
  
Thank you for requiring Cornell to clearly identify traffic impacts on Forest Home which will result from 
the North Campus residential expansion and to adequately mitigate these impacts – in order to 
preserve the character of our community and ensure the safety of everyone who travels through 
Forest Home, including students. 
  
Sincerely, 
Linda Copman 
210 Forest Home Drive 
Ithaca, NY 14850 
 



Need for the Pos Dec To Include a Requirement of 

Scoping 

Buzz Lavine [mlavine@twcny.rr.com] 

 
To: 

 Lisa Nicholas; Anya Harris  

Cc: 

 Common Council  

Tuesday, October 23, 2018 4:15 PM 

 

Statement for Public Hearing - C Ith Plng Bd, 10/23/18 
Mitchell Lavine      buzz@baka.com 

 

I submitted a comment on 10/21/18, entitled The Benefits of an EIS for the NCRE 

Proposal.  In that comment I encouraged you to make a positive declaration of environmental 

impact, thereby requiring an EIS to be prepared.  I neglected to mention one important and 

timely issue.   

 

A scoping session will be required to be sure that the EIS gives you the advantage of considering 

alternatives that could mitigate the problem impact(s). The only way to be sure the EIS will 

include that scoping session is to state a requirement for it in the Pos Dec itself.  That’s the 

law.  (See Section 617.12.a.2.ii of the Environmental Conservation Law.) 

 
That section of the law can be found online at: 
https://govt.westlaw.com/nycrr/Document/I4ec3ce71cd1711dda432a117e6e0f345?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documentto

c&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default) 

 

So in addition to encouraging you to make a Pos Dec thereby requiring an EIS, I strongly 

encourage that Pos Dec to include a requirement for a scoping session.  Then you’ll get to take 

advantage of studies of possible mitigation measures, particularly alternative energy systems for 

the project. 

 

Thanks again for your continued perseverance in reviewing this large and complicated NCRE 

proposal. 

 

Mitchell Lavine 
 

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/redir.aspx?C=0ujRxDk89iTw53hp8PzdT7TmB_y3kjcZLTT5ibYf368_P4UmhT7WCA..&URL=mailto%3abuzz%40baka.com
https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/redir.aspx?C=lHZFP1rMjL-A16O15q-s27uEhqb4K9pkuHB5lUd08dg_P4UmhT7WCA..&URL=https%3a%2f%2fprotect-us.mimecast.com%2fs%2fxC4rCDkWv8SrwG4cWkNm8%3fdomain%3dgovt.westlaw.com
https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/redir.aspx?C=lHZFP1rMjL-A16O15q-s27uEhqb4K9pkuHB5lUd08dg_P4UmhT7WCA..&URL=https%3a%2f%2fprotect-us.mimecast.com%2fs%2fxC4rCDkWv8SrwG4cWkNm8%3fdomain%3dgovt.westlaw.com
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Jennifer Tavares – Comments to Planning Board     October 23, 2018 

Tompkins Chamber  

 

I’m speaking tonight in support of Cornell’s North Campus Residential Expansion Project and 

suggesting that the construction of these residence halls on campus is a necessary and welcome 

addition to our community; I’d also like to discuss Cornell’s significant efforts regarding sustainability.  

Some points worth noting include:  

 Only about 48% of undergraduate students live on campus—much lower than most of 

Cornell’s peer Ivy League institutions.   

 Maintaining Cornell’s attractiveness among its peers as an institution of higher-education is 

paramount to their long-term success, and that of our community’s economy in turn.   

 Freshmen and sophomores will benefit from a campus-living requirement, as will our 

residents, if more housing in our communities becomes available for families and workforce 

housing needs.   

 New on-campus housing must be built to accommodate students while deferred maintenance 

and preservation of historic campus residences like Balch and Risley is conducted; neither the 

campus nor the community can absorb these students while the construction takes place.    

 Given constraints on the existing housing market locally (particularly in smaller, more 

affordable units), it is logical that we support Cornell’s efforts to accommodate their planned 

enrollment growth of 900 students over four years on campus. 

Regarding Cornell’s plans for energy efficiency:  

 Cornell is often ranked as one of the greenest, most sustainable colleges in the nation. Cornell 

University is ranked No. 7 in the country in the 2017 Princeton Review’s Guide to Top 50 Green 

Schools; Cornell is the only Ivy League school in the top 20. They’re sometimes also ranked 1st 

or 2nd.  

 Cornell is currently using less energy today than they did in 2000, with 20% more square 

footage of facility space. Why don’t we trust them to continue this trend?  

 The NCRE project will require no new gas infrastructure for building heat, hot water, power, or 

cooling.  

 Modeled energy use for this project is 30% better than the latest State Energy Code standards; 

the new project will represent only about 1.4% of today’s total campus district energy despite 

being 4% of Cornell’s utility-interconnected net square footage.  

 Cornell’s net energy use is STILL expected to be lower in 2022 when the buildings come online 

than today, and an ever-increasing percentage of campus energy needs will be supplied or 

offset with renewables.  

 Let’s not forget that while New York State has a 2030 goal of 50% renewable electric energy, 

and Cornell’s goal is more aggressive – achieving 100% renewable energy and a carbon neutral 

campus by 2035. Cornell, due to its size, will be largely responsible for our community meeting 

it’s goals as well.  

https://www.princetonreview.com/college-rankings?rankings=top-50-green-colleges
https://www.princetonreview.com/college-rankings?rankings=top-50-green-colleges
aharris
Text Box
125



It’s also worth noting, because it is so often overlooked, the amount of community investment 

annually by Cornell University.  

I’m going to mention a few notes about their economic impact just last year:  

 $7.5 million invested in voluntary contributions to local governments, schools, public transit, 

and non-profits; an additional $750,000 raised for United Way.  

 $3.1 million in municipal fees 

 $2.8 million in property taxes 

 $143 million in purchasing in Tompkins and adjacent counties, by supplier/vendor 

 $56 million in construction spending in Tompkins and adjacent counties, by prime contractor 

location  

 Cornell pays nearly a billion in payroll annually at its Ithaca campus, a substantial portion of 

which goes to local residents.  

Given all that we know about Cornell’s efforts to consistently become more sustainable and their 

goals to continue doing so—and the campus plans to continue reducing carbon emissions to ensure a 

deficit is created to accommodate this construction—why wouldn’t we support this?   

Well over two years ago, Cornell engaged leaders from our community—including the impacted 

municipalities—over a yearlong planning process to assess their student housing needs, deferred 

maintenance, and understand the community’s housing issues. They brought the community along 

with them through this process. It’s commendable that they are now proposing to do exactly what 

they planned to do, and what their students, faculty, staff, and the community agreed was a good 

and solid plan for growth and sustainable facilities management.  

Imagine if rather than fighting Cornell, our largest employer and economic driver, at every turn—we 

collaborated with them more? They’ve demonstrated the capacity to be a great partner, to be 

engaged listeners, and to be savvy investors in this community. The North Campus Residential 

Expansion project is another example of all of these things, and we support them in this effort.  

  

 



Completion of Comments to Planning Board- Public 

Hearing 10-23-18 

Joseph Wilson [wilson.joe79@gmail.com] 

 
To: 

 Anya Harris; Common Council  

Wednesday, October 24, 2018 12:32 PM 

 

Dear Planning Board and City Council Members, 

 

I was unable to finish my comments last night and have 

been invited to share them with along with copies of 

the two documents which I submitted. 

 

My remarks are as follows: 

   I am a member of several local groups who have been 

following the NCRE Application from the first 

presentation through last night's Public Hearing. I 

speak tonight as an individual but am a member of 

several of these groups including the Coalition for 

Sustainable Development. 

   Everyone here on the Planning Board, Cornell, local 

labor, and activists are on the same side in this sense: 

We all want the the right project to emerge in the 

right way from Cornell's Application. Similarly, 

everyone including we concerned citizens wants the 

project to go forward to completion. 
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   To that end, I offer two documents which I and my 

colleagues believe will help move us forward.  

 The first is a September 2018 article from the New York Law 
Journal authored by one of the State's moist highly regarded 

authorities on SEQRA, Anthony Guardino.  

It is titled, "Strict Compliance with SEQRA: A 

Mandate Courts Enforce." He points out that strict 

compliance with SEQRA procedures has routinely been 

required by State courts from the passage of the law 

forward. The most notable quote is: "The lesson is 

clear: local governments that fail to strictly comply 

with SEQRA risk having thier decisions overturned, 

even if they considered environmental and other issues 

and reach the result that they would have reached if 

they had complied with SEQRA." [Emphasis added.] 

 

This "lesson" is particularly applicable here where the Planning Staff 

seems to be rushing the Board toward approval by skirting the step by 

step analysis required by SEQRA and rushing Members toward a Negative 

Declaration despite there being multiple, potentially significant adverse 

environmental impacts presented in the Application. 

 The second document is a SEQRA-based decision table prepared by 

Buzz Lavine. It illustrates how to apply the guidance 

from the DEC's "FEAF Workbook" to the impacts 

of increased energy use and conflict with 

community plans. These impacts were chosen 



because they are singled out in both the SEQRA 

regulations (6 NYCRR. 617.1 et. seq.) and the 

Workbook for close attention. Activists have 

pointed to several other similar impacts, as well. 

The conclusion to be drawn is that our community 

including our newly engaged friends from organized 

labor and Cornell would be best served if the Planning 

Board strictly complies with SEQRA by requiring an 

EIS including public scoping. 
--  
Joseph M. Wilson 
75 Hunt Hill Road 
Ithaca NY 14850 (in the Town of Dryden) 
Landline: 607-539-1159; Cell: 607-262-1777 
The arc of history bends in the direction we push it. 

 



Statement to City of Ithaca Planning & Development Board 10/18/18 
Mitchell Lavine      buzz@baka.com 

 

Natural Gas and an Environmental Impact Statement 

 
Natural Gas and Cornell’s Combined Heat and Power Plant 
 
The central focus of most of the NCRE energy/climate change comments has been on 
the very considerable greenhouse gas emissions associated with the use of natural gas.  
And that is the crux of why much further study is needed, in the form of an 
environmental impact statement (EIS).  An EIS is where alternatives would be chosen 
that might better minimize emissions compared to the existing proposal.  
 
In its Additional Materials submitted 10/12/18, Cornell claims that it’s NCRE proposal is 
in accord with community sustainability policies.  Significantly increasing natural gas 
demand as part of new construction is in direct opposition to those policies.  The 
County, the Town of Ithaca and the City of Ithaca all call for decreasing, not increasing 
our carbon footprint.  Cornell argues that it’s impossible to heat the NCRE buildings 
without increasing the demand for natural gas.  If that’s true today, then the goal should 
be to minimize that increase.  To be fair, Cornell has made an attempt to do that within 
the confines of using their combined heat and power plant (CHP), which is fueled 100% 
with natural gas.  However, alternatives have been suggested that would avoid much 
more of the proposal’s natural gas demand by using alternative heating systems, not 
dependent on the Cornell CHP. 
 
 
Alternatives To Minimize the Use of Natural Gas 
 
The three best performing alternatives that have been suggested appear to be: 
 
 1. Ground source heat pumps (GSHP) for heat, Lake source cooling (LSC) for 

cooling, Grid Elec 
 
 2.  Lake source heat pumps (LSHP) for heat, LSC for cooling, Grid Elec 
 
 3.  Use of Cornell’s own hydropower to supplement Grid Electric in either 1 or 2 

above. 
 
 
Cornell evaluated alternative #1 and compared it with the NCRE proposal (in Table 3, 
p28 of their 10/12/18 additional materials submission).  The comparison reveals that 
there’s less than a 10% advantage for the proposal.  However that comparison falsely 
assumes that the grid electricity being used for Alternative 1, comes 100% from 
natural-gas fired power plants.  In reality the New York State grid is only ~40% 
natural-gas fueled.  Taking that into account, Alternative 1 would require far less 
natural gas than the current NCRE proposal.  And knowing that the grid is expected to 
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become greener over time, the advantage for Alternative 1 would grow over time as 
well. 
 
Cornell has not shown any evaluation of Alternative 2.  However lake source heat 
pumps, where they’ve been used in other places, have proved to be considerably more 
efficient than ground source heat pumps.  That means Alternative 2’s heating system 
would use far less electricity than the NCRE proposal as well.  In addition, much of the 
infrastructure needed for lake source heating already exists in Cornell’s impressive lake 
source cooling system.   Similarly the infrastructure needed for Alternative 3, Cornell’s 
hydroelectric facility, already exists on campus.  Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 all seem very 
promising.  So it would be extremely useful and important for an EIS to explore such 
alternatives. 
 
 
Other Ways Cornell Has Argued to Avoid an EIS 
 
Cornell has also argued against the need for an EIS by presenting several issues that 
don’t apply.  First they claim that the NCRE proposal would add only 1.4% to the whole 
campus’s electric, cooling and heating loads, while adding 4% more building area.  
That sounds impressive until we realize that many of Cornell’s other buildings house 
uses that are far more energy intensive than in the NCRE’s primarily residential 
buildings.  So that comparison is comparing apples to oranges and thus is not very 
instructive. 
 
Cornell recognizes that much of the greenhouse gas emissions associated with using 
natural gas are upstream methane emissions that occur elsewhere. However Cornell 
claims they have no control over those distant emissions.  So why should they have to 
consider them?  That claim is specious: if Cornell didn’t increase demand for natural 
gas, then those emissions would not occur - period.  That’s pretty direct control. 
 
Cornell then goes on to claim that upstream methane emissions are too difficult to 
calculate.  So how can such calculations be used in an EIS?  In fact Cornell has 
already come to an agreement with the County for a good way to calculate them.  The 
County has been using them in their planning.  And in fact such calculations are used 
in Cornell’s Additional Materials submitted 10/12/18.  See Table 3 and Figure 2 on p28. 
 
 
Natural Gas Is Still the Issue 
 
Most all of the arguments raised in considering the energy/climate change effects of the 
NCRE have come down to one fact.  Natural gas is the culprit we’re trying to avoid.  
With regard to this issue, the focus must be on how best to minimize dependence on 
natural gas.  Three proposals seem promising; and performing an EIS is the way to 
assess those, and perhaps yet other, alternatives.  The proposal’s use of natural gas 
leads to many adverse environmental impacts.  Many comments have already pointed 
out the various potentially significant adverse impacts of this project, impacts that, under 



SEQR, call for a positive declaration of environmental impact and the preparation of an 
EIS.  Please make that positive declaration. 




