and New York State General City
Law, the Planning and Development Board is responsible for preparing and recommending a new
Comprehensive Plan to the Common Council for adoption, and
WHEREAS, formed in September 2016, the Southside Neighborhood Plan Committee was composed
of 15 area residents, including a member of the Planning and Development Board, and worked with
City Planning staff to conduct public outreach and prepare the draft plan, and
WHEREAS, the complete draft Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan was made available for public
review in September 2018, and the Committee hosted community events, neighborhood meetings,
and an online survey to gather public comments on the draft plan, and
WHEREAS, following its review of the comments, the Committee revised the draft plan to
incorporate public input, and
WHEREAS, at its meeting on December 19, 2018, the Southside Neighborhood Plan Committee voted
to recommend the draft Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan, dated December 19, 2018, for review
and consideration by the Planning and Development Board as part of Phase II of the Comprehensive
Plan; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board recommends the draft Greater
Southside Neighborhood Plan, dated December 19, 2018, for review and adoption by the Common
Council as part of Phase II of the Comprehensive Plan:
Moved by:
Seconded by:
In Favor:
Against:
Abstain:
Absent:

Jones
Petrina
Blalock, Elliott, Glass, Johnston, Jones, Lewis, Petrina
None
None
None

Proposed Resolution
Planning & Economic Development Committee
February 13, 2019
Acquisition of the Former Immaculate Conception School Gymnasium – Declaration of Lead
Agency
WHEREAS, the City of Ithaca Common Council is considering acquisition of a parcel of land
containing the 9,156 square foot gymnasium on the former Immaculate Conception school
campus, located at 320 W. Buffalo Street, Ithaca, NY, and
WHEREAS, the proposed acquisition of less 2.5 acres of contiguous land is an Unlisted Action
under the City Environmental Quality Review Ordinance (CEQRO), and
WHEREAS, State Law and Section 176.6 of CEQRO require that a Lead Agency be established for
conducting environmental review of proposed actions in accordance with local and state
environmental law, 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, and
WHEREAS, no other agency than the City of Ithaca Common Council has jurisdiction to approve
or undertake the proposed action; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the City of Ithaca Common Council does hereby declare itself Lead Agency for
the environmental review of the proposed acquisition of the former Immaculate Conception
school gymnasium.

j:\planning\community development\admin files\nys\reso ped gym acquisition ‐ lead agency.doc

Proposed Resolution
Planning & Economic Development Committee
February 13, 2019
Acquisition of the Former Immaculate Conception School Gymnasium – Environmental
Significance
WHEREAS, the City of Ithaca Common Council is considering acquisition of a parcel of
land containing the 9,156 square foot gymnasium on the former Immaculate Conception
school campus, located at 320 W. Buffalo Street, Ithaca, NY, and
WHEREAS, the City of Ithaca Common Council declared itself Lead Agency for the
environmental review of this proposed action, and
WHEREAS, such proposed action for the acquisition of less than 2.5 contiguous acres of land is
an Unlisted Action under the City of Ithaca Environmental Quality Review Ordinance
(“CEQR”) and an Unlisted Action under the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(“SEQR”), both of which require environmental review, and
WHEREAS, a Short Environmental Assessment Form (SEAF) and supporting information
has been prepared and provided to the City of Ithaca Parks, Recreation, and Natural
Areas Commission for review of the proposed action, and
WHEREAS, the Common Council for the city of Ithaca, acting as Lead Agency, has
reviewed the SEAF prepared by the Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency and City planning
staff; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the Common Council for the City of Ithaca, as Lead Agency in this
matter, adopts as its own, the findings and conclusions more fully set forth in the SEAF,
and be it further
RESOLVED, that the Lead Agency hereby determines that the proposed action at issue
will not have a significant effect on the environment, and that further environmental
review is unnecessary, and be it further
RESOLVED, that this resolution constitutes notice of this negative declaration and that
the City Clerk is hereby directed to file a copy of the same, together with any
attachments, in the City Clerk’s Office, and forward the same to any other parties as
required by law.

j:\planning\community development\admin files\nys\reso ped acquisition of gym ‐ neg dec 2‐13‐19.doc

Proposed Resolution
Planning & Economic Development Committee
February 13, 2019
Revised Allocation of New York State Administered CDBG Program Income
Whereas, New York State requires communities in possession New York State (NYS) Administered
CDBG Program Income to use such funds for CDBG‐eligible uses by March 31, 2019 or return the
funds to New York State, and
Whereas, CDBG program income in the form of loan repayments from this economic development
activity are projected to total over $561,000 by March 31, 2019, and
Whereas, the Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency (IURA) administers CDBG funds on behalf of the City,
and
Whereas, on November 7, 2018, the Common Council for the City of Ithaca adopted the IURA’s
recommendation to allocate NYS administered CDBG program to the following projects:

$175,000 ‐ Cherry Street public road extension, and

$386,583 ‐S. Aurora Street sidewalk extension (Hillview Place to City/Town line),
and
Whereas, the prospective employer to be served by the Cherry Street road extension has informed
the IURA that they are pursuing an alternative location to address their space needs due to
unforeseen soil conditions at Cherry Street, and
Whereas, the Cherry St. public road project is no longer an eligible CDBG economic development
activity without job creation, and
Whereas, Ithaca Neighborhood Housing Services, Inc. (INHS) has recently negotiated acquisition of
the former Immaculate Conception school campus, and
Whereas, INHS has indicated willingness to sell the former Immaculate Conception school
gymnasium to the City of Ithaca at their pro‐rated cost of $290,000, and
Whereas, the IURA recommends the following revised allocation of CDBG funds:
 $0 ‐ Cherry Street industrial park extension
 $175,000 ‐Acquisition of the former Immaculate Conception school gymnasium, subject to
securing $115,000 in match funding
 If match funding for the gym is not secured, then allocate $175,000 for purchase and
installation of pedestrian‐scale, solar lighting in Titus Triangle, Baker, and Conway public
parks, and,

Whereas, environmental review for acquisition of the gymnasium has been completed; now,
therefore be it

RESOLVED, the Common Council for the City of Ithaca hereby amends its November 7, 2018
resolution to approve the allocation of NYS‐administered CDBG funds for the following projects:




$386,583 ‐ S. Aurora Street sidewalk extension (Hillview Place to City/Town line),
and
$175,000 ‐ Acquisition of the former Immaculate Conception school gymnasium, subject to
securing $115,000 in match funding
If match funding for the gym is not secured, then $175,000 shall be allocated for purchase
and installation of pedestrian‐scale, solar lighting in Titus Triangle, Baker, and Conway
public parks, and be it further,

RESOLVED, that the IURA is authorized to request approval from the NYS Office of Community
Renewal for use of CDBG funds.

j:\planning\community development\admin files\nys\resolutions\reso pedc reallocate nys cdbg pi 2‐13‐19.docx

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 - Project Information

Instructions for Completing
Part 1 - Project Information. The applicant or project sponsor is responsible for the completion of Part 1. Responses
become part of the application for approval or funding, are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.
Complete Part 1 based on information currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully
respond to any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information.
Complete all items in Part 1. You may also provide any additional information which you believe will be needed by or useful
to the lead agency; attach additional pages as necessary to supplement any item.
Part 1 - Project and Sponsor Information
Name of Action or Project:
Acquisition of the Former Immaculate Conception School Gymnasium

Project Location (describe, and attach a location map):
320 W. Buffalo Street (the gymnasium fronts on the 300 Block of W. Court Street)

Brief Description of Proposed Action:
City acquisition of the existing 9,100 square foot gymnasium building at the former Immaculate Conception school site that is being acquired by
Ithaca Neighborhood Housing Services for a mixed-use project including affordable housing.

Name of Applicant or Sponsor:

Telephone:

City of Ithaca (sponsor: Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency)

E-Mail:

(607) 274-6565

nbohn@cityofithaca.org

Address:
108 E. Green Street

City/PO:
Ithaca

State:

Zip Code:

NY

14850

1. Does the proposed action only involve the legislative adoption of a plan, local law, ordinance,
administrative rule, or regulation?
If Yes, attach a narrative description of the intent of the proposed action and the environmental resources that
may be affected in the municipality and proceed to Part 2. If no, continue to question 2.

NO

2. Does the proposed action require a permit, approval or funding from any other governmental Agency?
If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit or approval:

NO

✔

City of Ithaca Common Council approval

3.a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action?
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed?
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor?

0.2 acres
___________
___________
0 acres

___________acres
0.2

4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
9 Urban
9 Rural (non-agriculture) 9 Industrial 9 Commercial
✔
9 Forest
9 Agriculture
✔
9 Parkland

9 Aquatic

✔
9 Residential (suburban)

school & GIAC community center
✔
9 Other (specify): _________________________
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YES

YES

✔

5. Is the proposed action,
a. A permitted use under the zoning regulations?

NO

YES

N/A

✔

✔

b. Consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan?
6. Is the proposed action consistent with the predominant character of the existing built or natural
landscape?

NO

7. Is the site of the proposed action located in, or does it adjoin, a state listed Critical Environmental Area?
If Yes, identify: __________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

NO

8. a. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels?

NO

YES

✔
YES

✔
YES

✔
b. Are public transportation service(s) available at or near the site of the proposed action?

✔
✔

c. Are any pedestrian accommodations or bicycle routes available on or near site of the proposed action?
9. Does the proposed action meet or exceed the state energy code requirements?
If the proposed action will exceed requirements, describe design features and technologies:
_______________________________________________________________________________________
Not
applicable for proposed action to acquire an existing building. Any future improvements will comply with applicable state
energy
code requirements.
_______________________________________________________________________________________
10. Will the proposed action connect to an existing public/private water supply?

NO

✔
NO

If No, describe method for providing potable water: ______________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
11. Will the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities?

YES

✔
NO

If No, describe method for providing wastewater treatment: ________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

YES

✔

12. a. Does the site contain a structure that is listed on either the State or National Register of Historic
Places?
b. Is the proposed action located in an archeological sensitive area?

NO

13. a. Does any portion of the site of the proposed action, or lands adjoining the proposed action, contain
wetlands or other waterbodies regulated by a federal, state or local agency?

NO

b. Would the proposed action physically alter, or encroach into, any existing wetland or waterbody?
If Yes, identify the wetland or waterbody and extent of alterations in square feet or acres: _______________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

YES

YES

✔

✔
YES

✔

✔

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site. Check all that apply:
 Shoreline
 Forest
 Agricultural/grasslands
 Early mid-successional
✔ Urban
 Wetland

 Suburban
15. Does the site of the proposed action contain any species of animal, or associated habitats, listed
by the State or Federal government as threatened or endangered?

NO

16. Is the project site located in the 100 year flood plain?

NO

17. Will the proposed action create storm water discharge, either from point or non-point sources?
If Yes,
 YES
a. Will storm water discharges flow to adjacent properties?
 NO

NO

YES

✔
YES

✔

b. Will storm water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems (runoff and storm drains)?
 YES
If Yes, briefly describe:
 NO
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
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✔

YES

18. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that result in the impoundment of
water or other liquids (e.g. retention pond, waste lagoon, dam)?
If Yes, explain purpose and size: ____________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

NO

19. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the location of an active or closed
solid waste management facility?
If Yes, describe: _________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

NO

20. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the subject of remediation (ongoing or
completed) for hazardous waste?
If Yes, describe: __________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
Remediation of the NYSEG Ithaca Court Street Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) was substantially completed in 2015
(NYSDEC
project site #755008).
_______________________________________________________________________________________

NO

YES

✔
YES

✔
YES

✔

I AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE
Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency
Applicant/sponsor name: ___________________________________________

Signature: _______________________________________________________

PRINT FORM
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January 31, 2019
Date: ___________________________

Agency Use Only [If applicable]
Project: Acquisition of former I.C. School Gym
Date:

February 1, 2019

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 2 - Impact Assessment

Part 2 is to be completed by the Lead Agency.
Answer all of the following questions in Part 2 using the information contained in Part 1 and other materials submitted by
the project sponsor or otherwise available to the reviewer. When answering the questions the reviewer should be guided by
the concept “Have my responses been reasonable considering the scale and context of the proposed action?”

No, or
small
impact
may
occur
1.

Will the proposed action create a material conflict with an adopted land use plan or zoning
regulations?

✔

2. Will the proposed action result in a change in the use or intensity of use of land?

✔

3. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of the existing community?

✔

4. Will the proposed action have an impact on the environmental characteristics that caused the
establishment of a Critical Environmental Area (CEA)?

✔

5. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change in the existing level of traffic or
affect existing infrastructure for mass transit, biking or walkway?

✔

6.

✔

Will the proposed action cause an increase in the use of energy and it fails to incorporate
reasonably available energy conservation or renewable energy opportunities?

7. Will the proposed action impact existing:
a. public / private water supplies?

✔

b. public / private wastewater treatment utilities?

✔

8. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of important historic, archaeological,
architectural or aesthetic resources?

✔

9. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change to natural resources (e.g., wetlands,
waterbodies, groundwater, air quality, flora and fauna)?

✔

10. Will the proposed action result in an increase in the potential for erosion, flooding or drainage
problems?

✔

11. Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental resources or human health?

✔

PRINT FORM
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Moderate
to large
impact
may
occur

Agency Use Only [If applicable]
Project: Acquisition of former IC School Gym
Date:

Short Environmental Assessment Form
Part 3 Determination of Significance
For every question in Part 2 that was answered “moderate to large impact may occur”, or if there is a need to explain why a
particular element of the proposed action may or will not result in a significant adverse environmental impact, please
complete Part 3. Part 3 should, in sufficient detail, identify the impact, including any measures or design elements that
have been included by the project sponsor to avoid or reduce impacts. Part 3 should also explain how the lead agency
determined that the impact may or will not be significant. Each potential impact should be assessed considering its setting,
probability of occurring, duration, irreversibility, geographic scope and magnitude. Also consider the potential for shortterm, long-term and cumulative impacts.

Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above, and any supporting documentation,
that the proposed action may result in one or more potentially large or significant adverse impacts and an
environmental impact statement is required.
Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above, and any supporting documentation,
that the proposed action will not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts.
City of Ithaca Common Council
_________________________________________________
Name of Lead Agency

_______________________________________________
Date

_________________________________________________
Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency

_______________________________________________
Title of Responsible Officer

_________________________________________________
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency

_______________________________________________
Signature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Officer)

PRINT FORM
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Location: On grounds of former Immaculate Conception School Site
320 W. Buffalo Street, Ithaca, NY

Tompkins County Property Viewer
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Citations

Gymnasium Building
Proposed for Acquisition
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To: Common Council
From: Robert Sarachan, City Prosecutor
Date: February 7, 2019
Topic: Enforcement of Housing Standards

For the purpose of improving enforcement of the Housing Standards in Ithaca City Code the following
changes are being proposed. These changes provide clearer definitions to aid enforcement and
additional incentives for compliance. They were discussed at the January 9, 2019 Planning and
Economic Development Committee meeting.
Brief Summary of Five Proposals Relating to Enforcement of Housing Standards in Ithaca City Code
1. Certificate of Compliance Presumption‐ IMC §210‐43
Codifies the presumption that a rental property for which a c of c has been issued remains as that use.
This eliminates one element of proof otherwise required for prosecution of a rental property with an
expired c of c. It does not change the existing law which presumes the use continues until there is
notice of the change, and if the property has changed from rental, the presumption is easily rebutted
simply by giving the building division written notice.
2. Displaced Tenant‐ IMC § §258‐12, 258‐13
This requires a landlord to pay for alternative housing for any tenants displaced from a leased unit from
the landlord’s fault: by over occupancy or by condemnation, both problems within the landlord’s
control. This reduces financial and mental stress on displaced tenants, and gives landlords additional
financial incentive to comply with housing codes to avoid condemnation, and with zoning laws regarding
over occupancy. This also mitigates the financial disincentive for tenants to cooperate with the building
division in enforcement.
3. Define Occupant IMC 325‐3
Clarifies what an occupant is for the purposes of enforcing zoning occupancy. It creates a presumption
that, among other things, a person whose name is on a lease is an occupant of a rental property
4. Penalty for a Landlord Renting a Condemned Property IMC §146‐9
Currently there is no penalty for renting a condemned rental unit. This creates a penalty for a landlord
who rents a property that has been deemed unsafe for occupancy and condemned by the building
division.
5. Penalties for Over Occupancy IMC §325‐47
Currently the penalty for over occupancy is the same regardless of the number of tenants that exceed
the maximum, which means that even if successfully prosecuted for over occupancy, it can be profitable
for a landlord. This specifies that for over occupancy, each additional occupant greater than the

permitted number is a separate offense. For example, renting to ten people in a rental until zoned for a
maximum of three unrelated people would be seven offenses instead one offense. This enhances the
financial incentive for landlords to comply with zoning requirements.

ORDINANCE __-2019
An Ordinance Revising Chapter 210-43 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code
WHEREAS, Chapter 210-43 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code establishes procedures and
requirements for save rental housing to promote public safety; and,
WHEREAS, the City of Ithaca has a significant tenant population, and;
WHEREAS, all rental dwellings must hold a valid certificate of compliance as required in §21043, and;
WHEREAS, the city of Ithaca recognizes and affirms that obtaining a certificate of compliance
for a rental dwelling helps to ensure the health and safety of tenants in the city; and
WHEREAS, it is incumbent upon each property owner of a rental dwelling to first obtain and the
periodically renew their certificate of compliance, and;
WHEREAS, the presumption proposed will aid in the enforcement of the requirement of
renewing certificates of compliance; and
WHEREAS, the City Attorney’s Office and the Building Division have proposed
recommendations to Common Council to add a provision for a presumption of rental status; now
therefore
BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Common Council of the City of Ithaca as follows:
Section 1. Findings of Fact. The Common Council finds that the safety of the public will be
better served by requiring rental dwellings to renew expired certificates of compliance, and to
enforce that requirement.
Section 2. Additions to Chapter 210-43.
§ 210-43
A. …
(3) Any rental dwelling that has obtained a valid certificate of compliance shall be
presumed to continue being a rental dwelling or rental unit thereafter, regardless
of the expiration of the certificate of compliance or until such time that the owner
provides a written statement to the Building Division that the dwelling or unit is no
longer rented and it is inspected by the Building Division to confirm that it is no
longer rented.

Section 3. Severability. Severability is intended throughout and within the provisions of this
Ordinance. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Ordinance is
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, then that decision shall
not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon publication as
provided for in the City Charter.

ORDINANCE __-2019
An Ordinance Revising Chapter 258 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code
WHEREAS, Chapter 258 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code establishes procedures for
equitable landlord-tenant relations, and;
WHEREAS, the City of Ithaca has a significant tenant population, and;
WHEREAS, there are circumstances where tenants must vacate a premises which have been
leased through no fault of the tenant due to zoning violations committed by the landlord, and;
WHEREAS, there are circumstances where tenants must vacate a premises which have been
leased because the property has been declared unsafe for occupancy due to failure of the
landlord to provide proper housing conditions, and;
WHEREAS, the city of Ithaca recognizes and affirms that occupation of a building that has been
declared unsafe risked the health and safety of our citizen’s within the city, and;
WHEREAS, the Common Council desires to impose a remedy for tenants who are displaced
due to violations of the housing code, of the zoning rules, and/or other violations of city, state or
national codes, rules, and regulations during a lease term, and;
WHEREAS, the City Attorney’s Office and the Building Division have proposed
recommendations to Common Council to add a provision for alternative housing for displaced
tenants; now therefore
BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Common Council of the City of Ithaca as follows:
Section 1. Findings of Fact. The Common Council finds that the safety of the public will be
better served by enacting a provision for a landlord to provide alternative housing for tenants
who are displaced from their leased premises due to violations of housing code and/or violations
of zoning rules.
Section 2. Additions to Chapter 258.
Article III Displaced Tenants
§258-12 Definitions
DISPLACED TENANT
A tenant, as defined in this chapter, who cannot occupy the premises that the
tenant is entitled to due to the landlord’s failure to adhere to any applicable
provision, statute, rule or regulation relating to the rental unit, including but not
limited to the New York State Uniform Fire Prevention and Building Code, and
Chapters 210 and 325 of the Ithaca City Code.

§258-13 Landlord’s Obligation
The landlord is responsible for the cost of providing housing that is of at least equal
value and in a comparable location to every displaced tenant for the time period
beginning from the date of displacement until the expiration date of the tenant’s lease
term or until all deficiencies have been corrected and inspected by the Building Division
and the Building Division has determined that the until is suitable for occupancy,
whichever date comes first.

Section 3. Severability. Severability is intended throughout and within the provisions of this
Ordinance. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Ordinance is
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, then that decision shall
not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon publication as
provided for in the City Charter.

ORDINANCE __-2019
An Ordinance Revising Chapter 325-3 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code
WHEREAS, Chapter 325-3 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code defines occupant for the purposes of
determining compliance with zoning rules and regulations throughout the City, and this definition has been
found to be ambiguous as to what constitutes an occupant and;
WHEREAS, the primary purpose of the statute is to ensure safe living standards for each Ithaca resident, and
secondarily to protect the quality of Ithaca neighborhoods, and;
WHEREAS, the city of Ithaca recognizes and affirms that safely occupied residences are a priority for the city
as a matter of protecting our citizen’s safety and safety of the residences within the city, and;
WHEREAS, the Common Council desires to clarify the penalty in this chapter to remove any ambiguity in what
constitutes an occupant for compliance and violation of the provisions of this chapter, and thereby meet the
legislative intent, and;
WHEREAS, the City Attorney’s Office has proposed recommendations to Common Council to define occupant
in this chapter; now therefore
BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Common Council of the City of Ithaca as follows:

Section 1. Findings of Fact. The Common Council finds that the safety of the public will be better served by
clarifying the definition of occupant in this chapter.

Section 2. Amendments to Section 325-3.
Section 325-3 shall be amended as follows:

§ 325-3 Definitions and word usage
B.
OCCUPANT
(1) For the purposes of determining the number of occupants for all provisions of this chapter, an
occupant is defined as person that has the right to occupy a dwelling unit or building notwithstanding
actual occupation. Such a right to occupy may be demonstrated by any one of the following:
(a)
payment of rent;
(b)
being a lessee;
(c)
having permission of the owner to occupy a dwelling unit or building;
(d)
other evidence of a right to occupy
(2) [Added 1-8-1990 by Ord. No. 90-2]
In R-2c Zones only, a person that is permitted to occupy a dwelling unit or building in an R-2c Zone.
(a) The number of such occupants that are permitted to legally occupy a dwelling unit or building is
based on the amount of habitable space in the dwelling unit or building and on the basis of lot size. The
minimum amounts of habitable space that are required for occupancy by one or more persons are as
follows:

[1] In R-2c dwelling units, the maximum number of occupants shall be limited to the number
determined on the basis of lot size and on the basis of the floor areas of habitable space, other
than kitchens, as shown in the following table:
Number of Persons
Type of Space
1
2
3
4 or more
Sleeping room, minimum square feet
80
120
180
240, plus 60 for each additional person
Dwelling unit (other than kitchen), minimum square feet
150
250
350
450, plus 100 for each additional person
[2] In any other lodging units permitted in R-2c Zones, the maximum number of occupants shall
be limited to the number determined on the same basis as for dwelling units.
(b) Nothing herein shall be construed to limit the maximum size of any room in a dwelling unit.
Bedrooms that exceed the minimum square footage in the above chart may not sleep more persons
unless the appropriate lot size requirements are met.
(c) Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, once an R-2c dwelling unit is constructed and
legally occupied, the term "occupant" shall not include additional family members or members of a
functional family unit that are added to a household.

Section 3. Severability. Severability is intended throughout and within the provisions of this Ordinance. If any
section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Ordinance is held to be invalid or
unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, then that decision shall not affect the validity of the
remaining portions of this Ordinance.

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon publication as provided for in the
City Charter.

ORDINANCE __-2019
An Ordinance Revising Chapter 210-43 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code
WHEREAS, Chapter 210-43 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code establishes procedures and
requirements for save rental housing to promote public safety; and,
WHEREAS, the City of Ithaca has a significant tenant population, and;
WHEREAS, all rental dwellings must hold a valid certificate of compliance as required in §21043, and;
WHEREAS, the city of Ithaca recognizes and affirms that obtaining a certificate of compliance
for a rental dwelling helps to ensure the health and safety of tenants in the city; and
WHEREAS, it is incumbent upon each property owner of a rental dwelling to first obtain and the
periodically renew their certificate of compliance, and;
WHEREAS, the presumption proposed will aid in the enforcement of the requirement of
renewing certificates of compliance; and
WHEREAS, the City Attorney’s Office and the Building Division have proposed
recommendations to Common Council to add a provision for a presumption of rental status; now
therefore
BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Common Council of the City of Ithaca as follows:
Section 1. Findings of Fact. The Common Council finds that the safety of the public will be
better served by requiring rental dwellings to renew expired certificates of compliance, and to
enforce that requirement.
Section 2. Additions to Chapter 210-43.
§ 210-43
A. …
(3) Any rental dwelling that has obtained a valid certificate of compliance shall be
presumed to continue being a rental dwelling or rental unit thereafter, regardless
of the expiration of the certificate of compliance or until such time that the owner
provides a written statement to the Building Division that the dwelling or unit is no
longer rented and it is inspected by the Building Division to confirm that it is no
longer rented.

Section 3. Severability. Severability is intended throughout and within the provisions of this
Ordinance. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Ordinance is
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, then that decision shall
not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon publication as
provided for in the City Charter.

ORDINANCE __-2019
An Ordinance Revising Chapter 325-47 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code
WHEREAS, Chapter 325-47 of the City of Ithaca Municipal Code establishes the
penalties for offenses for over-occupancy violations throughout the City, and the city
code provision providing for penalties has been found to be ambiguous as to whether
there is a penalty for each occupant over the limit per day or just one overall penalty per
day, and;
WHEREAS, the city court has found the penalty for over-occupancy violations to be
applied for each additional occupant over the permitted number, as each additional
occupant places an additional burden on the residence and neighborhood, and;
WHEREAS, the primary purpose of the statute is to ensure safe living standards for
each Ithaca resident, and secondarily to protect the quality of Ithaca neighborhoods,
and;
WHEREAS, the city of Ithaca recognizes and affirms that safely occupied residences are
a priority for the city as a matter of protecting our citizen’s safety and safety of the
residences within the city, and;
WHEREAS, the Common Council desires to clarify the penalty in this chapter to remove
any ambiguity that the penalty applies per occupant in violation of this chapter, and
thereby meet the legislative intent, and;
WHEREAS, the City Attorney’s Office has proposed recommendations to Common
Council to add that the penalty for over-occupancy applies per occupant in violation of
this chapter; now therefore
BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Common Council of the City of Ithaca as
follows:

Section 1. Findings of Fact. The Common Council finds that the safety of the public will
be better served by clarifying the penalty applicable to violations of this chapter.

Section 2. Amendments to Section 325-47.
Section 325-46 shall be amended as follows:

§ 325-47
Penalties for offenses.
[Amended 8-1-1984 by Ord. No. 84-12]
A. If a property is in violation of any provision of this chapter, the owner of the property
shall be guilty of an offense. In addition, any other person who shall violate any provision
of this chapter shall be guilty of an offense. Each day's continued violation constitutes a

separate offense unless otherwise provided herein. For any violation of overoccupancy provisions herein, each additional occupant over the maximum shall
constitute a separate offense. [Amended 2-8-1994 by Ord. No. 94-1]

Section 3. Severability. Severability is intended throughout and within the provisions of
this Ordinance. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this
Ordinance is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction,
then that decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon publication
as provided for in the City Charter.

To:

Common Council

From: Eric Hathaway, Transportation Engineer
Date: 2/13/2019
Re:

City Speed Limit Change

The Engineering Office has evaluated speeds at roughly 20 locations as part of the City’s
traffic calming program. One finding from this work is that traffic speeds on many of these
streets is almost entirely under the city-wide speed limit of 30 miles per hour. Considering
this, along with the residential nature of almost all of Ithaca’s streets, it is our conclusion that
it would be appropriate to reduce the speed limit to 25 miles per hour on the majority of
Ithaca’s roadway network and to 20 miles per hour in some locations.
A recent study by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety found that a City-wide speed
limit reduction in Boston from 30 miles per hour to 25 miles per hour resulted in lower
speeds. This was independent of roadway infrastructure changes. Average speeds were not
greatly impacted, but the number of vehicles traveling over 35 miles per hour was reduced by
29.3 percent. It is well documented that speeds in this range represent a danger to
pedestrians.
Unfortunately, New York state law does not currently allow communities to establish citywide speed limits under 30 miles per hour. The attached resolution would establish that
Common Council believes this is not appropriate. The attached resolution states that an
appropriate state law would permit the City of Ithaca, and all other cities and villages in New
York State, to establish appropriate city-wide and individual street speed limits, based on
accepted engineering practices.
Through my conversations with Barbara Lifton’s office, this resolution would be the first
step towards requesting that the state law be changed to allow communities to establish
appropriate speeds in their community. I do want to clarify that setting a city-wide speed
limit of 25 miles per hour does not preclude setting individual speed limits higher than 25
miles per hour. It is likely that some roadways in the City would remain posted at 30 miles
per hour; however, they would be the minority of roadways. Therefore, a 25 mile per hour
area speed limit would be more appropriate and efficient for city-wide signage.

1

A Resolution Supporting the Reduction of the City-wide Default Speed Limit From
30 Miles Per Hour to 25 Miles Per Hour
WHEREAS, the observed speeds that citizens report as feeling unsafe in their
communities has been shown to be less than 30 miles per hour through speed
evaluations, and
WHEREAS, Federal Highway Administration methodologies recommend speed limits
25 miles per hour and under on the type of roadways common in the City of Ithaca, and
WHEREAS, a study by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety demonstrated that a
City-wide speed limit reduction in Boston from 30 miles per hour to 25 miles per hour
resulted in lower speeds, especially in excess of 35 miles per hour, and
WHEREAS, reduced speeds minimize stopping distance of vehicles and the likelihood
of injury or fatality as a result of a collision with a pedestrian, and
WHEREAS, reduced speeds narrow the difference in operating speeds of vehicles and
bicycles, which can improve safety for these vulnerable users of the roadway network,
and
WHEREAS, lower speeds provide greater flexibility in roadway design, and
WHEREAS, a reduction in speed from 30 miles per hour to 25 miles per hour
represents an increase in travel time of only 24 seconds per mile under free flow
conditions, and
WHEREAS, the State Vehicle and Traffic Law Section 1643 prohibits cities and villages
from establishing area-wide speed limits below 30 miles per hour and also prohibits
establishing any speed limit under 25 miles per hour on any roadway (except school
zones), and
WHEREAS, in some cases, this law prevents the City from establishing appropriate
speed limits based on accepted engineering practices; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, That the City of Ithaca hereby requests that the State of New York amend
Vehicle and Traffic Law Title 8, Article 38, Section 1643 to allow all communities to
establish a city-wide speed limit as low as 25 miles per hour. Further, on roadways
where established FHWA methodologies for establishing speed limits recommend
speed limits lower than 25 miles per hour, cities and villages should be permitted to post
speed limits lower than 25 miles per hour.

To:

Common Council

From: Eric Hathaway, Transportation Engineer
Date: 2/13/2019
Re:

Vision Zero Initiative

I am writing to request that Common Council consider adopting the attached resolution and
officially embrace a “Vision Zero” strategy for the City’s roadway network. Vision Zero is a
methodology to eliminate traffic fatalities and severe injuries occurring on the roadway
network. Vision Zero is a non-traditional approach to safety that requires a shift in how
communities approach decisions, actions, attitudes and safe mobility.
Vision Zero’s innovative “Safe Systems” approach acknowledges that people make mistakes
and focuses on influencing system-wide practices, policies, and designs to lessen the severity
of crashes.
The three core elements for all Vision Zero communities are described below:
Core Elements
Leadership and Commitment





The Mayor, elected officials, and leaders within transportation, public health and
police, commit to the goal of eliminating fatalities and serious injuries by a specific
timeframe. These leaders work collaboratively toward this goal.
Meaningful and accessible community engagement is employed with a focus on
equity
An action plan is developed with goals and strategies for achieving them
Projects are prioritized that have safety benefits

Safe Roadways and Safe Speeds



Streets are designed to create safe, well-connected transportation network for all users
Proven speed management policies are used to achieve safe conditions for all users
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Data-Driven Approach, Transparency and Accountability





Commitment is made to equitable approach and outcomes, prioritizing engagement
and investments in under-served communities
A proactive, systems-based approach is used to identify and address risk factors
Map of fatal and severe injury crashes is developed to prioritize projects
Findings are shared with decision makers and the public

I believe that the core elements described above represents a comprehensive approach to
traffic safety that would effect change in our community. The natural question to ask;
however, is whether we have a problem worth solving. What I have described above is a
significant effort and represents a change from how most communities approach safety.
The engineering office has begun a city-wide evaluation of the crash trends for a 10 year
period using a state-wide database. We have found a record of 11,525 crashes, 1,393 (12%)
injury crashes, 178 (1.5%) severe injury crashes and 5 fatalities. Based on these numbers, I
do believe that the City of Ithaca has room to improve safety and that a comprehensive
approach is justified.
Next Steps
If Common Council and Mayor Myrick adopt Vision Zero, below are some of the initiatives
that I would undertake to move towards a safer transportation network. I invite further
suggestions as well.


Conduct a kick-off meeting with at least the following stakeholders to discuss Vision
Zero, partnership opportunities and key components of an action plan.
o Jan Lynch, Executive Director of Finger Lakes Independence Center
o Lisa Monroe, Director of Tompkins County Office for the Aging
o Nydia Boyd, Executive Director Southside Community Center
o Pete Tyler, Police Chief
o Dr. Luvelle Brown, Superintendent ICSD
o David Smith, NYSDOT Region 3 Regional Director
o Fernando DeAragon, Executive Director ITCTC
o Frank Kruppa, Public Health Director Tompkins County
o Victoria Armstrong, Bike Walk Tompkins
o Bridgette Brady, Senior Director of Transportation Cornell University
o Scot VanderPool, TCAT Operation Manager
o Gary Ferguson, Downtown Ithaca Alliance
o Member of Common Council
o Member of Board of Public Works
o Member of MATCOM
o Member of Way2Go
o A representative from all active neighborhood groups
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Create a working group, made up of representatives from the Ithaca Police
Department, Public Health Department and the Transportation Engineer to meet
quarterly on initiatives and report back annually to the group listed above.
Conduct Public Outreach Meetings with a focus on existing community groups and
communities that have not already requested traffic calming improvements. These
meetings would focus on anecdotal safety information not available from crash data
such as near-misses or places where people avoid walking or biking due to safety
concerns.
Send an open invitation to neighborhoods that would like to welcome the
Transportation Engineer to walk their streets with them and discuss their concerns
Engage with the public health community to bring a new perspectives and
information to the issue of traffic crashes. Some communities have partnered with
hospitals to collect additional information on crashes involving pedestrians and
bicyclists, as this information is often under-reported in traditional crash records. The
health community could also bring an epidemiological perspective to identify risk
factors in crashes.
Develop a complete streets design policy in coordination with the City’s upcoming
Transportation Plan
Further evaluate crash records resulting in severe injuries and fatalities to find trends
and associated systemic countermeasures
Investigate locations with higher crash occurrences and rates to identify location
specific countermeasures
Seek grants to install advanced traffic signal equipment that can better detect and
react to vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian behavior
Update existing traffic signal controllers and communications network to optimize
vehicle progression at speeds of 25 miles per hour
Continue to pursue jurisdictional realignment that would grant the City control over
traffic signal operation and roadway design in downtown Ithaca along Green Street
and Seneca Street

An Immediate Action
The first action I recommend under the Vision Zero initiative is to pursue lowering the areawide speed limit from 30 miles per hour to 25 miles per hour.
The Engineering Office has evaluated speeds at roughly 20 locations as part of the City’s
traffic calming program. One finding from this work is that traffic speeds on many of these
streets is almost entirely under the city-wide speed limit of 30 miles per hour. Considering
this, along with the residential nature of almost all of Ithaca’s streets, it is our conclusion that
it would be appropriate to reduce the speed limit to 25 miles per hour on the majority of
Ithaca’s roadway network and to 20 miles per hour in some locations.
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A recent study by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety found that a City-wide speed
limit reduction in Boston from 30 miles per hour to 25 miles per hour resulted in lower
speeds. This was independent of roadway infrastructure changes. Average speeds were not
greatly impacted, but the number of vehicles traveling over 35 miles per hour was reduced by
29.3 percent. It is well documented that speeds in this range represent a danger to
pedestrians.
Unfortunately, New York state law does not currently allow communities to establish citywide speed limits under 30 miles per hour. The attached resolution would establish that
Common Council believes this is not appropriate. The attached resolution states that an
appropriate state law would permit the City of Ithaca, and all other cities and villages in New
York State, to establish appropriate city-wide and individual street speed limits, based on
accepted engineering practices.
Through my conversations with Barbara Lifton’s office, this resolution would be the first
step towards requesting that the state law be changed to allow communities to establish
appropriate speeds in their community. I do want to clarify that setting a city-wide speed
limit of 25 miles per hour does not preclude setting individual speed limits higher than 25
miles per hour. It is likely that some roadways in the City would remain posted at 30 miles
per hour; however, they would be the minority of roadways. Therefore, a 25 mile per hour
area speed limit would be more appropriate and efficient for city-wide signage.
Conclusion
I believe that, by the City adopting Vision Zero as a philosophy, we have an opportunity to
better understand traffic safety issues and will be better equipped to improve safety.
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A Resolution Supporting the City of Ithaca’s Vision Zero Plan to Eliminate all
Traffic-Related Fatalities and Serious Injuries
WHEREAS, traffic crashes are among the leading cause of death and injury within the
United States, and
WHEREAS, traffic crashes are the leading cause of injury related death, second leading
cause of injury related hospitalizations and third leading cause for injury related
emergency department visits in New York State. On average, three New Yorkers die
every day due to a traffic-related crash. The combined hospitalization and emergency
department charges average $1.1 billion, annually, and
WHEREAS, from 2008 to 2017 the City of Ithaca had a total of 182 serious injury
crashes including 5 fatalities, and
WHEREAS, the City is hereby recognizing that these crash statistics are not acceptable
for citizens, commuters, and tourists who live, work and play in the City of Ithaca, and
WHEREAS, death and injury on our streets is unacceptable and many serious crashes
are preventable, and
WHEREAS, traffic deaths and serious injuries in the United States have
disproportionately impacted pedestrians, cyclists, people of color, low-income
households, older adults and youth, people with disabilities, and households with limited
vehicle access, and
WHEREAS, the City will hereby commit to decreasing these crash statistics by
endorsing Vision Zero, which is a safe systems approach and strategy to eliminate all
traffic fatalities and severe injuries, while increasing safe, healthy, equitable mobility for
all, and
WHEREAS, the City of Ithaca will create a Vision Zero action plan that focuses on
safety as a primary objective in designing transportation projects; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, That the City of Ithaca hereby adopts a goal of eliminating traffic deaths
and serious injuries; and endorses Vision Zero as a comprehensive and collaborative
approach that involves several City departments in order to achieve this goal, and, be it
further
RESOLVED, That the Common Council directs The Department of Public Works and
the Ithaca Police Department to create and pursue a Vision Zero Action Plan for future
consideration by the Common Council, based upon a comprehensive analysis of traffic
deaths and injuries in the City of Ithaca, and, be it further

RESOLVED, That Common Council directs the Transportation Engineer to oversee the
Vision Zero Action Plan to addresses traffic deaths and serious injuries through a
collaborative combination of engineering, enforcement, education, and evaluation, with
public engagement and other stakeholders.
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Jennifer Kusznir, Senior Planner
February 7, 2019
Inter City Bus Service on Green Street (Submitted to give a planning
perspective of the downtown intercity bus service.)

This memo is intended to provide information regarding the intercity bus service on Green Street.
In October of 2018, the Common Council directed staff to enter into an agreement with the
intercity bus providers in order to allow them to use the Green Street stop for a period of six
months. The current agreement is scheduled to expire in six month and staff has prepared an
evaluation of this program in order to allow for the Common Council to determine whether or not
to renew the permits.
Inter City Bus Service Evaluation
Positive Impacts
 The City has received positive feedback from many riders and downtown businesses on
the relocation of the buses to Green Street.
 The increased foot traffic helps to support local businesses, with a significant positive
impact on the businesses located on the south side of Green Street and on the Commons.
 The convenience of the location allows for easy transfers to and from other forms of
transportation.
 Having all the intercity buses in one location is convenient and easy to understand for
passengers.
 Visitors are brought to the heart of downtown for easy access to goods, services, and
attractions.
 Some of the bus providers have contracted with the Green Street Pharmacy to provide
convenient nearby ticket sales for customers.
 On most days during the trial period there have not been significant issues and all of the
buses have been able to use the street. In fact many of the challenges listed below are
limited to a handful of heavy travel days or days with unexpected weather related issues
(snow, ice, delays)
Challenges
 In order to fit two buses in front of Urban Outfitters, buses must encroach on the bike lane,
which is currently not active but is scheduled to be reinstated once City Centre is completed
(early summer 2019).
 The pull out in front of the Mental Health building is heavily used by Gadabout and taxis,
and Mental Health has asked that it not be used for buses during regular business hours.
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There are 15 times during the week, using current schedules, when three intercity buses
need to be staged concurrently.
Large snowfalls are problematic, as there is no place to put snow, so it has to be completely
removed from the sidewalk and the bus pullout to not impact bus parking and passenger
access.
Before and after holidays, high demand results in additional non-scheduled buses, which
this site cannot accommodate simultaneously. Some buses have double parked to
load/unload passengers.
The intercity buses sometimes park in the area set aside for TCAT.
The City required that loading/unloading of luggage only take place on the curb side of the
bus, however, staff has observed buses violating this rule and passengers standing in or
close to traffic.
The City has added signage to communicate where passengers should be loaded/unloaded.
However, staff observed violations by cars and intercity buses, resulting in safety hazards,
confusion, and the inability of buses to pull into their pickup areas. Enforcement is
challenging, since cars only stand for a few minutes, which is not long enough to write
tickets, but is long enough to prevent a bus from pulling into their space and cause a traffic
back up. True enforcement would likely require a dedicated CSO in the vicinity for
numerous hours.
Buses have blocked the Tioga Street stub on the south side of Green Street, which has
interfered with emergency access to the Mental Health Building.
During heavy traffic days, large crowds of bus patrons can fill the sidewalk blocking the
entrances to the Mental Health Building and to the retails shops.
There are currently no bathroom or indoor waiting facilities for passengers.
The City has limited ability to enforce rules and parking regulations with current staffing
during regular hours and has no staff available during evenings and weekends.

Recommendations
If the City decides to continue allowing intercity buses to service Green Street, staff recommends
that the following actions be considered in order to maintain healthy traffic flows and a successful
public experience:






City staff would convene a meeting with bus providers to discuss necessary changes that
need to be made in order to continue with Green Street intercity bus service. The bus
companies will also be informed that there is no room for expansion of future service at
this location so that they can make an informed decision of whether this space meets their
needs now and in the future.
Due to the limited capacity for schedule flexibility or expansion, the number of bus
providers that can use the street should be limited. Buses that don’t require on-site ticket
sales, or that require greater schedule flexibility should not be permitted to use this location.
The remaining providers rely on ticketing services that are offered at Green Street
Pharmacy, so the Green Street location is critical to their operation. Staff can assist these
bus providers in locating alternate
locations, which would likely have to include
agreements with private lots.
In order to ensure that snow is removed before buses arrive, this block of Green Street
should be seasonally contracted for private early morning snow removal, with a
requirement that the snow be removed off site.
Page 2 of 3












Consider limiting the hours that the space in front of the Mental Health building can be
used for bus service to off-peak times (after 5pm or before 9am).
Consider whether to create one shared bus lane (TCAT and InterCity) on Green Street.
Require bus companies to specify dates that will have additional buses (holidays, student
arrival and departure dates) and to provide on street staff on these dates to direct customers
to their buses, and to direct bus drivers to the appropriate locations.
Consider if the City needs to have a CSO assigned to this area during heavy traffic times
in order to issue tickets.
Require bus companies to provide accommodations for their passengers. This can be
accomplished through and an agreement with an existing facility, but they will need to
show proof that they have permission to use existing facilities.
The bus permit agreement should continue to allow for revocation for failure to comply
with requirements. There would be no tolerance of unloading luggage on the street side,
encroaching on the bike lane, unloading from a travel lane or any other behavior deemed
unsafe by the City.
City staff will work with NYSDOT to assess whether changes can be made to Green Street
that would allow for greater flexibility for buses at the curb and to improve the distance
between the bike lane and merging buses or consider whether the bike lane should be
removed.
The following infrastructure improvements should be explored in order to accommodate
the buses:
o Move curb line along Urban Outfitters pull-off away from the street by four feet to
allow buses adequate space to not encroach on the adjacent bike lane. This could
impact the existing trees offset from the curb by four feet.
o Consider whether to construct a new bus shelter
o Improve lighting in the waiting area
o Rebuild curb ramps crossing the Tioga Street stub
o Relocate existing utilities and fire hydrants to accommodate curb line relocation
o Paint all bus lanes in a solid color (red or blue) to assist buses and drop-off vehicles
in wayfinding.

Costs
The Engineering Department has estimated costs for the suggested improvements to be between
$200,000-350,000, depending on what improvements are deemed necessary. In addition, a snow
removal contract is estimated to be a $15,000 annual contract. If a dedicated CSO is requested for
this location, it would be an annual cost of $62,000.
Contribution by Inter-City Buses
Per the current agreement with the City, Greyhound, Trailways and Coach USA contribute a
combined annual fee of $51,220.00
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To:

Common Council

From: Eric Hathaway, Transportation Engineer, Tim Logue, Director of
Engineering, Peter Messmer, Director of Parking
Date: 2/8/19
Re:

Inter-City Bus Trial

We are writing this memorandum in advance of April 1, when the Green Street intercity bus
six month trial will end. We identify the positive and negative impacts of having the buses at
this location and discuss various changes that could be made, along with the expected
impacts of those changes. We hope this will help Common Council decide whether to
continue to have intercity buses use this location and under what conditions.
In short, if Green Street is to continue to be used as an intercity bus location, the City will
need to provide additional funding to create a functional space and will need to limit the
number of bus companies that can use the space.
The Positives







The City has received positive feedback from many riders and downtown businesses
on the relocation of the buses to Green Street.
The increased foot traffic helps to support local businesses, with a significant positive
impact on the businesses located on the south side of Green Street and on the
Commons.
The convenience of the location allows for easy transfers to and from other forms of
transportation.
Having all the intercity buses in one location is convenient and easy to understand;
passengers and drivers don’t have to think about which bus company in order to know
where to go.
Visitors are brought to the heart of downtown for easy access to goods, services, and
attractions.
On most days during the trial period there have not been significant issues and all of
the buses have been able to use the street.
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The Challenges














In order to fit two buses in front of Urban Outfitters, buses must encroach on the bike
lane, which is currently not active but which will be reestablished once City Centre is
completed (early summer 2019)
The pull out in front of the Mental Health building is heavily used by Gadabout and
taxis, and Mental Health has asked that it not be used for buses during regular
business hours (8:30 AM - 4:30 PM, M, TH, FR, 8:30 AM – 6 PM, TU, W)
Residents of apartments near the bus stop have complained of noise and pollution
related to the buses.
There are 15 times during the week, using current schedules, when three intercity
buses need to be staged concurrently.
Large snowfalls are problematic, as there is no place to put snow, so it has to be
completely removed from the sidewalk and the bus pullout to not impact bus parking
and passenger access. City staff are unable to remove all of the snow after a large
snowfall as their focus is on getting streets and sidewalks opened. This results in
buses encroaching further into the bike lane and even into the travel lane.
Before and after holidays, high demand results in many more buses than usual, which
this site cannot accommodate simultaneously. Some buses have double parked to
load/unload passengers.
The intercity buses sometimes park in the area set aside for TCAT, which can
interfere with their operations during peak times.
Although the City was careful to include language in the agreements with the bus
companies that loading and unloading of luggage cannot take place on the street side
of the bus, we have continued to receive complaints that this continues to happen, and
passengers are standing in or close to traffic.
The City has invested significant effort in signing and communicating to drop-off
vehicles and to bus operators where they should load and unload passengers.
However, we continually see these rules violated by cars and inter-city buses,
resulting in a significant safety hazard, gridlock, confusion and inability of buses to
pull into their pickup areas
o Enforcing no cars in the bus zone - In time it takes to spot an offender and get
to car, it will typically drop off or pick up and be gone. In a minimum number
of cases is it possible to write a ticket.
o Enforcing passenger drop of/pickup in 15 min zone (north side of street) Requires constant vigilance. Difficult to prevent parkers other than bus
customers, from using it. Would require a CSO in vicinity for long hours with
limited enforcement results.
o Enforcing Commercial Bus rules would require constant vigilance to enforce
limited violations of unpredictable frequency.
Staff have received complaints that buses are not staying on their permitted routes
and are cutting through areas such as the 600 block of E Seneca Street.
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Buses have blocked the Tioga Street stub on the south side of Green Street, which has
interfered with emergency access to the Mental Health Building.
Mental Health Building staff have reported that large groups of pedestrians waiting
for buses have created accessibility concerns for individuals trying to access their
building via the Green Street sidewalk.
There are currently no bathroom or indoor waiting facilities for passengers.
The City has very limited ability to enforce rules and parking regulations with current
staffing during regular hours. The City has no ability to enforce rules during evenings
and weekends.

Necessary Changes













Buses that don’t require ticketing (Big Red Bullet and OurBus) should be required to
relocate as soon as practicable. The remaining providers rely on ticketing services that
are offered at Green Street Pharmacy, so the Green Street location is critical to their
operation. An updated schedule showing bus demand without OurBus and Big Red
Bullet is attached). With this revised schedule, a maximum of two buses would occupy
the space at any given time.
The City could help OurBus and Big Red Bullet connect with owners of downtown
plazas or large parking lots, such as the DMV or Northside Plazas, or stores in
Southwest, to see if they can make arrangements to use excess spaces there.
This block of Green Street should be contracted out for private snow removal, with a
requirement that the snow be removed rather than simply pushed somewhere where it
will become someone else’s problem.
Designate the pull-off space in front of the County Mental Health building as drop-off
only. No inter-city buses would be permitted during weekdays 8 AM – 6 PM.
The bus permit agreement should require that on holidays and other days with increased
demand, each bus company must have on-street staff to direct customers to their buses,
and to direct bus drivers to the appropriate locations. Note however, that this bus
company staff would not be authorized to enforce the parking regulations and therefore
the aforementioned challenges in this area would remain unmitigated, unless a city
CSO person were assigned (see notes below about this option).
The bus permit agreement should require the bus companies to provide
accommodations for their passengers. This can be accomplished through and an
agreement with an existing facility, but they will need to show proof that they have
permission to use existing facilities.
The bus permit agreement should continue to allow for revocation for failure to comply
with requirements. There would be no tolerance of unloading luggage on the street side,
encroaching on the bike lane, unloading from a travel lane or any other behavior
deemed unsafe by the City.
City staff would convene a meeting with Greyhound, Coach USA and Trailways to
discuss necessary changes to the existing schedule that would allow the Urban
Outfitters location to accommodate demand. The bus companies will also be informed
that there is no room for expansion of future service at this location so that they can
3

February 13, 2019




make an informed decision of whether this space meets their needs now and in the
future.
City staff will work with NYSDOT to assess whether changes can be made to Green
Street that would allow for greater flexibility for buses at the curb and to improve the
distance between the bike lane and merging buses.
The following infrastructure changes would be needed by 2020 to provided adequate
long-term viability of this space to accommodate passengers and traffic operations:
o Move curb line along Urban Outfitters pull-off away from the street by 4 feet
to allow buses adequate space to not encroach on the adjacent bike lane. This
could impact the existing trees offset from the curb by 4 feet.
o Build a bus shelter
o Improve lighting in the waiting area
o Rebuild curb ramps crossing the Tioga Street stub
o Relocate existing utilities and fire hydrants to accommodate curb line relocation
o Paint all bus lanes in a solid color (red or blue) to assist buses and drop-off
vehicles in wayfinding

Costs
The above needed changes on Green Street will come with a cost, so we want to make you
aware of the investment the City would be required to make to accommodate the buses in the
near-term and long-term. Aside from significant investment of staff time, the following are the
estimated up-front and ongoing costs to make this space viable for inter-city bus operation:
Infrastructure changes described above - $200,000-$350,000
Annual maintenance of above investments – $15,000
Annual snow removal contract - $15,000
Community Service Officer Needs – $62,000 for One Additional Full Time CSO would be
needed (current CSO staff is at capacity, especially with school crossing guard duties).
Enforcement demand during normal days and hours would be unpredictable and low, and high
on holidays and holiday weekends. Therefore, the additional CSO would have to be assigned
other duties on normal days and attempt to return regularly to Green Street to catch violations.
On holidays regulatory enforcement needs would be at the highest demand. However, it would
be a difficult position to fill and manage, if all holidays (which inherently include overtime)
would be required work time, throughout the year. This would create a management challenge
overall, likely negatively impacting the incumbent staff as well.
Contribution by Inter-City Buses
Per the current agreement with the City, Greyhound, Trailways and Coach USA contribute a
combined annual fee of $51,220.
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Existing Bus Schedule
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Bus Schedule without OurBus and Big Red Bullet
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Definitions
As used in this article, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated:
LOT As defined in § C-73C(1) of the City Charter.
LOT SQUARE FOOTAGE As defined in § C-73C(1) of the City Charter.
PROPERTY CLASS CODE As defined in § C-73C(1) of the City Charter.
REAR YARD As defined in § 325-3 of the City Code.
§ 164-27Pilot program. replace with language making it a permanent program?
The prohibition against keeping chickens in this chapter shall, during a two-year pilot
program that shall expire on May 1, 2018, not apply to up to 20 pilot applicants approved
for the keeping of up to four female chickens (hens) per three-thousand-square-foot lot
while the animals are kept in such a manner that all requirements of this article are
satisfied. Suggestion to increase to up to 6 female hens.
§ 164-28Requirements for keeping chickens.
A. Chickens may only be kept on those lots with a property class code of 210, 215, 220,
240, 250, or substantially identical successor designations.
B. Suggestion to eliminate lot size as long as set back criteria are met or perhaps a
smaller lot square footage requirement…2000 SF? Maybe specify the must be kept in
the rear yard lot as in section E and that the coop not cover more than 50% of the rear
lot…so the lot has to be at least 168 SF (assuming 4 SF per chicken).
Chickens may only be kept on those lots possessing a lot square footage of not less than
3,000 square feet.
C. No chicken facility or any structure that houses chickens or any fenced pen area, either
temporarily or permanently, shall be located within any of the following prohibited areas:
(1) Within the setback requirements of the zone in which it is located;
(2) Within 20 feet of any adjacent lot's residential principal structure or accessory
structure that contains a residential unit, or within five feet of any principal structure on
the lot housing the chickens; and Remove this requirement. In many cases it would
make sense to locate a coop off a garage or even the back of a house.
(3) Within five feet from any abutting residential property line, unless the adjacent owner
agrees, in writing, to a lesser setback.
D. Chickens may only be kept by a domiciliary of a dwelling unit located on the lot on
which the chickens are kept.
E. Chickens must be kept in and confined in a properly designed and constructed coop
or chicken house, within a fenced and covered enclosure that is at least four square feet
per chicken in size, which additionally includes a run. Each covered coop and run

combined shall be located in, and shall not cover more than 50% of, the rear yard of the
lot.
F. It shall be unlawful for any person to allow hens to run at large upon the streets,
alleys or other public places of the City, or upon the property of any other person.
G. During daylight hours, the adult chickens shall have access to the chicken coop and,
weather permitting, shall have access to an outdoor enclosure on the subject property,
adequately fenced to contain the chickens and to prevent access to the chickens by
dogs and other predators.
H. Chicken feed must be in rodent-resistant and weather-proof containers.
I. A chicken coop, and the premises where the chicken coop is located, shall be
maintained in a condition such that the facility or chickens do not produce noise or odor
that creates a nuisance for adjoining lots and the responsible domiciliary and the owner
shall remove any odorous or unsanitary condition. The lot owner shall be responsible for
the repair on any adjoining lot of any damage caused by the chickens, including but not
limited to damage to dwellings, structures and yards, and shall be responsible for any
unsafe condition.
J.The person keeping the chickens shall abide by all solid waste storage and collection
standards of the City's Exterior Property Maintenance Code, § 331-7.
K. Roosters and guinea fowl are expressly prohibited, regardless of the age or maturity
of the bird.
L. – Remove section, no longer a pilot.
Pilot registration pursuant to § 164-29 is required for the keeping of chickens.
M. Not sure a class is really needed….except for folks with no experience.
Approved pilot registrants must complete a seminar regarding the care of chickens in an
urban environment from the Cornell Cooperative Extension Tompkins County (CCETC),
or similarly qualified organization acceptable to the Clerk's Office.
§ 164-29Pilot registration process and parameters. Change wording to Registration
process and parameters (remove word Pilot)
A. No more than 20 pilot registrations for the keeping of chickens shall be approved
under this Article IV- Remove
B. Registration shall take place at the City of Ithaca Clerk's office upon submission of a
registration fee of $35 and verification of a completed chicken-keeping seminar. (decide
if class is needed).
C. The City Clerk and Police Department shall, at least three months prior to the
expiration of the pilot program, report to a Committee of the Common Council on the
status of the pilot program. Change to something like – The City Clerk and Police
Department shall report to a Committee of Common Council annually about the

numbers of households registered to keep chickens and whether there are complaints
or other issues arising as a result of improper chicken keeping.
D. Should the pilot program not be extended after the two-year period, the Cornell
Cooperative Extension Office may help rehome the hens in the program. - Remove
E. The City Clerk may revoke registration for a specific site via written notice to the
property owner when the City Clerk or designee finds, at his or her sole discretion, that
any requirements of this article are not met, a rebuttable presumption of which shall be
created by a record of three or more complaints to the Ithaca Police Department about a
specific site's chickens, on the recommendation of CCETC, or on the recommendation
of the Ithaca Police Department. Upon revocation, the City Clerk shall notify the owner,
in writing, of the same, in compliance with § 164-30, and if the revocation stands, the
owner must remove the hens from the property in coordination with such assistance as
may be available from the CCETC, who may assist with rehoming them.
§ 164-30Remedies not exclusive.
The remedies provided by this article are cumulative and not mutually exclusive and are
in addition to any other rights, remedies, and penalties available to the City under any
other provision of law.
A. Any chickens that are not kept as required in this article shall be deemed a public
nuisance, and the owner or custodian shall be given 30 days to rectify the conditions
creating the public nuisance. In any case in which the City intends to correct a violation
of this chapter, including removing and confiscating any chickens present, and then bill
the property owner for the correction of the violation, the City Clerk or his/her designee
shall notify the registrant and the owner of the property and, where relevant, the
registered agent who has assumed responsibility as outlined in § 178-5 of this Code, in
writing, of any violation of this chapter.
B. Any notice required by this section shall be served in person or by mail to the
address on the registration form and the address appearing on the City tax roll,
requiring such person, within a time specified in such notice but in no event less than 30
days from the service or mailing thereof, to comply with this chapter and to abate the
nuisance and, as appropriate, to remove the chickens. Such notice shall also state that
the property owner may contest the finding of the City Clerk by making a written request
to have a hearing on the matter held at the next regularly scheduled meeting of the
Board of Public Works.
C. Any request for such a hearing must be mailed and postmarked or personally
delivered to the City Clerk within 14 days of the service or mailing of notice, and any
such written request for a hearing shall automatically stay further enforcement
concerning the alleged violation pending such hearing. The decision of the Board of

Public Works, by majority vote, shall be binding, subject to any further judicial review
available to either the City or the property owner.
D. Upon the failure of a registrant or property owner to comply with the notice of
violation of this chapter (or, alternatively, to request a hearing as aforesaid within the
time limit stated in such notice, or upon a Board of Public Works' determination, after
such a hearing, that a violation exists), the City Clerk shall refer the matter, by
memorandum, to the Superintendent of Public Works, who shall cause such premises
to be put in such condition as will comply and shall charge the cost thereof to the owner
of said premises, including a charge of 50% for supervision and administration. The
minimum charge to the property owner for such work shall be $50.
E. The City Chamberlain shall promptly present to the owner of any parcel so corrected
a bill rendered for such services, as certified by the Superintendent of Public Works. If
not paid within 30 days, the cost thereof shall be assessed against the property, added
to its tax and become a lien thereon, collectible in the same manner as delinquent City
taxes. Appeals from this section shall only be permitted if written notice of appeal is
received by the Ithaca City Clerk within 45 days after the mailing of the bill from the
Chamberlain, and such appeals shall be taken to the Board of Public Works.

Review of the City of Ithaca Pilot Chicken Ordinance and recommendations for a Permanent Ordinance
to keep chickens in the City of Ithaca.

Fall 2017 – Pilot project review conducted by Monika Roth, CCE Tompkins, and two Cornell Graduate
students taking an agriculture and food policy course in the Law school.
Stephen Flynn is a 3rd year Law Student.
Jonathan Burk is a senior economics student.
Review process
‐Students investigated ordinances for chicken keeping in other cities to determine how similar or
different those are from Ithaca’s and to determine if some provisions might be removed or added to a
permanent City ordinance.
In general, the city pilot program provisions are very similar to those in other communities of our size.
‐Students and Ms. Roth, visited 5 of the residents with Chickens to evaluate compliance and satisfaction
with the City Ordinance.
All chicken owners were generally in compliance – two had coops located on the property line but in
both cases there was no residence on the adjacent properties and in one case, the owner had
permission. There was a mix of coop styles and run space available at all sites. The coops were either
homemade or prefabricated and the runs used a variety of fencing including both wire and mesh. All
appeared to be secure enough to contain chickens and at least provide a deterrent from predators.
Feed and water were appropriately provided. Manure was commonly being turned into a compost bin
covered with straw bedding. No odors were detected during the Fall day on which we conducted our
visit.
Residents were satisfied with the city ordinance. Most indicated they had prior chicken raising
experience so for these people, a class did not provide much additional information. One person who
has a 6‐person household, indicated that 4 hens were not quite enough to meet their egg needs and
that 6 hens would be ideal. Most people raised the chickens for eggs, and valued having access to fresh
eggs from their own chickens and the folks with children also valued the opportunity to teach them
about animal care. A number of people had dogs and chickens with no issue arising. Only one resident
suspected a hawk might have taken a chicken. Some indicated there were some mice and rats about
but did not feel the numbers had increased over what they had seen before having chickens. All were
interested and supportive of a permanent ordinance.
Recommendations
‐Remove the 3000 SF Lot requirement – given the setbacks and the requirement to locate chickens in
the rear yard and that to coop and run not cover more than 50% of the lots it seems that there is
appropriate space on smaller lots while at the same time maintaining distance from neighboring
residences. Another option might be to have a lower SF minimum.

‐Consider allowing up to 6 hens – as long as the 4 SF per bird requirement is met, many yards could
accommodate 6 hens and provide more fully for the family food needs.
‐Consider allowing coops to be located against a garage or even home where appropriate. This gives
the homeowner more flexibility in locating a pen on their properties.
‐CCE class on chicken keeping – may not be needed if someone has experience, but then there is no
standard set of “instructions” that all residents have received. The class does not seem to have been a
huge impediment to getting registered as CCETC is now offering the instruction by appointment in cases
where we do not have a class scheduled and someone is eager to keep chickens.
‐Consider some sort of re‐registration or check in process – should residents re‐register after so many
years? Or should the clerk annually check on how many people in the city are keeping chickens? And
document complaints. This may take time and may not be a top priority for the clerk or police dept.
Perhaps contract with CCETC to conduct an annual survey/site visit and to be the first responder for
complaints. Or the City Life Commission might take this on?
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To:

Planning & Economic Development Committee

From:

Planning Staff

Date:

February 7, 2019

RE:

Initial Infill Housing Recommendations for R-1 and R-2 Districts

Following discussions at recent Planning Committee meetings, Planning staff has been working to
identify policy changes that would address concerns related to infill housing in established
residential neighborhoods. The objective is to encourage infill that achieves compatibility without
negatively impacting the City’s goals of increased density and affordability.
Through our initial research and analysis of existing zoning, we have identified regulations for the
R-1 and R-2 districts that allow development that is inconsistent with these goals. Specifically,
the zoning encourages the construction of multiple primary structures, specifically duplexes, and
in some cases has resulted in the demolition of existing structures and/or the construction of two
or more new structures of similar size. Many people feel this has a negative impact on home
ownership as lots with multiple primary structures are unlikely to be owner occupied and this trend
drives up property values and negatively impacts affordability for owner occupants. In addition,
lack of design guidelines and minimum greenspace requirements can result in infill housing that
is incompatible with neighborhood character, loss of mature shade trees, and yards dominated by
parking to meet off-street parking requirements.
To address these problems, staff recommends consideration of changes to the R-1 and R-2 zoning
districts that would (1) discourage demolition of existing residential structures; (2) encourage
residential conversion of existing accessory structures; and (3) allow construction of additional
structures that are subordinate in size to the principal structure and of compatible design to the
existing built environment. Specific changes may include:
1) Establish a limit of one principal structure per lot.
2) Limit the size of additional structures to a smaller percentage of the principal structure’s
footprint.
3) Implement a minimum green space requirement.
4) Develop design guidelines for new construction in established residential neighborhoods.
5) Remove existing barriers to accessory apartments to make it easier for homeowners to
create accessory units.
6) Evaluate off-street parking requirements for apartments in converted accessory structures.
Implementation of these changes would require amendments to multiple sections of the City code
over the coming months. Again, these recommendations pertain to the R-1 and R-2 districts only
as the infill concerns disproportionately impact these districts. Additional policy changes will be

needed to encourage compatible housing units in other districts. Staff will attend the February
Planning & Economic Development Committee meeting to discuss these ideas further and seek
Council’s permission to proceed.
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TO:

Planning & Development Board, Common Council

From: Lisa Nicholas, AICP, Deputy Director of Planning
RE:

2018 Planning Board Annual Report – Site Plan Applications and Approved Projects

Date:

February 6, 2019

As with any annual report – this one is a snapshot in time that may not accurately reflect the larger
context. The tables on the following page show that applications for site plan approval were down in
2018 in both number and type. With the exception of North Campus, we had no applications for large
housing projects, and only two for smaller projects.
Staff spent much of 2018 working with project sponsors. We expect many large projects to initiate
approvals in 2019. Although there is no guarantee that we will get as many applications as expected, nor
that all approved projects will be built, the following information provides a more accurate picture of
expected development over the next 3-5 years than the 2018 data of this report suggests.


Approximately 473 housing units are currently under construction, most of which are expected to
come on-line in 2019



Approximately 203 (132 low/mod income) housing units are currently in the approval process and
expected to start construction in 2019



The North Campus Residential Expansion project (NCRE) will add 2,000 beds to the Cornell campus.
While not included in the attached accounting of current and future housing units, these beds may
have an impact on the housing supply.



Numerous medium and large mixed-use and housing projects are expected to file applications in
2019. These projects involve many hundreds of housing units, about a quarter of which we expect
to be low/mod income. These projects include the following:
Carpenter Business Park /CMC

170 total Units, 35 LMI, 50,000 SF Medical, 30,000 SF Com.

South Hill Student Housing

49 Units/ 151 beds

West State Street/ West Seneca

100+ Units (some LMI) 8,000 SF Commercial

City Harbor Project

128 Units of Housing, 60,000 SF Medical & 10,000+SF Com.

Green Garage Redevelopment

200 LMI Units, Commercial & Conference Center

Immaculate Conception Site

50-75 LMI Housing Units

Chainworks District Mixed Use

Up to 444 Housing Units in the City over 5-10 years

Collegetown Projects

Up to 900,000 SF with 300 Housing Units & Commercial

1

Site Plan Applications Submitted in 2018
2018: New Site Plan Applications Filed* – Type, Name, Construction Cost, Fees Collected and Status
Project Type

Project Name/Location

Public
Commercial
Institutional
Commercial
Affordable Housing
Apartments
Age Restricted Housing
Commercial

Stewart Park Inclusive Playground
Greenstar Cooperative Market
N. Campus Residential Expansion
744 Meadow St –Com. Expansion
327 W Seneca St 12 Units
128 W Falls -5 Units
Falls Park Apartments
Maguire Expansion (Lincoln)
Total

Estimated
Construction
Cost

Fees
Collected
in 2018

$1,500,000
$3,700,000
$128,000,000
$134,000
$957,000
$665,000

$0
$5,550
$192,000
$210
$1,875
$500

$10,000,000
$1,500,000
$280,790,000

$5,000
$2,250
$208,127

Status as of 2/05/19

Under Construction
Under Construction
Approval Pending
Construction 2019
Construction 2019
Under Construction
Approval Pending
Construction 2018

* Excludes withdrawn projects

Site Plan Projects Approved in 2018 (Includes Staff Level Approvals)
2018: Approved Housing Projects - Number, Type and Number of New Units
All New Housing Units

For Sale
LMI

19

For Rent

Market
Rate

LMI

Student*

0
0
12
*Applicant’s stated target market * * Excludes student housing

Market
Rate**

0

5

2018 Approved Commercial Projects – Type, and New Square Feet
All New Commercial
32,378

Industrial
0

General Commercial
32,378

Office
0

Site Plan Approvals– Five Year Activity
Number of Board Approvals
Number of Staff Approvals
Fees Received – Full Site Plan Review
Fees Received - Staff Review
Est. Const. Cost – Board Approved Projects
Est. Construction Cost –Staff Approved Projects
SF of Commercial Development Approved in 2018

2014
12
7
$167,614
$600
$53,241,650
$3,050,000
25,800

2015
13
6
$154,709
$300
$110,751,000
$3,080,000
123,563

2016
11
8
$94,476
$400
$26,547,166
$1,125,875
4,000

2017
19
10
$124,771
$550
$129,453,106
$17,066,000
28,573

2018
6
9
$200,440
$650
$9,075,900
$8,900,880
32,378

Attachments:
1. 10 Year Housing Summary: Units Approved, Built, and Under Construction 2008-2018, and Pending
Construction in 2019
2. 10 Year List of Housing Units- Name, Location, Number, Type and Completion Status 2008-2018
3. 10 Year Account of Major Development Projects 2008-2018 (showing developments of all types)
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Housing Units
Pending
Construction in
2019

Housing Units
Under
Construction as
of Jan 2019

# LMI
Units
12

12

0

473

# all
Units

# LMI
Units

223

1550

# all
Units

# LMI
Units

# all
Units

235

LMI Units

Housing Units
Built
2008-2018

2,035

All Units

57

4%

60%

FOR SALE

34

23

0

0%

0%

FOR SALE

0

0

100%

0

0%

0

0%

0

% LMI
Total % for
# Not
# LMI % LMI
Units for Sale Sale
LMI

0%

% LMI
Total % for
# Not
# LMI % LMI
Units for Sale Sale
LMI

14%

% LMI
Total % for
# Not
# LMI % LMI
Units for Sale Sale
LMI

FOR SALE

100%

% Not
LMI

0%

% Not
LMI

40%

% Not
LMI

10 Year Total of Units Built, Under Construction expected in next 6 months

12

Total
For
Rent

473

Total
For
Rent

1493

Total
For
Rent

100%

% for
Rent

100%

% for
Rent

96%

% for
Rent

0

0%

13%

0%

0

0.0%

# LMI % LMI

0

# LMI % LMI

FOR RENT

2%

#
%
Student Student

9

189

# LMI % LMI

FOR RENT

74%

#
%
Student Student

1103

#
%
Student Student

FOR RENT

12

# Not
LMI

473

# Not
LMI

1308

# Not
LMI

100%

% not
LMI

100%

% not
LMI

88%

% not
LMI

LMI= units that are or will be financed through public funding, such as Low Income Housing Tax Credits, that dictate the maximum rent that can be charged based upon
the Area Median Income as defined by HUD

10 Year Housing Summary - 2008- 2018
Housing Built and Under Construction and Pending Construction in 2019

Planning Board 2018 Annual Report:

2008-2018 - Housing Units- Name, Location, Number, Type and Completion Status

COMPLETED PROJECTS 2006- Jan 2019

Year
Approved

Project Name

2010
2009
2010
2011
2011
2012
2012
2010
2010
2011
2011
2009
2011
2012
2013
2008
2012
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2015
2015
2011
2015
2015
2016
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
09-'18

130-32 The Commons
Coalyard Apartments Phase II
309 Eddy Street – Apts
140 College Ave
Collegetown Terrace
Housing (4 Units)
Cayuga Residences
Apartments
Magnolia House
Breckenridge
Seneca Way Apts
Aurora St Dwelling Circle
Collegetown Terrace Phase 2
Apartment
Thurston Avenue Apts
Cayuga Green II
Stone Quarry Apt
Duplex
Apartment Building
Apartments (Carey Building)
Apartments
Dryden South Mixed-Use
Collegetown Crossing
Residential Mixed-Use
Student Apartments
4 Duplexes
Collegetown Terrace Building 7
Multi Family & Townhomes
Ithaka Terraces (Condos )
Apartments
Two Duplexes
Two Duplexes
Four Duplexes
Student Apartments
11 One-Bedroom Apts
Student Apts - 5 Units
Amici House
Small Developments

2013
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2018
2017
2018

Harold's Square
City Centre Mixed Use
Effeiciency Apartments
Student Apts - 9 units
College Town House Apts
Bridges Cornell Heights Residence
DeWitt House
Two Duplexes & One SFH
Apartments
Apartments

Project Address
130-32 The Commons
143 Maple Avenue
309 Eddy St
140 College Ave
E State St
107 Cook St
217 S Cayuga St
601- W. Seneca St.
N Meadow St
100 Seneca
120 Seneca Way
N Aurora St
E State/MLK Blvd
201 Grandview
Thurston Avenue
Cayuga St.
400 Spencer Street
605 S Aurora St
114 Catherine St.
324 E State/ MLK St.
205 Taughannock
205 Dryden Rd.
307 College Ave
327 Eddy St.
707 Seneca Street
804 & 810 E State St
E State/MLK St.
210 Hancock
212-215 Spencer St
201 College Avenue
312-314 Spencer St
1001 N Aurora St
607 S. Aurora St
232-236 Dryden Rd. .
107 S Albany St
118 College Ave
671 Spencer Rd
Subtotal of all

Under Costruction &
Pending Construction
January 2019

Total Units Constructed 2008- 2018
The Commons
301 E State St
238 Linden Ave
210 Linden Ave
119-125 College Ave
109 Dearborn Place
119 Court Street
128 Falls St
323 Taughannock Blvd
327 W Seneca

Approved
Unknown
Const

Total Units Under Construction & Pending -2019
2017
2017
2017

Reuse Center & Apartments
Lakeview Suportive Apt
Student Apts - 5 units

214 Elmira Road
709 Court St
126 College Ave
TOTALS

Units: Number & Type
Units For Rent w/ Target Market
Units for Sale
All Types
LMI
Student Market Rate
SFH Oth LMI Units # BR Units # BR Units # BR Units # BR
8
8
2
2
6
6
24
39
24
39
24
45
24
45
3
12
3
12
589 532
589 532
4
12
4
12
45
45
24
47
24
47
14
14
14
14
50
60
50
60
37
44
37
44
3
71 106
71 106
1
2
1
1
20
59
20
59
39
50
45
66
35
82
35
82
2
6
2
6
3
17
3
17
16
20
16
20
7
10
7
10
10
40
10
40
46
96
46
96
22
56
22
56
6
18
6
18
6
18
6
18
142 213
142 213
7
7
59
89
59
89
12
44
76
44
76
4
12
4
12
4
12
4
12
8
24
8
24
60 191
60 191
11
11
11
11
5
28
5
28
23
23
23
23
19 16 27 27
73
6
18
13
38
6
12
29 28 34 1493 2145 189 288 1103 1627 205 240
108 137
108 137
193 250
193 250
24
24
24
24
9
36
9
36
67
90
67
90
1
12
1
12
58
58
58
58
5
9
8
8
8
8
12
12
12
15
0
0
0 485 636
12
15 1148 36 459 579
24
24
24
24
60
60
60
60
5
28
5
28
0

0

0

89

112

84

84

5

28

0

0

Major Development Projects 2008-2018
Summary of Major Development Projects 2008- January 2019
Total Estimated Investment:

$558,244,700

Site Plan Review Fees Collected:

$689,942 (Approx. $9 Million in Builidng Permit Fees)

Total New SF of Commercial Space

707,372

Large Projects in Development in 2019
Carpenter Business Park Propoert /CMC
South Hill Student Housing
West State Street/ West Seneca
City Harbor Project
Green Garage Redevelopment
Immacualte Conception Site
Chainworks District Mixed Use
Collegetown Projects

170 total Units, 35 LMI, 50,000 SF medical, 30,000 SF com.
49 units/ 151 beds
100+ units (some LMI) 8,000 SF com.
128 units, 60,000 SF medical & 10,000+SF com.
200 LMI units, commercial & conference center
50-75 LMI units
Up to 444 units over 5-10 years
Up to 900,000 SF, 300 housing units,com. & insititutional

Major Development Projects 2008-2018
Housing and Mixed Use Projects 2008- January 2019
Status

Est. Construction
Cost

Project Name

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction

Breckenridge
Magnolia House
309 Eddy Street – Apts
107 Cook Street
Seneca Way Apts.
Coal Yard Apt Phase 2
Aurora St Dwelling Circle
Thurston Avenue Apartments
Stone Quarry Apartments
Collegetown Terrace Apts Buildings
707 E. Seneca Street House
114 Catherine St. Apartment Building
Cayuga Place Residences
140 College Ave. Addition
205 Taughannock
804 & 810 E. State Street
327 Eddy St. Mixed-Use Apartment Building
Dryden South Mixed-Use Project
Collegetown Crossing
Carey Building
210 Hancock Street
201 College Avenue
312-314 Spencer Rd. Two Duplexes
1001 N Aurora St Two 2-Family Dwellings
Small Projects (One building on one lot)
Four Duplexes (607 S Aurora St)
Amici House (671 Spencer Road)
215-212 Spencer St.
11 Units- 107 S Albnay St
Student Apartments - 232-36 Dryden Rd
City Centre
Harold Square
Student Apartmetns (118 College Ave)
College Townhouse Project
Student Apts - 9 units (210 Linden Ave)
Efficiency Apartments- 238 Linden Ave
Apartments/Condos (323 Taughannock)
Dewitt House (Old Library)
Bridges Residence (105 Dearborn)
Subtotal

Approved -Expected
2019 Start

327 W Seneca St Apts

Lakeview Supportive Apartments
Approved Projects Finger Lakes Reuse Supportive Apartments
Unknown Construction Student Apartments (126 College Ave)
Date

Subtotal

SQ. FT
Commercial

$10,700,000
$2,236,000
$2,400,000
$865,000
$7,081,500
$2,534,000
$550,000
$3,000,000
$7,000,000
$60,000,000
$585,000
$500,000
$6,000,000
$865,000
$350,000
$822,000
$5,000,000
$5,000,000
$5,500,000
$1,600,000
$13,771,000
$6,000,000
$513,000
$465,000

$16,050
$3,354
$3,600
$1,297
$10,622
$3,801
$825
$4,815
$9,460
$25,000
$878
$750
$0
$1,297
$50
$620
$7,500
$7,500
$8,250
$2,400
$20,656
$9,000
$769
$698

$1,500,000
$4,732,000
$2,000,000
$946,000
$12,037,000
$32,005,000
$27,000,000
$1,415,250
$10,000,000
$1,972,000
$2,000,000
$2,500,000
$1,700,000
$1,500,000

$2,250.00
$7,099
$3,000
$1,420
$18,056
$48,000.00
$20,166
$2,123
$15,000
$2,958
$3,000
$3,750
$25,500
$2,250

$244,644,750

$239,182

96,311

$957,000

$1,435

0

Est. Construction
Cost

Total: Complete, Under Construction and
Antcipated 2019 Construction

Fees
Collected

Fees
Collected

$245,601,750

$240,617

$13,000,000
$6,000,000
$2,880,000
$21,880,000

$19,500
$9,000
$4,320
$32,820

9,311

4,100
2,100
5,000
3,600
10,000

10,000
52,200

SQ. FT
Commercial
96,311

26,000
26,000

Major Development Projects 2008-2018
Commercial Projects (Office, Retail, Hotel & Medical ) 2008- January 2019
Status

Est. Construction
Cost

Project Name

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Under Construction
Under Construction

Maines Source
Airplane Factory Renovations
Maguire Vehicle Sales Lot
Honda of Ithaca
Tim Hortons
Enterprise Rent-A-Car
Maguire Automotive
111 Tioga St. (façade)
Ports of NY Expansion
Ports of NY Green House
Delta Chi Improvements
359 Elmira Road – Fairfield Inn
Wal-Mart Outparcel
Pressbay Alley Marketplace
Planned Parenthood
Crossfit Pallas Gym & Black Irish Boxing
Colitvare
Purity Ice Cream Mixed-Use
Dibellas
Maguire Fiat
Holiday Inn Express
Downtown Marriot
Texas Roadhouse
Island Health & Fitness Parking Lot Renovation
Rick's Rental World Expansion
The Cherry Artspace
Elmira Savings Bank Project
Hotel Ithaca Renovation
209-215 Dryden Road (Johnson School)
Tompkins Financial Headquarters
Former Kmart /Petsmart Addition
Greenstar
Downtown Canopy Hotel
Subtotal

3,200 SF Retail Expansion
Approved Construction Expected Maguire Nissan Expansion
in 2019

Total: Complete, Under Construction and
Antcipated 2019 Construction

Fees
Collected

SQ. FT
Commercial

$1,500,000
$274,050
$43,600
$350,000
$500,000
$350,000
$150,000
$80,000
$2,000
$6,000
$227,000
$6,500,000
$784,800
$150,000
$4,100,000
$700,000
$5,400,000
$3,664,000
$600,000
$425,000
$3,000,000
$15,000,000
$1,350,000
$50,000
$100,000
$202,500
$1,000,000
$11,000,000
$12,000,000
$26,500,000
$500,000
$3,700,000
$11,500,000

$2,250
$435
$100
$550
$750
$450
$225
$200
$50
$50
$341
$9,750
$1,122
$50
$6,150
$1,050
$0
$5,746
$900
$638
$4,500
$25,000
$2,025
$150
$200
$304
$1,500
$16,500
$18,000
$39,750
$350
$5,550
$12,250

25,300
0
0
5,636
2,500
0
595
1,100
255
500
0
59,500
28,663
0
6,500
10,384
0
2,866
3,400
8,910
11,555
100,649
7,163
0
2,430
1,200
4,000
13,845
60,000
110,000
7,300
28,000
100,000

$111,708,950

$156,885

602,251

$134,000
$1,500,000
$1,634,000

$201
$5,250
$5,451

3,200
5,610
8,810

Est. Construction
Cost

Fees
Collected

SQ. FT
Commercial

$113,342,950

$162,336

611,061

Major Development Projects 2008-2018
Institutional Projects (Cornell & IC) 2008- January 2019
Status
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Constructin Pending
Construction Pending
Under Construction

Est. Construction
Cost

Project Name
Big Red Marching Band
Cornell Law School Addition
University Ave Reconstruction
Cornell Rowing Center
IC Boathouse
Kite Hill Electrical Substation Upgrade
Cornell Univ. Means Restriction
Cornell Univ. CIS Building
Kimball Hall Renovations
Statler Hall East Avenue Entry
Cascadilla Trail Rehab
Klarman Hall (Goldwin Smith Hall)
Upson Hall Renovation
Garden Ave/Tower Rd. Intersection
Cornell- Hughes Hall
Cornell Ag. Quad Renovations
Gannett Health Center
Noyes Welcome Center Improvements
Statler Hall East Avenue Entry
Rhodes Hall Improvement
Rand Hall Fine Arts Library
Subtotal

$1,800,000
$13,084,000
$1,400,000
$4,930,000
$1,600,000
$983,000
$4,899,000
$31,000,000
$9,000,000
$2,400,000
$300,000
$28,000,000
$40,000,000
$530,000
$10,000,000
$3,000,000
$25,500,000
$3,900,000
$2,899,000
75000
$14,000,000
$199,300,000

Fees
Collected
$2,700
$19,626
$2,100
$7,395
$2,400
$1,475
$7,348
$46,725
$50
$3,600
$450
$42,000
$60,000
$50
$15,300.00
$4,500.00
$38,250
$50
$50
50
$50
$254,169

SF
5,200
16,500
0
9,600
6,000
0
0
103,000
0
1,500
0
67,511
0
0
0
0
73,600
0
0
0
0
282,911

CITY OF ITHACA
108 E. Green St. — Third Floor Ithaca, NY 14850-5690
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
JoAnn Cornish, Director
Planning & Development – 607-274-6550
Community Development/IURA – 607-274-6565
E-Mail: dgrunder@cityofithaca.org

2019 Planning Division Goals and Milestones
Plans, Studies & Projects

Anticipated Completion

Waterfront Study Area Plan
Public outreach
Committee recommendation to Council
Adoption by Council
Design Guidelines for Waterfront Study Area

Q1
Q1
Q1
Q2

Greater Southside Neighborhood Plan
Committee recommendation to Council
Adoption by Council
Amend Zoning to Implement Adopted Plan

Q1
Q1
Q3

Downtown/West State Street/West End Plan

Q4

Waterfront Transportation Study
Coordinate with Waterfront Developers
Request/Obtain Funding
Complete Study

Q1
Q1
Q3

Housing White Papers
List priorities (JoAnn to provide)
 Infill Housing
 Affordable Housing/Middle Income Housing
 Home Ownership
 Short Term Rentals
 Long Term Rentals

Q1
Q2
Q2
Q3
Q3

Strategic Plan for City Facilities
Work with consultants to Complete Plan
Council – Presentation & Recommendations
Support Council prioritization & Decision Points:
 Collegetown Fire Station Relocation/ Renovation
 Consolidation of IPD and Sherriff
 Central Fire Station expansion
 Seneca Garage RFEI

Q1
Q1
Q2
Q2
Q1
Q2
Q3

Collegetown Streetscape Plan Add Tasks and timeline
Internal Organization and Task Distribution
Public Outreach
Complete Conceptual Design
Research funding options/grants
Cayuga Street Improvements Update
Internal Organization and Task Distribution
Public Outreach
Work with Streets and Facilities to plan pedestrian and streetscape
improvements for the 200‐300 blocks of N Cayuga Street
Capital Projects
Coordinate Capital Budget Process
Sustainability Update
Green Building Code
Support Public Works in Leading LED Streetlight Conversion
Produce Ithaca Sustainability Newsletter
Support Local Initiatives through Board Participation, such as
Tompkins County Energy Task Force and the Ithaca 2030 District
Inlet Dredging
Provide support as needed to Superintendent of Public Works,
the DEC, and Consultants to complete construction of the
Sediment Management Facility in the Southwest
Cascadilla Creek Dredging (With DPW & Attorney)
Execute Temporary Easement Agreement with Attorney’s Office
Execute Grant Agreement
Prepare and Release Bid Documents
Award Contract
Implement Project
Downtown Conference Center
Continue to work with the Downtown Ithaca Alliance
and Tompkins County Tourism Program on developing
a Phase Two feasibility study for a Downtown Conference Center.
Pursue strategies as appropriate.
Downtown Transportation Demand Management Program
Work with the DIA and downtown business owners in the
establishment of a new Transportation Management Association.
Inter City Buses 2019 tasks
Assist City & Bus Companies as needed and monitor operations

Q1
Q1
Q2‐3
Q3‐4

Q1
Q1 & 4
Q2, 3, &4

Q3
Q3
Ongoing Q1‐Q4
Ongoing Q1‐Q4
Ongoing Q1‐Q4

Q1‐Q4

Q1
Q1
Q2‐3
Q4
Q4‐ Q1 (2020)

Q1‐Q4

Q1‐Q4

Q1‐Q4

Historic Preservation:
Complete Designation Process for the former Delaware,
Lackawanna & Western Railroad Station
Complete Designation Process for Downtown District
& Two Downtown Properties
Identify and prioritize historic properties worthy of designation
Complete eligibility research and documentation for designation
Add Historic Properties and Certificates of Appropriateness to
Property Manage Database

Legislation
City Wide Overlay for Infill Housing
Green Street Rezoning
Revisions to the Special Permit Ordinance (Phase 2)
Amend Zoning to Implement Adopted Southside Plan
Revisions to the Sign Ordinance
Zoning Rewrites
Begin Re‐write of Zoning Ordinance, including
Form‐Based Template for Neighborhoods
Develop Stand‐alone documents for each zone
Revise Zoning Map and Chart for Usability

Q1
Q2
Q1‐Q4
Q1‐Q4
Q1‐Q4

Anticipated Completion
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q3
Q3‐Q4

Q1‐Q4
Q3‐Q4
Q2

Seneca Garage RFEI
Prepare and Distribute RFEI

Q1

Execute Preferred Developer Agreement
Council vote project and property sale
Design Development
Project Approvals

Q3
Q3
Q4
2020

Public Art
Revise Web Page for Public Art
Facilitate review of mural proposals
Coordinate installation of successful proposals

Q1
Q1 & Q2
Q2 & Q3

Research Grants/Funding Opportunities for the Following:
College Ave Streetscape Implementation
Removal of Sediment from SMF

Ongoing

Economic Development Activities and Major Development Projects
Projects in Implementation

Projects in Development Q1‐Q4

Harold Square‐ – Completion 2019 Q2
City Centre –Completion 2019 Q2
Hilton Canopy –Completion 2019 Q2
Stewart Park Playground
CFCU/Chemung Bank Building‐– Completion Q1
Dewitt House – Completion in 2020
Greenstar Cooperative‐ Completion Q4

City Harbor (Guthrie, etc.)
Carpenter Business Park/Community Gardens
130 Cherry Street ‐ Apartment (94 Units)
312 E Seneca St
Salvation Army Site Project
College Ave PUD +/‐ 800,000 SF
Immaculate Conception Property
Tiny Timbers Subdivision – West Hill

119‐121 College Ave ‐ Completion Q3

Projects In Process
Falls Park (Ithaca Gun)
North Campus Residential Expansion
Chainworks District
Complete EIS and Adopt PUD – Q1
Development Approvals for Phase 1 Q2
Development Approvals for Phase 1 Q4

Green Garage Redevelopment
Select Preferred Developer
Execute Preferred Developer Agreement
Council vote project and property sale
Design Development
Project Approvals

Q2
Q2
Q4

Relocation of DOT Facilities‐ Ongoing

Economic Development
City Business Guide
ED Newsletter
City Economic Development Strategy
Scope
Research
Outreach
Adoption
Exploration of Collegetown Business Association or Improvement District
Collegetown Beautification – implement short‐term improvements
Low‐Income Entrepreneur Character‐Based Lending Program Development
City Business Retention and Expansion Program Development

Q1
Q2
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Ongoing
Q2 & Q3
Q4 program launch
Ongoing

Economic Development Board & Committee Service
Tompkins County Area Development Board
Downtown Ithaca Alliance Board and Committees (Business Retention & Development, Transportation)
Tompkins County Economic Development Collaborative
Downtown Conference Center Feasibility Study Steering Committee
Tompkins Center for History and Culture Leadership & Governance Committees
Parking Study Steering Committee (TBD)
JumpStart Grant Review Committee – Cornell Center for Materials Research
Christopherson Center Steering Committee
Chamber of Commerce Housing Study Steering Committee
Chamber of Commerce Intergovernmental Affairs Committee

Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency (IURA)
Manage the City’s annual HUD Entitlement grant to increase the supply of affordable housing, make
homeowner repairs, assist employers who create jobs, fund job training programs resulting in job placement,
and prevent homelessness
Highlighted projects:
Completion of Spencer Rd. sidewalks
Sale of Property to Emmy’s
Marketing of two lots for development
Construction of Cherry St Extension
Green Garage – list tasks

Quasi‐Judicial Boards and Committees
Planning & Development Board (new members & training)
Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) (new members & training)
Ithaca Landmarks Preservation Commission (ILPC)
Planning and Economic Development Committee

Newly Formed Commissions
Support Commissions as assigned
Project Parking Lot (Potential Commission Assignments)
Research Grant Opportunities:
 BD trailhead on Cherry St
 Extension of Gateway trial on Travis property
 Gateway trail on CWD property – with Town
Inlet Island land acquisition
Stream Buffer Zone
Steep Slope Ordinance
Revise Telecom Ordinance
DEC Permit Application for Docking on Flood Control Channel
Property Database for Developable and Leasable Buildings/Sites

