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AGENDA

IURA ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE (EDC)
3:30 P.M., Tuesday, October 11th, 2022
Common Council Chambers, Third Floor
108 E. Green St., Ithaca, NY 14850

Join Zoom Meeting:
Meeting ID:
Passcode:
One-Tap Mobile:
Dial by Your Location:
Meeting ID:
Phone Passcode:

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89042784433?pwd=Wmlqd2FHQUZVdHE0cEJXMUhOSTVpUT09
890 4278 4433
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+16469313860,,89042784433#,,,,*408442# US
+1 646 558 8656 US (New York)
890 4278 4433
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I.

Call to Order

II.

Agenda Additions/Deletions

III.

Public Comments (3 min. max.)

IV.

Review of Meeting Minutes: August 23rd, 2022

V.

Community Lending
A. Close Out of COVID-19 Small Business Resiliency Fund program – Resolution
B. Shared Commercial Kitchen Feasibility Study – Report

VI.

Urban Renewal Project
A. Inlet Island
1. Revised sponsor submission - Review & Memo
2. Disposition and Development Agreement – Resolution
B. East Hill Fire Station - Verbal Report

VII.

Other/Old Business
A. IURA Financials Review: August 2022
B. Staff Report
C. Meeting Schedule Review
D. Other

VIII.

Adjournment

PUBLIC COMMENTS
WRITTEN public comments may be e-mailed until 12:00 p.m.,
the day of the meeting to: cpyott@cityofithaca.org.
Members of the public who would prefer to deliver VERBAL
comments at the meeting (3-min. max.) should either
appear in person or use above Zoom link and log-in
credentials (for video) or dial-in number and log-in
credentials (for telephone).

If you have a disability and require accommodation in order to fully participate,
please contact the CITY OF ITHACA CLERK’S OFFICE at 274-6570 at least 72 hours prior to the meeting.

Approved/Adopted: X/X/22
108 E. Green St.
Ithaca, NY 14850
(607) 274-6565

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES
ITHACA URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY

Economic Development Committee (EDC)
3:30 P.M., Tuesday, August 23, 2022

Present:
Excused:
Vacancies:
Staff:
Guests:

I.

Chris Proulx, Chair; Doug Dylla, Vice-Chair; Charlotte Hamilton
Leslie Ackerman
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Nels Bohn; Charles Pyott
Steve Flash, Finger Lakes Development, LLC.
Scott Whitham, Whitham Planning Design Landscape Architecture, PLLC
Lynn Truame, Ithaca Neighborhood Housing Services, Inc. (INHS)
Jacob von Mechow, Whitham Planning Design Landscape Architecture, PLLC
Tom Kinslow, HOLT Architects
Yifei Yan, Whitham Planning Design Landscape Architecture, PLLC
Jeff Rimland, Finger Lakes Development, LLC

Call to Order

Chair Proulx called the meeting to order at 3:31 P.M.
II.

Agenda Additions/Deletions

None.
III. Public Comments (3-minute max. per person)
Pyott reported that Deirdre Kurzweil from Sunny Days of Ithaca submitted the following Public Comment
via e-mail, which he then displayed for the Committee to review:
I am writing today with the hope that you will consider the following as you move forward the Inlet Island
project.
As most of you are already probably aware, we are currently in litigation with a/the Developer involved in
this project.
Our business was almost destroyed, as a result of construction that happened with NO proactive
communication or plans for mitigation.
It’s been two years of trying to make ourselves whole again.
During that time, we have been in regular contact with the various entities (City & County) to try to ensure
others aren’t hurt the way we have been during construction.
The City continues to work on a draft document (Development Guidelines) that would address these
concerns, but it is not clear if/when this will be implemented.
Has the failure of this developer to communicate proactively with businesses (and residents) affected by his
projects been taken into account here?
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Please recognize that most businesses won’t/can’t fight this fight — they don’t have the time/energy/money
to do it AND run their business at the same time. If you are counting on developers to do the right thing and
make sure no one is getting hurt by their projects (and to make them whole, if they are hurt), the evidence
would demonstrate this isn’t a safe assumption to make.
In addition, I would strongly urge all development projects that are occurring in heavy foot-traffic areas be
required to provide public restroom facilities. Since we are open later than most retail businesses, we
fielded a TON of requests for a public restroom, which is a real dilemma after Center Ithaca is closed. (As
much as I would love to be able to offer a public restroom in my store, I’ve learned from others that have
tried that this is not an easy/safe thing to do.) This is a major problem that can’t be ignored.
Deirdre Kurzweil │ Sunny Days of Ithaca

│ 171 E. State St., Ithaca, NY 14850

IV. Review of Meeting Minutes: July 19th, 2022
Dylla moved, seconded by Hamilton, to approve the minutes, with no modifications.
Carried Unanimously: 3-0
V.

Inlet Island Urban Renewal Project

Proulx announced that Ackerman recused herself from discussion and any action on the Inlet Island Urban
Renewal Project, due to her employment with Ithaca Neighborhood Housing Services, Inc. (INHS), which is
on the project’s development team.
A. Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (ENA) Process & Milestone Schedule Review
Bohn walked through a brief overview of the ENA process:
The Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (ENA) identifies the negotiation steps potentially leading to a
Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) for sale of IURA/City lands on Inlet Island to the project
Sponsor: Finger Lakes Development, LLC. The ENA also includes:
• Performance milestones for Developer and IURA.
• Anticipated development program subject to negotiation.
• Developer and IURA responsibilities.
• Major issues to be resolved.
• Essential terms and conditions.
To date, the Developer and IURA have met their performance milestones. The Developer submitted a
revised proposal on August 8, 2022. The task before the IURA is to: (1) review the 8/8/22 submission for
completeness; (2) determine if the proposed development program requires further clarifications or
negotiation; and (3) determine if it sufficiently resolves 12 pre-identified issues in Section IV of the ENA. If
the IURA determines the Developer submitted a complete proposal and the proposed development
program is acceptable (or acceptable with specific conditions), the next step is for the IURA to propose
terms and conditions for a DDA.

Bohn then reviewed the project schedule (see following page).
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B. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Discussions Regarding 508
Taughannock Blvd.: Report
Bohn reported the conceptual plans contained in the meeting agenda materials were used in discussions
with DEC regarding how the City could acquire the U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary property for incorporation
into the project. The yellow-bounded area on the map is where the Coast Guard Auxiliary building is now.
DEC is open to transferring that property to the City, but also has its own objectives it would like to
accomplish (e.g., provide logistical support to Flood Control Channel maintenance; dredging projects).
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Bohn noted the following image shows the island looking north, with the Flood Control Channel on the
west, as well as DEC’s maintenance easement that runs the entire length of the channel. The very
northern end of the image is where the Boat Yard Grill is, along with the parking lot situated between the
Coast Guard Auxiliary building and the Boat Yard Grill. DEC would like to retain a portion of the site for
logistical purposes and convey the yellow-bounded area to the City. It would like any encroachment of the
existing building into the easement to be removed (which would probably require partial/full demolition of
the building). DEC would also like to gain an access right somewhere else on the island, on the Barge Canal
side, for dredging purposes. Bohn remarked that discussions with DEC have progressed positively, but
several details need to be worked out.
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Dylla asked if there would be any problem with putting a multi-purpose trail in the DEC easement. Bohn
responded, no. The current trail actually falls within the easement.
Proulx asked about DEC’s opinion of (1) current plans to repurpose the dock in the Flood Control Channel
(which the developer proposes to use for human-powered watercraft) and (2) a floating dock or dock
extension just off Lookout Point, near the northern end of the island. Bohn replied: (1) DEC is aware of
those plans and appears amenable to a kayak-oriented dock at that location, although nothing has yet
been formalized; (2) however, DEC is not enthusiastic about a floating dock or dock extension near the
north point of the island, since it plans to dredge in that area.
Proulx asked about the timeline for completing negotiations with DEC. Bohn replied the DEC Regional
Director has been very cooperative, so he believes progress should be made relatively quickly.
Flash remarked he believes, from the negotiations with DEC, that removing a corner of the Coast Guard
Auxiliary (CGA) building was not feasible and that virtually the entire building would need to be
demolished. In terms of the easement, he believes a curb-cut and parking already exist to enable access to
the it. If DEC plans to use the parcel and remove the yellow triangle segment (as depicted on the image)
along with the egress route and Boat Yard Grill parking, then FLD would be concerned; so that issue needs
to be clarified. Furthermore, since the building would need to be demolished, the value of the property
would be impacted, which would need to re-appraised before the City could commit to transferring it to
FLD, thereby affecting the timeline.
Proulx asked who would be responsible for demolishing the building. Bohn replied, the developer, which
would then apply the demolition cost to off-set part of the purchase price.
C. Sponsor’s 8/8/22 Development Program Submission
Mechow described some additional site constraints, which drove certain project design decisions, building
locations, and programming. The main constraint is the DEC easement for the Flood Control Channel on
the west side of the island, as well as the NYSEG easement.
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Once all site constraints have been incorporated into the project design, the project is left with an
Available Development Area (as illustrated on the map below surrounded by a purple boundary).

The preliminary Site Plan has also been slightly modified from the earlier version, as illustrated below.

Mechow noted the following diagram depicts multimodal circulation patterns, designed to improve Inlet
Island’s interconnectivity.
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Whitham remarked the project design will become more defined over the following months, including
precise building footprints.
Bohn asked for clarification of the proposed pedestrian improvements, some of which appeared to follow
the existing Waterfront Trail. He asked if actual improvements are planned in those areas. Mechow replied,
on the west side of the site, near the sea wall and dock, there is an existing rudimentary stone-dust trail,
which is in fact an existing connection.
Proulx asked for confirmation that no improvements are proposed to the promenade, along the western
edge. Whitham replied that is correct.
Hamilton recalled an earlier version of the proposal that featured a playground in a more public and
accessible space than what is currently depicted. Truame responded INHS is actually prohibited from making
the playground open to the general public, due to a requirement from one of its funding partners.
D. Proposed Disposition & Development Agreement (DDA)
Dylla moved, seconded by Hamilton:
Inlet Island Urban Renewal Project — Amendment #1 to Exclusive Negotiation Agreement
WHEREAS, the IURA and the City of Ithaca collectively own approximately 2.5 acres of underutilized
land on Inlet Island (Project Site), and
WHEREAS, in April 2021, the IURA issued a Request for Expressions of Interest (RFEI) for conceptual
development proposals at the Project Site, and
WHEREAS, the IURA sought an urban renewal project that will improve the physical, social, and
economic characteristics of the project site and surrounding area, and advance goals and objectives of
the 2015 City’s comprehensive plan, and its Waterfront Plan chapter adopted in 2019, and
WHEREAS, The Waterfront Plan encourages the following land use objectives:
 Mixed-use development
 Housing opportunities at all income levels
 Public access to the waterfront
 Better multi-modal connections
 Vibrant waterfront, and
WHEREAS, on June 24, 2021, the IURA selected Finger Lakes Development, LLC (Sponsor), pursuant to
section 507 of General Municipal Law, to sponsor a proposed Inlet Island Urban Renewal project based
on their conceptual RFEI submission, subject to the following conditions:
• Commitment from the developer to share environmental clean-up costs;
• Clarification of Finger Lakes Boating Center’s commitment to make improvements, in terms of visual
access and limited boat storage;
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• Commitment by the developer to address the U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary’s need to maintain its water
access and continued operations; and be it further
WHEREAS, in consultation with Common Council, a project objective was clarified to read:
GROUND-LEVEL ACTIVITY: The development program shall include public amenities and programming
to enhance ground-level activity and attract City residents to Inlet Island in a manner that does not
result in a reduction of the proposed affordable housing units in the project, and
WHEREAS, on December 21, 2021, the IURA entered into an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (ENA)
with the Sponsor, establishing a framework for negotiations, including a list of development and
feasibility “issues to be resolved”, and performance milestone schedules, and
WHEREAS, on August 8, 2022, Sponsor submitted a detailed development program and other project
information specified in section III of the ENA, and
WHEREAS, per the ENA, upon receipt of a complete Sponsor submission the IURA shall submit a
proposed Disposition and Development Agreement to the Sponsor within 30 days or seek a time
extension via resolution of the IURA, and
WHEREAS, should IURA submit a proposed DDA, Sponsor has a 15-day period to execute the
agreement or submit a counter-offer, or the ENA terminates, and
WHEREAS, on August 23, 2022, the IURA Economic Development Committee reviewed the Sponsor’s
submission against pre-identified development and feasibility issues to be resolved, and noted several
issues require additional information from the Sponsor, and
WHEREAS, the EDC further expresses concerns for the following terms proposed by the Sponsor:
• Cost of environmental cleanup – open-end exposure of IURA/City for cleanup expenses incurred by
Sponsor, and
• Improvements in the public ROW – developer suggests City should be responsible to make changes in
the ROW shown on their site plan, which conflicts with terms of the ENA;
Now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, the IURA finds that the 8/8/22 Sponsor submission does not satisfactorily address all issues
necessary to structure a proposed Disposition and Development Agreement and requests Sponsor to
agree to a time extension to address issues and concerns identified at the 8/23/22 EDC meeting, and
resubmit development program materials at least seven days prior to the next IURA EDC meeting
(currently scheduled for October 11, 2022), and be it further
RESOLVED, that the IURA hereby approves an amendment to the Exclusive Negotiation Agreement to
extend the date of developer submission of project materials as referenced above, and modifies the
date for the IURA to submit a proposed DDA to November 1, 2022, and be it further
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RESOLVED, that should the Sponsor not agree to the IURA-requested time extension by August 29,
2022, staff is directed to develop and submit a proposed DDA that resolves issues and concerns solely
to IURA preferences, as determined by the IURA Chair, to satisfy the September 7, 2022 deadline in the
ENA for the IURA to submit a proposed DDA.
Carried Unanimously: 3-0
VI.

Old/Other Business

A. IURA Financials Review
Bohn reported no financial reports are available this month, since the IURA Accountant has been on leave.
B. Committee Vacancies
Proulx reported he has been working with Bohn to identify another Committee member to fill the
forthcoming vacancy resulting from Dylla’s impending retirement. Hamilton added she will be also be
moving out of town at some point, several months from now.
VII. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 5:25 P.M.

— END —
Minutes prepared by C. Pyott, edited by N. Bohn.

Proposed Resolution
Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency (IURA)
Economic Development Committee (EDC)
October 11, 2022

Close Out of COVID-19 Small Business Resiliency Fund Project
WHEREAS, on April 2, 2020, the IURA allocated $140,000 of economic development revolving loan funds to
capitalize a COVID-19 Microenterprise Resiliency Program to assist local microenterprise businesses stabilize
and survive the COVID-19 pandemic, and
WHEREAS, the City, IURA, Downtown Ithaca Alliance (DIA), Tompkins County Area Development (TCAD) (now
known as Ithaca Area Economic Development or IAED), and Alternatives Federal Credit Union (AFCU)
collaborated on development of the Small Business Resiliency Fund (SBRF), a program to assist local
businesses economically injured by the COVID-19 pandemic, administered by AFCU, and
WHEREAS, the IURA entered into a funding agreement with AFCU to deliver the IURA component of the SBRF,
and
WHEREAS, the SBRF provided up to $5,000 in forgivable loans for operating expenses to eligible businesses
which agreed to provide personal financial guarantees to secure each loan, and
WHEREAS, loans were eligible to be forgiven upon receipt of complete and satisfactory documentation that
the loan funds were used for legitimate and eligible business operating expenses, and
WHEREAS, the IURA/AFCU funding agreement’s term ran from April 15, 2020 to December 31, 2021, and
WHEREAS, AFCU delivered loans to 29 local small businesses from the IURA component of the program, and
WHEREAS, vouchers totaling $13,519.56 submitted by AFCU to the IURA for reimbursement lacked complete
and satisfactory documentation the loan funds were used for legitimate and eligible business operating
expenses by assisted businesses, and
WHEREAS, AFCU earned $4,070 of up to $4,200 available in delivery fees, leaving an additional balance of
$126.00 unallocated from the authorized project funding, and
WHEREAS, the IURA/AFCU funding agreement has expired and AFCU has indicated its efforts to obtain the
remaining eligible cost documentation have been exhausted; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, that the IURA hereby reallocates $13,645.56 ($13,519.56 + $126.00) from SBRF back to the
Economic Development Revolving Loan Fund (ED-RLF).

Feasibility Analysis
for a
Shared-Use Commercial Kitchen
for the
Ithaca Area

Prepared for:
Ithaca Area Economic Development, (IAED)
Ithaca, New York

Prepared by:
Rod Rotondi
Ithaca, New York

September 21, 2022
1

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank and acknowledge my primary collaborators in moving this project forward: Chuck
Schwerin—Managing Director of Business Services, Ithaca Area Economic Development (IAED), and
Thomas Knipe—Director of Economic Development for the City of Ithaca. I also want to thank and
acknowledge Shoshana Davidson, an intern with the City of Ithaca as well as Anya Harris also with the
City of Ithaca. And a very special thanks and acknowledgment of the invaluable help and guidance of
Monika Roth of the Friends of the Ithaca Farmer’s Market.

2

Table of Contents
Executive Summary ................................................................................................................ 4
Introduction and Background ................................................................................................. 6
Analysis of Demand .............................................................................................................. 13
Technical Evaluation of Equipment and Infrastructure Needs................................................ 21
Financial Projections ............................................................................................................. 26
Institutional Framework ....................................................................................................... 38
Operational Guidelines ......................................................................................................... 40
List of Appendices ................................................................................................................. 43

3

Executive Summary
Since January of 2022, Rod Rotondi, a food business consultant, has been conducting a study of the
feasibility of a shared-use commercial kitchen for the Ithaca, NY region in collaboration with Ithaca Area
Economic Development and the City of Ithaca Office of Economic Development.
This study includes a review of the local history of similar efforts, the national experience with shareduse kitchens over the past 50 years, over 80 meetings and interviews with a wide range of institutions
and individuals knowledgeable and/or experienced in this sphere, and a Needs Assessment Survey
which resulted in a strong showing (68 respondents) by the local community of food entrepreneurs,
yielding significant data allowing a data-based analysis of demand and financial projections. We even
received seven signed Letters of Intent from local businesses who want to start working out of this
facility as soon as possible.
The result of this Feasibility Analysis is a clear and conclusive determination that there is a strong
demand for a properly structured and set-up shared-use commercial kitchen and that such a facility
would be financially and economically viable.
Two methods of estimating profitability were used: the needs assessment survey results indicate an
initial yearly profit of $11,376/year, and facility capacity, which shows a likelihood of losses in the first
year (-$14,544). The more conservative projections based on capacity utilization have been adopted for
the purposes of this study. The financial analysis based upon the capacity model indicates profitability
will be achieved in Year 2 (net income of $17,305), increasing in Year 3 to $26,723.
An ideal facility, currently available for lease, has been identified and is purpose-built for a commercial
kitchen. It is centrally located and needs very minimal set-up to customize its use as a shared-use
commercial kitchen. It will deliver a 5,836 square foot commercial kitchen which can be run on a 24/7
basis accommodating up to 8 businesses at any one time. Estimated investment cost to fully outfit the
kitchen, prepare it for occupancy and support the project over its first years is projected at $325,000.
For the purposes of this study, we will be using the name “Sharing Kitchen – Ithaca” (SKI) as a working
name for this project until all partners and stakeholders settle on a permanent name.
Selecting the proper institutional framework for SKI is a key determinant of its success. Three options for
an institutional framework were considered:
- A stand-alone, privately funded, for-profit entity
- A for-profit entity to own the lease and equipment, with a not-for-profit operator
- A stand-alone not-for-profit entity
The second option is recommended for the following reasons:
- There is expressed interest from a group of local investors to fund at the requested level
- There is uncertainty that the desired space will remain available until a new non-profit entity
could apply for, and receive, sufficient grant funding to secure that space
- There is uncertainty that an existing non-profit is prepared to host the project and fund it until
future grants materialize
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Affiliation with a not-for-profit allows for the potential for grants to flow to the project to underwrite
aspects of operations, including enablement of economic justice through a sliding fee schedule.
With its strong agricultural base and highly developed foodie culture, the Ithaca region is poised to jump
from its successes in viniculture, breweries and cideries to a renaissance in food culture and industry.
This project will fill a critical gap in the local food economy: affordable commercial kitchen space. This
gap has blocked all but the well-heeled and well-connected food entrepreneurs from scaling their
businesses, creating increased employment, equity of opportunity, wealth and culture.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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Introduction and Background
“Shared kitchens and kitchen incubators play a unique and vital role in food and entrepreneurial
ecosystems across the country. Shared kitchens are licensed commercial spaces that provide a pathway
for food entrepreneurs – ranging from chefs, caterers, food truck operators, and bakers, to value-added
producers and packaged food and beverage makers – to launch and grow their businesses. By renting
space in a shared kitchen on an hourly, daily, or monthly basis, businesses can produce food in
compliance with regulatory requirements without needing to invest in their own facility during a stage
when capital and cash flow are a challenge. Kitchen incubators provide similar access to production
space while also delivering education and ecosystem services that support business success and propel
growth.
“By providing entrepreneurs, producers, and food access programs with affordable space, shared
kitchens can help strengthen local food systems and build community prosperity. Because of this, shared
kitchens are being embraced as tools to achieve a wide variety of community impact goals, from job
creation to workforce training, healthy food access to nutrition education, farm viability to localizing the
food economy, and neighborhood revitalization to tourism. Additionally, investments in shared kitchens
offer more inclusive economic opportunities. The shared commercial kitchen has become an important
tool for overcoming obstacles entrepreneurs with limited resources face when entering the food
industry.”
Source: The Food Corridor, Shared Kitchen Toolkit
HISTORY OF LOCAL EFFORTS
The need for a shared-use commercial kitchen in the Ithaca region has been discussed for decades, and
several efforts, including at least two feasibility studies have been undertaken. One was funded by
Tompkins County Area Development (TCAD, now known as IAED) back in 2016 and is thorough and indepth. The study clearly asserted that the lack of commercial kitchen space was a major impediment to
the growth of the food economy. The conclusions and recommended actions were multi-phase:
1.
Provide an incubation program to food entrepreneurs;
2.
Establish a shared-use kitchen; and
3.
Establish a larger-scale commercialization facility that would provide a “graduation space” for
entrepreneurs who had outgrown the shared-use facility, a “landing pad” for out-of-state and
international food processing companies, and an R&D and manufacturing facility.
“An incubation program could start, in its first phase of development, as an aggregator and value-chain
developer model, and then, could launch into the more complex, food business incubation models
(Levels 1, 2 or 3) that provide a facility. This two-phase approach is recommended for the region.”
(IAED Study)
The first phase of this program was accomplished through an incubation program through the Cornell
Cooperative Extension (CCE) and lasted for several years. This CCE program ended and was never
renewed. According to the 2016 IAED study, this first phase of incubation was meant as a preparation
for moving into the second phase of establishing a shared-use commercial kitchen, but that step was
never taken. Despite the passage of six years, the conclusions of the IAED study that a shared-use
commercial kitchen was needed has been echoed recently by Tompkins Food Future which identified
“Opportunities” that include:
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“Shared-use and community kitchen facilities would help food entrepreneurs develop and expand their
businesses, as well as provide an outlet where surplus farm and retail food can be processed for sale or
donation to local buyers.”
Source: Tompkins County Community Food System Plan: Food System Baseline Assessment: September
21, 2021
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS
Recently, there has been a renewed effort towards establishing an Ithaca based shared-use commercial
kitchen for the benefit of food entrepreneurs, their employees, and the local economy. An informal
collaboration was formed between Chuck Schwerin, Business Director for IAED, Thomas Knipe, Director
of Economic Development for the City of Ithaca, and Rod Rotondi, a food business consultant, who
brings decades of experience in the food industry as well as a decade of experience in economic
development working for the United Nations Development Program. Their initial collaboration yielded a
concept paper, financial projections and a funding proposal for conducting a feasibility analysis which
was granted by the Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency (IURA) at the end of February 2022.
This feasibility analysis tests the viability of establishing a shared-use commercial kitchen. While the final
location and institutionalization of this facility are not yet finalized, this study analyzes attempting to
leverage an existing facility which is currently available for lease, the former GreenStar production
kitchen, and institutionalizing it with either a new for-profit-entity, a new non-profit entity, an existing
local non-profit entity or some combination thereof.
The underlying assumption behind this renewed effort is that Ithaca has an exceptionally strong food
culture with an outsized number of food companies and a strong agricultural base and the
establishment of a shared-use commercial kitchen will allow food entrepreneurs of all types,
educational backgrounds, income levels and demographics to grow, create jobs, expand the food
economy and potentially contribute towards creating a food renaissance in Ithaca, as has happened in
other locations around the country.
THE EXISTING FACILITY
Currently, an opportunity exists to lease the former GreenStar Cooperative production kitchen which
checks all the boxes one might hope for in a shared-use commercial kitchen facility.
Perhaps no one in our region has more experience with commercial kitchens than Mike Wulf, an
inspector of commercial kitchens for the New York State Ag & Markets for the past 20-plus years in six
counties, including Tompkins. Mr. Wulf said of the former GreenStar kitchen:
“This is the best raw footprint for a shared kitchen out of any of the six counties that I regulate. It has the
gas, the hoods, the ansul systems, the walk-in cooler and freezer. It has a loading dock! …if not, you can’t
bring things in and out by pallets. You have a separate wash area; you also have another area for raw
dry goods. You have two rooms: one for a break room, and one for paperwork room. It’s a good spot!
Also, it stays cool here in the summer, and in the winter, they have a decent heating system.
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Also, Ithaca is kind of the incubator county. I get a lot of college students coming out of Cornell and
Ithaca College that are looking to set up businesses, and there are a lot of contacts here. And Ithaca is
growing! It’s the one shining light in the Southern Tier that keeps going up!"
The need for a shared-use kitchen in the Ithaca region has been confirmed by extensive interviews, a
needs assessment survey, and by decades of efforts to establish one. In many communities working
towards establishing a shared-use commercial kitchen, the local community will raise funds to build a
facility from the ground up or remodel a warehouse or some other type of building. These efforts often
take years to launch and require very large, multi-million-dollar investments. This feasibility analysis
focuses on the immediate opportunity to leverage the existing (former) GreenStar production kitchen in
order to expeditiously and economically achieve the goal.
SKI will be the first shared-use commercial kitchen incubator in Tompkins County. It is a social
entrepreneurship enterprise designed to:
●
Provide access to a fully equipped and licensed commercial kitchen for all demographics;
●
Increase entrepreneurial success in growing and start-up food ventures;
●
Connect to a network of business services and technical support from local industry experts,
mentors, business development experts, funding sources, marketing and distribution networks,
and more; and
●
Be a catalyst for growth of food businesses in the restaurant, food truck,
catering and food manufacturing industries, as well as provide a stepping-stone for home-based
food businesses to expand and license their operations.
Community Economic Development Project
Goals: Reduce hurdles and create opportunities for starting new food businesses, expand
food industry employment, encourage the growth of local food businesses, and improve
inclusion and equity in the food economy.
Intended Impacts:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Keep money circulating locally with more opportunities to “buy local.”
Grow more jobs in the community.
Grow the local community tax base.
Improve the economic opportunities for entrepreneurs with limited resources and
barriers.
Improve workforce training opportunities for underserved communities to enter
the food industry.
Cultivate a community’s food cluster to improve the competitive advantages of
food businesses in the area.
Expand food tourism and support the tourism and hospitality economy.
Revitalize neighborhoods.
Grow new brick-and-mortar food establishments.
Expand and scale small food businesses.
Spur growth of the food sector.

Source: The Food Corridor – Shared-Use Kitchen Handbook
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PROJECT SYNOPSIS
●

●
●

●
●
●
●

●
●

Target beneficiaries for this project are the food entrepreneurs of the Ithaca region, including
food processor/manufacturers, caterers, bakers, food trucks, food stalls, and pre-start up
restaurants, as well as their employees, suppliers, and service providers. These food ventures
have the potential to create business ownership, employment growth, career growth, and
wealth for local residents.
Provide 24/7 access to commercial kitchen suites on a rental and membership basis to maximize
flexibility and capacity for potential members.
Support the growth and/or start-up of an estimated 30 food businesses during its first year, 40
in its second year, and 50 in its third year, where it is expected to max out capacity. Some of
these businesses are expected to use the facility on a daily basis, while others will use it only
sporadically.
Employ one full-time and two part-time employees to start out. The object is to run a lean and
well-managed facility, keeping overhead to a minimum.
Act as the organizer, networker, and connector to provide incubation support to members
through the rich network of business service providers, food industry support service providers,
training organizations, and individuals with needed experience and knowledge.
Support the growth of food businesses that can be owned and managed by, and employ
residents from diverse backgrounds, demographics, and educational achievements.
Drive entrepreneurship amongst underserved and underrepresented members of our
community. The lack of access to any affordable commercial kitchen space means that,
currently, only the affluent and well-connected are able to bear the high cost of establishing,
licensing, and equipping their own commercial kitchen facilities, creating a major barrier to
entry.
Make it possible for food businesses from every neighborhood in Ithaca, especially the most
economically challenged, to operate out of a professional commercial kitchen.
Provide an accessible location such as the former GreenStar facility which is proximate to some
of the most underserved communities on the West Hill of Ithaca, is centrally located, and is right
off a major thoroughfare.

REGIONAL FOOD INDUSTRY OVERVIEW
The Finger Lakes area, including Tompkins County, is known for its high-quality soils, historic farmland,
woods, viewsheds and clean water. The food movement has become a highly visible part of the local
scene with more than 170 organizations dedicated to food issues and around 4,000 CSA shares serving
Ithaca-area families. As an urban center and local food hub, Ithaca is a bit of an anomaly in the region.
Ithaca’s history, culture, and relationship to its agricultural hinterland show immense potential for
supporting a shared-use commercial kitchen.
Food and entrepreneurship are embedded in Ithaca’s history. While located in the rust belt, Ithaca did
not follow the typical Upstate New York development patterns like other nearby urban centers such as
Binghamton and Elmira, where rapid urbanization fueled by industrialization was followed by massive
decline when industries moved to the south and the west.
In the 1840s, the Erie Canal transformed Ithaca into a port city. This created a boom for the area, as
farmers from around Ithaca would bring their produce into the city and put it on a barge that traveled to
the north end of Cayuga Lake, where it connected to the canal. The Erie Canal connected the region to
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the Great Lakes, then east to New York City, and beyond. This brought wealth to many regional farmers.
While in other parts of New York, the small farm population declined and never recovered, in Tompkins
County and its surroundings, the tradition of small-scale farming remains to the present day.
While Ithaca has historically been home to a variety of manufacturing and industrial companies, its
economic development was less tied to big industrial companies. Instead, Cornell University became the
town’s economic engine in the late nineteenth century. This remains true today. Cornell is the numberone employer for Tompkins County (Source: Higher Education in Tompkins County Economic Impact
Statement, 2009). Food production in the area gained support and revitalization as various food
movements were captured, especially on the college campuses.
Monika Roth of CCE Extension said in a July 18, 2016 interview:
“I think the reason it (the food movement) grows is because, if you look at the farmers’ markets around
the country, a lot of them that are successful are in college communities. Lots of them (farmers market
participants) were Cornell grads. (They) graduated from Cornell and got into the organic food
movements, when that was popular at the time. Sort of like now. I think it’s the same thing that’s
happened now, (with) buy local.”
The demand for local food is already strong in Ithaca. Figure 1 shows food manufacturing productivity in
Tompkins County has been increasing at a rate much higher than the national average. The large dip in
2020 is expected given the COVID-19 pandemic, but even with this drop, industry growth from 2010 to
2020 in the region is 3% higher than the national average.

Figure 1: Tompkins County Food Manufacturing GDP and Productivity
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The COVID-19 pandemic has had a negative impact on employment in the area, and unfortunately,
caused a number of small businesses to shut down. According to Ithaca Area Economic Development
(IAED), local sector businesses suffered the hardest hit, having the “steepest declines in businesses and
most concentrated job losses” (Source: Tompkins County Recovery Strategy, 2021).
This is reflected in the Food Manufacturing Industry Snapshot (Fig. 2), which shows a significant drop in
employment in this sector in 2020. Figure 2 also shows that the industry, while improving, has not fully
recovered. The IAED Tompkins County Recovery Strategy recommends supporting small-scale
manufacturing businesses, including food producers, in order to help stimulate Ithaca’s economic
recovery by promoting new job growth.

Figure 2: Tompkins County Food Manufacturing Industry Snapshot
Furthermore, recent efforts to unionize workplaces, such as at Gimme! Coffee and Starbucks, indicate a
labor demand for higher wages and collective bargaining power. Figure 3 allows for a comparison of the
food manufacturing industry in Tompkins County and the surrounding regions. Employment numbers
indicate the size of the industry in Tompkins County, 177 employees, is right in the middle, the median
for the area. However, in terms of wages, at only $39,736, Tompkins County has the second lowest
average annual wages per worker in the region.
Unlike most retail employers, small food manufacturing businesses are likely to provide “family
wage/living wage” jobs that the labor market is demanding.
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Industry Data, Food Manufacturing (311), Latest Available Data

Region

Employed

Avg Annual
Wages per
Employee

Tompkins County, New York

177

$39,736

$7,042,053

Chemung County, New York

131

$21,847

$2,862,389

Cayuga County, New York

336

$54,502

$18,311,593

Cortland, New York

124

$47,929

$5,933,246

Schuyler County, New York

227

$83,849

$19,005,763

Seneca County, New York

146

$42,631

$6,213,386

Total Wages

Figure 3: Food Manufacturing in Tompkins County and Adjacent Counties.
Exported on: Monday, June 6, 2022 11:28AM. Source: JobsEQ®. Growth demand is based
on 4-qtr moving avg employment from the latest available date. Data as of 2021.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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Analysis of Demand
Based on previously carried out studies, extensive interviews with people involved with prior and
current local and regional efforts as well our current survey of small food businesses, potential
volume of clients will be studied as well as shifts needed per type of business, projected occupancy
rates and alternative facility pricing.
ANALYSIS OF DEMAND – BASED ON PREVIOUS STUDIES
The most thorough previous evaluation of the level of demand for commercial kitchen space comes
from a 2016 study funded by the TCAD Foundation.
“A number of distinguishing factors in upstate New York help to support the need for a food business
incubation program in the region, including:
(1) the extremely strong agricultural sector in the region and neighboring counties;
(2) the tremendous growth of consumer interest in ‘local’ foods; and
(3) the impact of the innovation, entrepreneurship and success of Chobani.”
“A food incubation program can enable producers in the region to diversify and enhance their incomes
via the production of value-added agricultural products and other types of specialty foods.”
“The business incubation program for the region would focus on the food-processing cluster, which has
already been identified as a strength in the region. The cluster would benefit from the entrepreneurial
business and economic activity generated by an incubation program.”
Source: “Needs Assessment and Strategy for a Food-Processing Business Incubation Program,” May
2016. p. 12.
The report broke down the kind of assistance that was needed into three categories and determined
that they were all viable. Its recommendations were to start with the first phase, which resulted in
several years of technical assistance being channeled through CCE.
These are the types of accelerators the report determined to be viable:
1. Aggregators and Value Chain Developers
2. Small/Medium Enterprise (SME) “Food Processing” Incubators
3. Small/Medium Enterprise (SME) “Food Commercialization Spaces”
And these are the recommendations:
“An incubation program could start, in its first phase of development, as an aggregator and value-chain
developer model, and then, could launch into the more complex, food business incubation models (Levels
1, 2 or 3) that provide a facility. This two-phase approach is recommended for the region.”
Despite the momentum created by the study and the work by CCE, there was no instrument, process or
leadership created to trigger the move to the second recommended phase and establish actual facilities
despite that they were found viable and recommended. Again:
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“After careful review and analysis of the information and insights gathered, (we) determined that a clear
need exists in the region for a food-processing business incubation program.”
“Significant business activity within the food processing sector in the region and a strong degree of
interest exists, on the part of many food processing entrepreneurs, to grow and scale their businesses.”
Source: “Needs Assessment and Strategy for a Food-Processing Business Incubation Program,” May
2016. p. 12.
This study determined that demand exists to support a shared-use commercial kitchen and recommends
it.
ANALYSIS OF DEMAND – BASED ON EXTENSIVE INTERVIEWS
In the more than 80 meetings held over the past months, every person interviewed has confirmed that
there is indeed a gap in affordable commercial kitchen space in the Ithaca region. These interviewees
include people prominent in restaurants, catering, food trucks, grocery stores, distribution, credit
unions, economic development, academia, agricultural development and more. One restaurateur
pointed out that a business with deep financial pockets can afford to set up its own commercial kitchen,
but the vast majority of local food businesses don’t have the financial resources, “affordable” being the
key consideration. Some of those interviewees, such as Monika Roth, Amina Omari, Jan Rhodes Norman
and others assert that the awareness of this gap and the extreme need for it to be filled have been an
ongoing conversation for decades. (See Appendix 1 – Meetings List)
ANALYSIS OF DEMAND – BASED ON NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY (NAS)
The extensive outreach and meetings carried out during the first phase of this study paid dividends
when it came to conducting a needs assessment survey. With help from a growing list of allied local
organizations and individuals an in-depth needs assessment survey was created and disseminated. The
results exceeded expectations, with 68 local food business respondents providing current data on the
demand for commercial kitchen space and potential associated technical assistance. This allows for a
data driven analysis of demand (See Appendix 18 – NAS Results).

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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Here are some key findings regarding the NAS demand for a shared-use commercial kitchen in Ithaca:
1. Nearly 90% (61) of respondents are somewhat, very or extremely interested in using or
participating in a shared-use commercial kitchen. The majority (39) are very or extremely
interested!

2. Approximately half of all respondents are in the food manufacturing/food product business (31).
Food trucks or food stalls account for 27% (18) and restaurants for 10% (7). This is great info to
help us specialize and focus our investment.
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3. Nearly 18% (12) of all respondents have businesses which have been open for more than 10
years, nearly 24% (14) for 6 to 10 years, nearly 15% (10) for 3 to 5 years and 18% (12) for 1 to 2
years. So, most are mature companies with long-term prospects, especially if given a helping
hand.

4. Nearly 70% (47) of respondents report having moderate—to aggressive-growth goals.

5. Specific data on each respondents estimated need for rental time in the kitchen provides the
data required to project occupancy rate and revenues. (See Section on Financial Projections).
6. The data also identifies the areas where the respondents’ current facilities fall short. This
provides guidance on how to customize a future facility to provide these missing elements,
maximizing the likelihood these respondents will want to work out of the facility. These current
facility shortfalls are identified by the NAS and are:
16

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Lack of space
Lack of availability
Lack of needed equipment
Location
Affordability

The lack of needed equipment in their current facilities is common and often limited by
electrical infrastructure, lack of space, and insufficient finances. The targeted GreenStar facility
has robust electrical infrastructure including three-phase electricity which is essential for most
food industry commercial machinery. Investing in the key equipment potential clients need will
lead to a higher rate of demand. Attempting to economize on expenditures for equipment is
likely a false economy.
Part of the NAS drills down on the specific equipment needed by the respondents. The largest
group, nearly 46% (31) of respondents self-identify as food manufacturers. The second and third
largest groups, identify as food truck/food stalls (18), or caterers (14). So, having the key
equipment used by food manufacturers, food trucks/food stalls and caterers is key to ensuring
high demand for the kitchen. A thorough analysis of equipment recommendations is to be found
in the section on Technical Evaluation of Equipment and Infrastructure Needs.
Fortunately, the targeted facility is in an excellent location, central to the Ithaca region and
situated on a major thorough fare. It is also a stone’s throw from the Farmer’s Market, close to
the GreenStar Coop, and a short distance to the Commons, downtown Ithaca, and the main
shopping districts of Ithaca.
The recommendation is to structure rental rates to cover overhead while also meeting the members’
needs. Projections of occupancy rates and accompanying revenue streams indicate the possibility of
charging below-market rental rates while still being self-sustaining.
7. The data from question #18 of the NAS shows that two-thirds (44) of the respondents checked
off $10-$19/hour as the most in hourly fees they would be able to afford for the use of a shareduse commercial kitchen which meets their needs. It is to be expected that small scale businesses
will tend to choose the lowest mentioned rate in such a question, so this is not a surprise and
should not be taken to mean they wouldn’t pay more. Over 15% (10) of the respondents
checked the $20-$29 range. And nearly 5% (3) checked the $30-$39 range which indicates that
the appropriate rental rate should be somewhere between the $10-$19 range and the $20-$29
range.
The discrete sample size of 68 makes it effective to go through each respondent, one by one, to
evaluate the potential of each respondent to become a member/tenant. An informal analysis
was conducted based on years of evaluating potential clients in other shared-use commercial
kitchens, and with the following factors being considered in order to evaluate the seriousness
and likelihood of respondents becoming members in this facility.
A. Interest level in a shared-use commercial kitchen—the higher their interest the higher their
potential rating.
B. Number of years in business—a significant number of years in business results in higher
potential rating.
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C. Business type—manufacturing, catering and food trucks higher potential rating.
D. Agreement to contact them—indicates more interest and openness and thus a higher
potential rating.
E. Hours projected per week—indicates higher level of need and potential engagement so
higher potential rating.
F. Amount willing to pay—willingness to pay higher rates indicates awareness of market rates,
financial strength resulting in higher potential rating.
G. Notes about their production facilities, food products etc. Insufficient production facilities
indicate greater need and thus a higher potential rating.
Of the 68 responses, 39 showed significant potential to become member/tenants. These 39 have been
ranked from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest). Please see the results below:
Estimated potential of respondents to become member/tenants
Potential Response #
1
59
1
40
1
38
1
30
1
12
1
11
2
53
2
42
2
36
2
33
2
27
2
16
2
4
2
1
3
68
3
61
3
56
3
49
3
43
3
37
3
24
3
23
3
18
3
9
3
5
3
2
4
65
4
60
4
39
4
28
4
22
4
20
4
15
4
14
4
13
4
8
4
6
5
26
5
19

Years in Biz
10+
6-10 years
0
?
not yet
?
?
3-5 years
3-5 years
?
0
?
10+ years
10+ years
0
6 to 10
6-10 years
10+ years
1-2 years
3-5 years
3-5 years
1-2 years
6-10 years
6-10 years
not yet
6-10 years
6 to 10
10+
1-2 years
3-5 years
1-2 years
1-2 years
6-10 years
not yet
1-2 years
6-10 years
3-5 years
1-2 years
3-5 years

Food Biz Type
Production
Bakery Items
Latino and Southern cookin
Bakery/Bevs
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Resto
?
Bakery Items
Bar, drinks
Truck/Stall/?
Education
Food Truck / Food Stall
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Food Truck / Food Stall
Catering
Catering plus
Food Truck / Food Stall

Potential
Contact
Y
N
Y
y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
N
N
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Soul food
Y
Catering/Truck
Y
Commercial Kitche built at home
Y
Catering/Resto
Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
N
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
Food Truck / Food Stall
Y
Catering-Baked
Y
Production
Y
coffee shop with bakery
Y
Soul food- Catered meals/prepared/meal kits Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
Restaurant
Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
Bakery Items
Y
Manufacturing / Food Product Business
Y
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Est. Hours
5-16 hours
4 hours or less
17 - 24 hours
5-16 hours
33 - 40 hours
5-16 hours
17 - 24 hours
17 - 24 hours
5-16 hours
5-16 hours
?
4 hours or less
5-16 hours
5-16 hours
Unknown
17-24
5-16 hours
4 hours or less
5-16 hours
5-16 hours
17 - 24 hours
4 hours or less
?
5-16 hours
5-16 hours
25 - 32 hours
33-44
17-24
17 - 24 hours
33 - 40 hours
17 - 24 hours
5-16 hour
5-16 hours
5-16 hours
5-16 hours
17 - 24 hours
25 - 32 hours
17 - 24 hours
5-16 hours

Retail Rate
uncertain
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
uncertain
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
uncertain
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$20 – $29 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$20 – $29 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$20 – $29 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
uncertain
$20 – $29 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$20 – $29 per hour
$20 – $29 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$30 – $40 per hour
$20 – $29 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$30 – $40 per hour
$20 – $29 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour
$10 - $19 per hour

Using the probability value assigned to each respondent becoming member/tenants, coefficients were
created which were then multiplied by the number of hours the respondent estimated they would need
per week in the facility yielding projections of estimated rental hours. See the chart below:
Estimated Rental Hours
Potential Resp #
1
64
1
59
1
40
1
38
1
30
1
12
1
11
2
53
2
42
2
36
2
33
2
27
2
16
2
4
2
1
3
68
3
61
3
56
3
49
3
43
3
37
3
24
3
23
3
18
3
9
3
5
3
2
4
65
4
60
4
39
4
28
4
22
4
20
4
15
4
14
4
13
4
8
4
6
5
26
5
19

24 hours
16 hours

Probability
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.15
0.15
0.15
0.15
0.15
0.15
0.15
0.15
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.35
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.7
0.7
Tot Est Hours
Tot Avail Hrs
Tenants/Shift
Tenants/Shift
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Est. Hours
4
10
4
29
10
36
10
20
20
10
10
10
4
10
10
10
20
10
4
10
10
20
4
10
10
10
28
40
20
20
40
20
10
10
10
10
20
28
20
10
601
168
3.6
5.4

What the needs assessment survey makes clear is that there is high demand for a shared-use
commercial kitchen, possibly more than the facility will be able to accommodate.
Following analysis of the NAS, respondents were asked:
"Should the shared-use kitchen facility, currently being studied, become a reality and open its doors
for members: and should the facility meet our needs, including equipment, availability, cost, location,
and miscellaneous other factors, my company would apply for membership."
Seven businesses provided non-binding Letters of Intent to apply for membership.
It is important to note that this part of the analysis is based on the results of a needs assessment survey
organized and implemented over a couple of months. With time to get the word out, conduct effective
marketing, fully activate our community partners and build a reputation among food entrepreneurs, one
can expect interest from many more food entrepreneurs. In other words, once the shared-use kitchen
becomes a reality, one can expect many more potential tenants and potential members to emerge.
ANALYSIS OF DEMAND – CONCLUSIONS
Based on previously carried out studies, extensive interviews with people involved with prior and
current local and regional food economy development efforts as well as a well-populated needs
assessment survey of small food businesses, all three sources of information confirm the following
conclusions:
1. The lack of affordable commercial kitchen space is an impediment to the growth of local food
entrepreneurs.
2. There is a large unmet demand for affordable commercial kitchen space.
3. A shared-use kitchen space would attract a sufficient number of tenants to be economically
and financially viable.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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Technical Evaluation of Equipment and Infrastructure Needs
Drawing on expertise from existing shared kitchens in the area and around the country, kitchen
equipment suppliers, the needs gleaned from our needs assessment survey and information from
other local experts, a detailed list and cost of fit-up and Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment (FF&E) is
provided. Also, estimated is the number of clients who can use the kitchen at any one time, and
specify our application of food safety and Covid-19 protocols.
NOTE: The commercial kitchen at 700 West Buffalo Street is the targeted site for the facility. It is a
purpose-built food processing facility which would require very little tenant fit-out other than bringing in
cooking equipment and sundries. It includes a loading dock, cold and frozen walk-ins, a separated
washroom, a large food processing room with two large hoods, gas and water hookups, floor drains, an
office space, a staff break room, a dry storage room, as well as a common area with two bathrooms. The
total area is 5,836 square feet. If this facility becomes unavailable and a different location becomes
necessary, some sections of this chapter’s analysis will need to be modified.
1. EQUIPMENT NEEDS FROM REVIEW OF OTHER PROJECTS
A survey of shared-use commercial kitchens around the country has been conducted to determine
equipment needed for this project (Appendix 3 – Equipment Survey). These represent different
approaches to shared-use commercial kitchens, the examples of The Commissary (Rochester, NY) and
Fork Food Lab (Portland, ME) having the most similarities to the proposed Ithaca facility.
There is a basic group of cooking appliances used in virtually all the best of these kitchens which include
the following.
Note: a couple of these are less essential for some clients but getting all of them will make the kitchen
more attractive to a wide range of clients.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.
O.

Gas Ranges—possibly 2. One for stock pots.
Convection Ovens
Combi-Ovens
Deck Ovens (Needed if have Combi Ovens?)
Dough Sheeter
Tilt Skillet
Steam Jacketed Kettle
Charbroil Grill
Ice Maker
Stand-mixer
Vertical Cutter Mixer
Automated Filling Machine (piston filler)
Blast Chiller
Dough Proofer
Vacuum sealer
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In addition to the above appliances the kitchen will also need:
P. Stainless Steel Tables—8-10
Q. Rolling Sheet Pan Racks—Speed Racks—6
R. Full Size Baking Sheet Pans
S. Rolling Storage Cages—20+
T. 30# Scale
U. Floor mats
V. 10’ Separation Cubicles
W. Small fridges for suites—3
X. Reach-in 2 door fridges—2
Y. Small-wares
2. EQUIPMENT NEEDS FROM NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY
One of the questions from the Needs Assessment Survey (NAS) is:
“Please indicate your level of need for the following types of equipment”
The responses are summarized in the chart below and show that for each of the types of appliances
mentioned above, respondents answer in significant numbers that they are essential or convenient.
CHART: EQUIPMENT NEEDS
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3. COST OF EQUIPMENT
There are two potential approaches to buying equipment for this project:
A. Purchase new equipment which comes with warranties, guarantees and will likely require
less maintenance and repairs.
B. Purchase used equipment which will be dramatically less expensive, sometimes 10-50% of
the new cost, but will typically come with limited warranties and guarantees and will likely
require more maintenance and repairs.
At this point in time, with the multitude of food businesses which have closed over the past 2+ years
due to the pandemic, a glut of used equipment is available at very low prices.
Consultations with experienced and well-reputed equipment dealers of both new and used equipment
have resulted in the recommendation to buy some new and some used equipment, depending on
availability, the type of equipment and the level of need and use. Some types of equipment are better
bought new, while others are naturally robust and a great value used.
In Appendix 14 – B & W Equipment Quote please see a quotation for new equipment from a local
equipment supplier. In Appendix 10 – Primo Equipment Quote, you will see a quotation for a mix of
new and used equipment from another local equipment dealer, Primo Restaurant Equipment. Primo’s
ability to access new equipment at comparable prices coupled with their ability to source used
equipment at heavily discounted prices makes their proposal more affordable and a better value
proposition and is recommended.
4. FACILITY UPGRADES
Very little needs to be done to upgrade the facility to prepare it to operate as a shared-use kitchen.
However, it is recommended that in the future negotiations with the landlord the following requests are
made:
A. Deep clean and maintenance on whole facility including all floors, drainage, ventilation,
electricals, cooling, water heater, plumbing etc.
B. Provide and install all needed sinks including mop sink, handwashing sinks, and prep-sinks.
5. KITCHEN LAYOUT
Based on the previous analysis, the choice of equipment, the current configuration of the kitchen
including gas fittings, water fittings, hoods, walk-ins, and storage rooms, many different configurations
of the cooking equipment, work suites, and storage can be envisioned. Hiring a commercial kitchen
professional to design an optimal layout maximizing potential clients, functionality, and workflow is
recommended. See the drawing of the current layout, provided.
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6. APPLICATION OF FOOD SAFETY AND COVID-19 PROTOCOLS
New York State has very specific mandated protocols for shared-use kitchens. These are
encompassed in the document “Guidance for Shared-Use Kitchens” which can be found in Appendix
6—NYS Guide for Shared Use Kitchens.
This document lays out the specific requirements for:
• Licensing
• Responsibilities of Lessor
• Responsibilities of Operator
• Shared Responsibilities of Lessor and Operator
It also provides guides on:
• Basic Label Requirements
• Obtaining a Process/Schedule Process Review
• The Human Foods Preventative Control Rule
• FSMA Final Rule for Preventative Controls of Human Food
• Draft Guidance for Industry: Hazard Analysis and Risk-Based Preventative Controls for Human
Food
• Current Good Manufacturing Practice, Hazard Analysis, And Risk-Based Preventative Controls for
Human Food; Title 21 Part 117
• Subchapter C. Food and Food Products (Article 17 Agriculture and Markets Law)
• Article 20-C Food Processor License
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Other than the regulations above specific to shared-use kitchens, all other regulations, including food
safety protocols governing commercial kitchens in general are found at the Federal level, as New York
State has explicitly made it so.
Regarding Covid-19 protocols, these will have to be created and adjusted in real time based on CDC
recommendations.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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Financial Projections
This section includes estimates of overhead costs, revenues, projections of financial viability including
occupancy rate breakeven point and estimates of when this could reasonably be achieved, as well as
projections of initial capital investment sufficient to fund the venture.
1. INTRODUCTION TO FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS
This section presents financial projections and conclusions regarding financial viability. These projections
consider capital costs, overhead costs, revenues, and profitability, and they draw on multiple sources of
information, data points, experienced advice, and assumptions and judgements.
Whenever possible, multiple approaches were taken to arrive at these projections, and they were crossreferenced to provide perspective. For instance, two methodologies for projections of revenue are
supplied, one based on facility capacity and one based on the data from the needs assessment survey. In
order to determine future financial needs of the project, the methodology (capacity utilization) yielding
more pessimistic results was adopted to ensure financing to withstand worse-case scenarios. Also, a
break-even analysis is shown to clarify the capacity utilization necessary to achieve break-even.
Different scenarios are also presented to give a broad picture of possible outcomes. Results are
calculated at 100%, 75% and 50% of the goal to present increasingly conservative estimates. These
efforts to present a conservative analysis include the 5-year pro-forma which is based on only 50%
utilization of the “likely” scenario (Appendix 8 – Pro-Forma 5 Year).
As a further measure to keep a conservative perspective, projections do not include the revenues from
membership yearly fees, which are recommended to be about $150/member/year nor from possible
additional revenue generating activities such as setting up online stores, food delivery options, a drivethrough window, events and classes.
Based on data from the needs assessment survey, comparisons to Rochester’s The Commissary, and
rates at private shared-use kitchens, a rental rate of $25/hour has been used for all calculations,
although discounted rates could well be offered for bulk bookings.
The projected rental rate for the facility is based on the landlord’s published asking price and assumes
the possibility of negotiating a discount based on offering longer lease terms and the project’s
community benefits. This has been raised with the property owner via their real estate agent and they
have indicated a willingness to discuss a phased-in approach to rental rates. It is not atypical for the first
years of a lease to be discounted to give time for the project to gain traction.
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2. REVENUE AND EXPENSE SUMMARY
SUMMARY PROJECTIONS - Likely Utilization - Revenue Discounted 50%
YEARS

1

2

3

4

5

Revenue

$ 252,000

$ 297,000

$ 342,000

$ 387,000

$ 432,000

Expenses

$ 266,547

$ 279,695

$ 315,277

$ 327,559

$ 336,342

$

$

$

Net Income
$ (14,547)
$ 17,305
(See Appendix 8 for a detailed breakdown.)

26,723

59,441

95,658

3. ADDITIONAL SETUP COSTS
In addition to the purchase of equipment, additional funds will be needed for professional services in
the setup of the project:
A. Legal costs: Legal counsel will be needed for advising on and setting up legal structure, lease
agreement, member contract and more.
B. Kitchen design expert: A professional designer for the kitchen layout and design should be
hired to maximize space utilization, functionality and workflow.
C. A business plan should be written to specify each step and each process in the project.

Addt'l Set Up Expenses
Legal Fees
$
10,000
Kitchen Design
$
2,500
Business Plan
$
7,500
Misc.
$
5,000
TOTAL $
25,000

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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4. EQUIPMENT COST: NEW VS. USED

28

The above table shows a comparison of costs for equipment bought all new or all used. All new the cost
is $244,600 and all used the cost is $80,718. As explained in the section on Technical Evaluation of
Equipment and Infrastructure Needs, a combination of new and used is likely the best way forward. The
advantage of the quotation from Primo Equipment Supply for a total of $125,580, is that they handle
both new and used equipment and so are recommended to pursue and negotiate (See Appendix 10 –
Primo Equipment Quotation). Also, opportunities exist for donated equipment from local businesses
such as GreenStar or Wegman’s, as well as donated equipment by equipment manufacturers who like to
have local showcases for their equipment. Considering all these factors, an allocation of $150,000 is
recommended to be sufficient to purchase all needed equipment.
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5. REVENUE PROJECTIONS – BY SCENARIO AND FACILITY CAPACITY
The following projections are based on the layout of the facility, which will start with three separate
cooking stations and five individual prep suites. Each of these suites will contain a stainless-steel table,
as well as some combination of a small fridge, speed rack, other tables etc. As such, the maximum
capacity of the kitchen will be 8 members at a time.
The optimum scenario is 8 active members for each of the 3 shifts. However, this is highly unlikely as
filling up evening and overnight shifts is much less likely than fully booking day shifts. Estimates are
given here for four different scenarios to give a range of possible outcomes—Good, Bad, Likely and
Break-Even. These are estimates and are based on the data we have, paired with assumptions and best
guesses. Estimates of the number of active members per shift are based on capacity and the number
and level of interested respondents. These different scenarios are calculated at different levels of
capacity so that even if the capacity is not 100%, results at 75% and 50% capacity give perspective on
the scenario.
Notes: Storage Fees are based on assuming a monthly charge of $150 between dry, cold or frozen
storage. # Mem/Day shows how many members are actively using the kitchen per day and it’s broken
down per shift. So, for each shift (8 hours) used by a member an additional $200 is added (8 hours x
$25/hour). If there is no difference between the shift 2 column revenue and the shift 1 column revenue it
is because shift 2 did not have an active member in that slot. If it increased, it’s because there was a
member there during that shift. As an example, under the Good Scenario in the 5th row down it shows 1
member per day and in the shifts columns it increases by $200/shift showing that all three shifts are
occupied and paid for. In the same Good Scenario, 6th row down, the second slot is occupied during the
first shift, the second shift but not for the third shift, so there is no increase in revenue in the third shift
over the second shift.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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A. Good Scenario: Assuming 40 members/month, with six active during the day shift, three
active during the evening shift, and one active during the overnight shift. This chart reflects
the revenues in this scenario also discounted to 75% and 50%.
As can be seen, in the Good Scenario there are significant monthly revenues, even in the most limited
case of operating only one shift at 50% of the Good Scenario capacity.
Monthly Revenues-Good
# Mem/Mnth Avg Storage $
40 $
150.00
# Mem/Day $/hr
1
$
25
2
$
25
3
$
25
4
$
25
5
$
25
6
$
25
7
8
100% Occup
Per Month
75% Occup
Per Month
50% Occup
Per Month

8

16

24

$ 6,000.00 $ 6,000.00 $ 6,000.00
$/Shift
$/2 Shifts
$/3 shifts
$
200 $
400 $
600
$
200 $
400 $
400
$
200 $
400 $
400
$
200 $
200 $
200
$
200 $
200 $
200
$
200 $
200 $
200
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
1,200 $
1,800 $
2,000
$
30 $
30 $
30
$
42,000 $
60,000 $
66,000
$
23 $
23 $
23
$
33,000 $
46,500 $
51,000
$
15 $
15 $
15
$
24,000 $
33,000 $
36,000

B. Likely Scenario: Assuming 25 members/month, with four during the day shift, two during
the evening shift, and 0 during the overnight shift. This chart reflects the revenues in this
scenario also discounted to 75% and 50%. Assuming first year 20 members, adding 5
members per year, and finishing with 40 members during the fifth year.
Monthly Revenues- Likely
# Mem/MnthAvg Storage $
25 $ 150.00 $ 3,750.00 $ 3,750.00 $ 3,750.00
# Mem.
$/hr
$/Shift
$/2 Shifts $/3 shifts
1
$
25 $
200 $
400 $
400
2
$
25 $
200 $
200 $
200
3
$
25 $
200 $
400 $
400
4
$
25 $
200 $
200 $
200
5
$
$
$
6
$
$
$
7
$
$
$
8
$
$
$
$
800 $
1,200 $
1,200
100% Occup
$
30 $
30 $
30
Per Month
$ 27,750 $ 39,750 $ 39,750
75% Occup
$
23 $
23 $
23
Per Month
$ 21,750 $ 30,750 $ 30,750
50% Occup
$
15 $
15 $
15
Per Month
$ 15,750 $ 21,750 $ 21,750
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As can be seen, in the Likely Scenario there are significant monthly revenues, albeit not as high as in the
Good Scenario.
C. Bad Scenario: Assuming 10 members per month, two during the day shift, one during the
evening shift, and none during the overnight shift, this chart reflects the revenues in this
scenario also discounted to 75% and 50%.
Monthly Revenues- Bad
# Mem/MnthAvg Storage $
10 $ 150.00 $ 1,500.00 $ 1,500.00 $ 1,500.00
# Mem.
$/hr
$/Shift
$/2 Shifts $/3 shifts
1
$
25 $
200 $
400 $
400
2
$
25 $
200 $
200 $
200
3
$
$
$
4
$
$
$
5
$
$
$
6
$
$
$
7
$
$
$
8
$
$
$
$
400 $
600 $
600
100% Occup
$
30 $
30 $
30
Per Month
$ 13,500 $ 19,500 $ 19,500
75% Occup
$
23 $
23 $
23
Per Month
$ 10,500 $ 15,000 $ 15,000
50% Occup
$
15 $
15 $
15
Per Month
$
7,500 $ 10,500 $ 10,500

As can be seen, in the Bad Scenario, monthly revenues have dipped precipitously.
D. Break-Even Point Scenario
The following chart shows a point at which monthly Revenues roughly equals monthly Overheads
($198/month profit). As you can see from the Revenue side, this represents a very modest capacity use
of the facility. It requires 10 businesses to be members and the facility to be renting out an average of
25 hours a day which is 3 businesses operating normal 8 hour shifts plus one of 1 hour.
Monthly Revenues- BE
# Mem/MnthAvg Storage $
10 $ 150.00 $ 1,500.00
# Mem.
$/hr
$/Shift
1
$
25 $
200
2
$
25 $
200
3
$
25 $
200
4
$
25 $
25
5
$
6
$
7
$
8
$
$
625
$
30
Per Month
$ 20,250
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6. PROFITABILITY PROJECTIONS – BY SCENARIO AND FACILITY CAPACITY
Projected profits/losses are determined by cross-referencing our projected overheads with our
projected revenues.
Likely Monthly
Profitability
% Capacity
Revenues
$
Expenses
$
Profitability
$

One Shift
50%
75%
15,750 $ 21,750 $
21,972 $ 21,972 $
(6,222) $
(222) $

100%
27,750
21,972
5,778

Good Monthly
Profitability
% Capacity
Revenues
$
Expenses
$
Profitability
$

One Shift
50%
75%
24,000 $ 33,000 $
21,972 $ 21,972 $
2,028 $ 11,028 $

100%
42,000
21,972
20,028

Bad Monthly
Profitability
% Capacity
Revenues
Expenses
Profitability

One Shift
50%
75%
$
7,500 $ 10,500 $
$ 21,972 $ 21,972 $
$ (14,472) $ (11,472) $

$
$
$

Two Shifts
50%
75%
21,750 $ 30,750 $
21,972 $ 21,972 $
(222) $
8,778 $

100%
39,750 $
21,972 $
17,778 $

Three Shifts
50%
75%
21,750 $ 30,750 $
21,972 $ 21,972 $
(222) $
8,778 $

100%
39,750
21,972
17,778

$
$
$

Two Shifts
50%
75%
33,000 $ 46,500 $
21,972 $ 21,972 $
11,028 $ 24,528 $

100%
60,000 $
21,972 $
38,028 $

Three Shifts
50%
75%
36,000 $ 51,000 $
21,972 $ 21,972 $
14,028 $ 29,028 $

100%
66,000
21,972
44,028

Three Shifts
100%
50%
75%
19,500 $ 10,500 $ 15,000 $
21,972 $ 21,972 $ 21,972 $
(2,472) $ (11,472) $ (6,972) $

100%
19,500
21,972
(2,472)

Two Shifts
100%
50%
75%
13,500 $ 10,500 $ 15,000 $
21,972 $ 21,972 $ 21,972 $
(8,472) $ (11,472) $ (6,972) $

This chart shows that achieving the “Likely Scenario” at 100% and two shifts we will attain
profitability of $17,778/month. At 75% of that goal, profitability is $8,778/month. At 50% of that goal
revenues very nearly equal expenses, i.e. break-even. By eliminating the possibility of a second shift in
the Likely Scenario, monthly profitability at 100% is $5,778, nearly break-even at 75% ($-222) and $6,222 at 50%.
The “Good Scenario” and the “Bad Scenario” give bookends of things going in either direction and
provide reference points to consider. In the Good Scenario with 40 members, profits range from the
high of $66,000/month with three shifts to $2,028 with only 50% of one shift. While the Bad Scenario
shows a profit of $19,500 with two shifts and 10 members and a loss of $14,472 with one shift at 50%.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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7. REVENUE PROJECTIONS – BY RESULTS OF SURVEY
In the previous section, Analysis of Demand, the projections based on results of the needs assessment
survey of demand for rental time give the following information:
# Resp # Potential
1
68
3
2
65
4
3
64
1
4
61
3
5
60
4
6
59
1
7
56
3
8
53
2
9
49
3
10
43
3
11
42
2
12
40
1
13
39
4
14
38
1
15
37
3
16
36
2
17
33
2
18
30
1
19
28
4
20
27
2
21
26
5
22
24
3
23
23
3
24
22
4
25
20
4
26
19
5
27
18
3
28
16
2
29
15
4
30
14
4
31
13
4
32
12
1
33
11
1
34
9
3
35
8
4
36
6
4
37
5
3
38
4
2
39
2
3
40
1
2

Probability
Est. Hours
0.35
10
0.5
40
0.05
4
0.35
20
0.5
20
0.05
10
0.35
10
0.15
20
0.35
4
0.35
10
0.15
20
0.05
4
0.5
20
0.05
29
0.35
10
0.15
10
0.15
10
0.05
10
0.5
40
0.15
10
0.7
20
0.35
20
0.35
4
0.5
20
0.5
10
0.7
10
0.35
10
0.15
4
0.5
10
0.5
10
0.5
10
0.05
36
0.05
10
0.35
10
0.5
20
0.5
28
0.35
10
0.15
10
0.35
28
0.15
10
Tot Est Hours
601
Tot Avail Hrs
168
24 hours Tenants/Shift
3.6
16 hours Tenants/Shift
5.4
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These projected hours of demand can then be multiplied by the rental rate in order to project potential
revenues from each respondent and by extension all the respondents:
# Resp # Potential Probability Est. Hours
1
68
3
0.35
10
2
65
4
0.5
40
3
64
1
0.05
4
4
61
3
0.35
20
5
60
4
0.5
20
6
59
1
0.05
10
7
56
3
0.35
10
8
53
2
0.15
20
9
49
3
0.35
4
10
43
3
0.35
10
11
42
2
0.15
20
12
40
1
0.05
4
13
39
4
0.5
20
14
38
1
0.05
29
15
37
3
0.35
10
16
36
2
0.15
10
17
33
2
0.15
10
18
30
1
0.05
10
19
28
4
0.5
40
20
27
2
0.15
10
21
26
5
0.7
20
22
24
3
0.35
20
23
23
3
0.35
4
24
22
4
0.5
20
25
20
4
0.5
10
26
19
5
0.7
10
27
18
3
0.35
10
28
16
2
0.15
4
29
15
4
0.5
10
30
14
4
0.5
10
31
13
4
0.5
10
32
12
1
0.05
36
33
11
1
0.05
10
34
9
3
0.35
10
35
8
4
0.5
20
36
6
4
0.5
28
37
5
3
0.35
10
38
4
2
0.15
10
39
2
3
0.35
28
40
1
2
0.15
10
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$/Hr
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25
$ 25

Prob $/Wk Prob $/M
$
88 $
350
$
500 $
2,000
$
5 $
20
$
175 $
700
$
250 $
1,000
$
13 $
50
$
88 $
350
$
75 $
300
$
35 $
140
$
88 $
350
$
75 $
300
$
5 $
20
$
250 $
1,000
$
36 $
145
$
88 $
350
$
38 $
150
$
38 $
150
$
13 $
50
$
500 $
2,000
$
38 $
150
$
350 $
1,400
$
175 $
700
$
35 $
140
$
250 $
1,000
$
125 $
500
$
175 $
700
$
88 $
350
$
15 $
60
$
125 $
500
$
125 $
500
$
125 $
500
$
45 $
180
$
13 $
50
$
88 $
350
$
250 $
1,000
$
350 $
1,400
$
88 $
350
$
38 $
150
$
245 $
980
$
38 $
150
$
5,134 $
20,535

Interpreting the data from the needs assessment survey yields weekly revenues of $5,134 and monthly
revenues of $20,535. These are based on the data, as well as on judgements about the potential of each
respondent, assumptions about the likelihood of their becoming tenants and members, the accuracy of
their estimates of the hours per week needed as well as an assumption that the set rate of $25/hour is
acceptable and will not be a barrier to entry. The assumptions and judgements in these projections are
inherently fallible, reasonable as they may be, and cannot guarantee outcomes. Nevertheless, they
clearly suggest that the revenues from this project will likely be robust.
Also, it must be noted that this part of the analysis is based solely on the results of the needs
assessment survey organized in a couple of months. With time to get the word out, conduct effective
marketing, fully activate our community partners, and build a reputation amongst food entrepreneurs, it
is reasonable to assume a growing level of demand, increased numbers of members/tenants and
consequently, more revenues.
8. PROFITABILITY PROJECTIONS – BY RESULT OF SURVEY
The table in Section 7 above shows that in the first year the revenue projections based on the Survey
data is $20,535/month and the expenses, from our previous analysis, is $20,052/month resulting in a
monthly profit of $948 per month and $11,376 per year.
9. FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS – CONCLUSIONS
As previously stated, all economic and financial projections are based on assumptions, estimates, and
judgements, and are indicators, not guarantees of the likely outcome of events. The better the
assumptions, estimates, and judgements the more likely the projections will match the outcomes.
However, a multitude of extraneous and uncontrollable factors could significantly affect the outcomes.
The assumptions, estimates, and judgements herein have been made clear, and are based on a wellpopulated and informative survey of local food entrepreneurs, reflecting more than 80 meetings with
knowledgeable and experienced individuals and institutions, and based upon past studies and analysis
of these issues.
Conservative estimates of profitability based on the needs assessment survey results indicate an initial
yearly profit of $11,376 /year.
Estimates of profitability based on facility capacity shows a likelihood of losses in the first year ($14,544), with increasing profitability in subsequent years.
Out of an abundance of caution and to gird against a worst-case scenario, the more pessimistic
projections based on capacity utilization have been adopted as our source for the 5-Year Pro-Forma
Projections. Furthermore, it is recommended that the project financing plan on a slower roll out of the
project than foreseen here, allowing for unknown economic bumps in the road, and investing in the long
term success of this project by providing project financing to supplement revenues to meet overhead
costs during the first three years (declining amounts each year) which will allow the facility to gain
traction, become better known in the community, establish a positive reputation and by consequence
add member/tenants and revenues.
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It is possible that outside financing will be necessary to keep the project viable even after several years.
This project has strong economic development value and will be eligible for grants from city, county,
state and federal agencies such as the USDA Agricultural Marketing Service as well as foundations, the
private sector, and philanthropists. In fact, it is the norm for non-profit shared-use kitchens to receive
funding from outside sources.
Following the second year of the project, an analysis of actual profitability should be conducted to help
determine if future subsidies are going to be required, their scope, and to begin applying for funds to
finance them.
It is recommended that project financing include yearly allotments to complement project revenues in
order to ensure meeting project overheads for the first three years as follows:
Subsidy
Calculations:
Year
Expenses
Year 1
$266,547
Year 2
$279,695
Year 3
$315,277

Net Income
($14,547)
$17,305
$26,723

Subsidy %
25%
20%
10%

Totals
$66,637
$55,939
$31,528
$154,104

Rounding down the subsidy calculations to $150,000 and adding the initial capital outlays estimated in
previous sections, and adding in just over 8% as additional Setup Costs, we come to a total Project Cost
Need of $325,000.

Total Investment Needed
Equipment Costs
$
150,000
Subsidy Costs
$
150,000
Addt'l SetUp Costs $
25,000
Grand Total $
325,000
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Institutional Framework
Selecting the proper institutional framework for the SKI will be a key determinant of its success. A
number of options were evaluated, and a preferred option is recommended. To arrive at a feasible
option, meetings with individual stakeholders and potential host institutions were held to evaluate
potential resources, contributions, and partnerships of a financial or non-financial nature.
Institutional Framework Alternatives Considered
Selecting the proper institutional framework for SKI is a key determinant of its success. Three options for
an institutional framework were considered:
A. A stand-alone, privately funded, for-profit entity
B. A for-profit entity to own the lease and equipment, with a not-for-profit operator
C. A stand-alone not-for-profit entity
Option B offers the best chance for success in the near term and is recommended for the following
reasons:
- There is expressed interest from a group of local investors to fund at the requested level
- There is uncertainty that the desired space will remain available until a new non-profit entity
could apply for, and receive, sufficient grant funding to secure that space
- There is uncertainty that an existing non-profit is prepared to host the project and fund it until
future grants materialize. A new, stand-alone non-for-profit may be the more suitable choice.
Key Factors for Consideration
1. Potential for private investment.
2. Time frame in which the preferred space will be available.
3. There is uncertainty that an existing non-profit, such as Friends of the Farmers Market or
Unbroken Promise Initiative (two existing organizations we considered), is prepared to host
the project and fund it until it is able to secure grant funding on its own.
4. In Year 1, the most critical need is to secure the space, fund the outfitting of the facility, and
market the opportunity to potential tenants, with sufficient capital to survive the early
months of growth. Thus, securing adequate funding from private sources appears to be the
best option to enable those steps to be taken.
5. A non-profit’s involvement as a member of the for-profit entity is desirable in order to
enable grant funding opportunities. The best choice may be a new entity to fill that role.
Consideration of a Not-for-profit Host Institution
Two existing non-profit organizations were seriously considered as potential parent organizations for
the project.
The Ithaca Farmer’s Market and their newly formed non-profit organization, The Friends of the Ithaca
Farmers Market (FIFM) is potentially a suitable host institution for the SKI. With more than four decades
working for the benefit of local farmers, craft businesses and food entrepreneurs, they have done the
work, forged the relationships over time and become an integral part of the community. They are also
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the first place many food entrepreneurs go to market their products. A shared-use commercial kitchen
for local food entrepreneurs could be a natural progression for FIFM efforts to support and enrich our
community. Through the auspices of Monika Roth we presented the project to members of their Board
for consideration and the Board subsequently expressed interest in further discussion in terms of
adopting SKI under their “umbrella”, providing financial and managerial oversight, fiduciary
responsibility and legal ownership. Since FIFM is a new organization, its ability to identify funding to
support the equipment purchases necessary to outfit SKI, and to secure a lease to the preferred
property in a timely manner, are as yet uncertain.
The second organization considered was Unbroken Promise Initiative (UPI). Lengthy discussions were
held with the founder, advisors, and partners of UPI, including the key members of Coltivare. A site-visit
was undertaken to the proposed location with representatives from UPI. As UPI pointed out, SKI will be
most representative of Ithaca if it embraces racial justice and reaches out to prospective food producers
in all corners of the community, especially including those in the BIPOC community. The main challenge
encountered was UPI’s preference for a space that could support events and activities that the
“GreenStar” space could not readily accommodate.
Opportunities for Private Funding
In canvassing the network of interested parties to this project an opportunity arose to present to a
group of local investors who see value in the project for the community and are willing to invest with a
conservative expectation for financial appreciation and a desire to contribute to altruistic community
building.
The model, as discussed, would involve a convertible debt investment into a for-profit entity, with a
reasonable interest rate to be accrued until the entity generated sufficient net profit to pay a periodic
return. Ultimately, the investors might receive their initial investment back upon the recapitalization of
the entity, either through a future loan or an acquisition. Another positive aspect of this approach is that
depreciation on purchased equipment or operating losses could be passed through to investors looking
for tax benefits.
The discussed level of investment, on the order of $325,000, would be sufficient to purchase the needed
equipment, outfit the space, and market the opportunity to food businesses looking to become tenants,
plus a margin to cover operating losses during the first couple of years.
One of the key benefits of this approach is that the preferred space could be secured before it is rented
to other parties and that grant funding would not be required to open the doors to tenants.
Another benefit is that this for-profit approach does not eliminate the option of having a not-for-profit
affiliation, which would enable grant funds to become available via that entity. The not-for-profit also
should be considered as the operator of the facility. The key benefit of the private investment option is
that it buys time and secures the equipment as well as the space.
Next Steps for Coordination and Collaboration
A Steering Committee should be established to guide and direct the activities of SKI until such time as a
formal Board of Directors is established.

39

Operational Guidelines
A detailed plan for how the project will operate is presented drawing on expertise from existing and
past shared kitchens, experts in the field, and inputs from the community including the results of our
needs assessment survey. This plan includes most aspects of running the facility on a daily basis,
including membership requirements, scheduling, safety procedures, storage system, cleaning and
sanitizing procedures, security, licensing, insurance, management and employment, as well as local
outreach and marketing. In addition to the operation of the commercial kitchen itself, operational
guidelines for complementary activities such as business consultancy, mentoring, training, technical
assistance etc. are enumerated.
NOTE: Feasibility studies do not often have operational guidelines included, as this is usually in the realm
of a Business Plan. So, while this is not a thorough treatment of Operational Guidelines, the relationships
are there to access all details when needed. Fork Food Lab, for instance, is in the process of updating
their Operations Manual and promised to share it when complete. Rochester’s The Commissary has also
offered to share its soon-to-be-updated Operational Guidelines.
1. Membership Intake System:
a. Phase 1: Future entrepreneur reaches out to SKI
When someone is interested in using SKI services, they either call by phone (redirected to
send an email), show up/stop by (redirected to send an email), or submit an inquiry through
the SKI website.
b. Phase 2: Director follows up inquiry and schedules a preliminary phone call
The initial phone call is a fact-finding mission for SKI and is the closest process to a
"screening" of a potential member. For example, the Director explains any limitations of the
facility that could prevent someone from successfully operating. This is also the opportunity
to:
i.
learn more about the professional background of the interested party
ii.
communicate the SKI mission and goals
iii.
learn more about the business's needs/timeline, and
iv.
discuss meeting member requirements. (If this conversation goes well, the
interested party is invited in for a tour.)
c. Phase 3: Taking a tour
When a person is invited in for a tour, SKI has already evaluated what it can and cannot do
for the business allowing tours to be curated specifically for the business. The Director
shows off the entire facility, discusses amenities available to the potential member, clarifies
potential storage needs, and starts to identify what type of support they need moving
forward which includes describing SKI’s extended network of professional support contacts.
If the tour generates a willingness to move forward, the onboarding process is initiated.
d. Phase 4: Making mutual commitment and establishing support channels
While SKI will not offer long-term contracts, it makes a mutual commitment with the now
Pending Member- that means SKI establishes any Incubator Support Requests, finalizes a
licensing plan, and reserves space for their needs. A pending member can take 30-90 days to
become a full member. When the business is ready, SKI provides direct support with filling
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out licensing for State and City requirements and moves forward into the Onboarding
Process.
e. Phase 5: These are the documents SKI sends to each member who is preparing to join
within 30 days:
i.
Appendix 11 – Intake - Next Steps
ii.
Appendix 12 – Intake - Member Agreement
iii.
Appendix 13 – Intake – Marketing
f. Phase 6: Completing Orientation - New members must meet with general manager for
around one hour to thoroughly review the member agreement. During this meeting, rules,
code of conduct, The Food Corridor, and non-profit commitments ae discussed. The first
invoice is reviewed, and the member agreement signed. Next, the new member meets with
the operations department for safety and sanitation orientation. (See Appendix 14 –
Orientation—Operations and Sanitation). At the end of the safety and
sanitation orientation, the member is issued a key fob for access to the facility, making them
an official member.
g. Phase 7: Monitor/Follow Up/Engage/Support
The first 3-month period presents a learning curve when it comes to integrating a new
business into SKI. The Director checks in continuously and follows up with each new
member multiple times within the first 90 days of membership. Periodic review of individual
and collective needs of members will drive internal decisions to retrain members, identify
common challenges, and develop necessary workshops that support sustainable business
practices.
2. Scheduling – All scheduling is done through SKI scheduling and payment software: The Food
Corridor.
3. Safety Procedures – Safety procedures are gone over in detail during the onboarding process.
4. Storage system – Each member of SKI has the option to sign up for storage options which
include cold storage, frozen storage and dry storage. When signed up, a rolling and lockable
shelf system will be allocated to the member.
5. Cleaning and sanitizing procedures - covered in Appendix 14 – Orientation—Operations and
Sanitation.
6. Security is covered in Appendix 16 – Orientation—General Info
7. Licensing – Every member is responsible to get their own license to operate out of SKI whether
it be from the Department of Health or the Ag and Markets. SKI staff will provide assistance in
how to do this.
8. Insurance – Each member must arrange to have their own liability insurance which covers SKI
(Appendix 12 – Intake—Member Agreement).
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9. Financial Reporting – Financial Reporting is done on a monthly, quarterly and yearly basis by SKI
bookkeepers and CPAs, according to legal requirements.
10. Marketing/communications – Please see Appendix 15 – Orientation—Marketing, as well as
Appendix 13 – Intake—Marketing.
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Proposed Resolution
Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency
October 11, 2022

Inlet Island Urban Renewal Project —
Authorize Disposition and Development Agreement
WHEREAS, the IURA and the City of Ithaca collectively own approximately 2.5 acres of underutilized
land on Inlet Island (Project Site), and
WHEREAS, in April 2021, the IURA issued a Request for Expressions of Interest (RFEI) for conceptual
development proposals at the Project Site, and
WHEREAS, the IURA sought an urban renewal project that will improve the physical, social, and
economic characteristics of the project site and surrounding area, and advance goals and objectives of
the 2015 City’s comprehensive plan, and its Waterfront Plan chapter adopted in 2019, and
WHEREAS, The Waterfront Plan encourages the following land use objectives:
 Mixed-use development
 Housing opportunities at all income levels
 Public access to the waterfront
 Better multi-modal connections
 Vibrant waterfront, and
WHEREAS, on June 24, 2021, the IURA selected Finger Lakes Development, LLC (Sponsor), pursuant to
section 507 of General Municipal Law, to sponsor a proposed Inlet Island Urban Renewal project based
on their conceptual RFEI submission, subject to the following conditions:
• Commitment from the developer to share environmental clean-up costs;
• Clarification of Finger Lakes Boating Center’s commitment to make improvements, in terms of
visual access and limited boat storage;
• Commitment by the developer to address the U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary’s need to maintain its
water access and continued operations; and be it further
WHEREAS, in consultation with Common Council, a project objective was clarified to read:
Ground-Level Activity: The development program shall include public
amenities and programming to enhance ground-level activity and attract City
residents to Inlet Island in a manner that does not result in a reduction of the
proposed affordable housing units in the project, and
WHEREAS, on December 21, 2021, the IURA entered into an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (ENA)
with the Sponsor, establishing a framework for negotiations, including a list of development and
feasibility “issues to be resolved”, and performance milestone schedules, and
WHEREAS, on August 8, 2022, Sponsor submitted a detailed development program and other project
information specified in section III of the ENA, and
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WHEREAS, on August 25, 2022, the IURA found that the 8/8/22 submission did not satisfactorily
address all issues necessary to structure a proposed Disposition and Development Agreement and
authorized extension of the ENA to allow for a revised resubmission, and
WHEREAS, the IURA Chairperson issued a Memorandum of Unresolved Issues, dated August 31, 2022,
to the Sponsor,
WHEREAS, an updated submission from the Sponsor was received on 10/4/22, and
WHEREAS, per the ENA, upon receipt of a complete Sponsor submission the IURA shall submit a
proposed Disposition and Development Agreement to the Sponsor within 30 days or seek a time
extension via resolution of the IURA, and
WHEREAS, should IURA submit a proposed DDA, Sponsor has a 15-day period to execute the
agreement or submit a counteroffer, or the ENA terminates, and
WHEREAS, on October 11, 2022, the IURA Economic Development Committee reviewed the Sponsor’s
updated submission against unresolved issues identified August 31st memo including:
• ground level activity
• public waterfront access
• Coast Guard Auxiliary
• marina operations
• final project site
• various clarifications
Now, therefore be it
RESOLVED, the IURA finds that the updated 10/4/22 Sponsor submission of the proposed detailed
development program and other project information does satisfactorily address remaining unresolved
issues for the IURA to structure a proposed Disposition and Development Agreement for the Inlet
Island urban renewal project subject to the following conditions/clarifications:
1. TBD – based on EDC deliberation
2. TBD
3. TBD
And be it further,
RESOLVED, that the IURA Chairperson, subject to review by IURA legal counsel, is hereby authorized to
submit a proposed Disposition and Development Agreement to the Sponsor in accordance with the
Exclusive Negotiation Agreement to implement this resolution.
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108 E. Green St.
Ithaca, NY 14850
Tel: (607) 274-6565

MEMORANDUM

To:

IURA Economic Development Committee

From:

Nels Bohn, IURA Director of Community Development

Subject: Inlet Island Urban Renewal project – review of 10/4/22 Updated development program
submission
Date:

October 7, 2022

The next step in the negotiation process to approve sale of public land to the Sponsor to implement
an Inlet Island urban renewal project is review of the Sponsor’s updated 10/4/22 development
proposal against the remaining unresolved issues. If the issues are resolved to the IURA’s
satisfaction, then the IURA should submit a Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) to the
Sponsor for their signature. Upon the Sponsor’s signature, the Exclusive Negotiation Agreement is
extended to provide time for the Sponsor to gain site plan approval and Common Council
endorsement of the project.
Unresolved Development Issues and Clarifications
The updated 10/4/22 Sponsor submission makes strong progress to address unresolved issued,
particularly on ground-level activity and public waterfront access issues. Unresolved Issues are
listed below and further explained in the 8/31/22 memo sent to the developer:
1. Ground level activity
2. Public waterfront access
3. Coast guard auxiliary operations
4. Marina operations
5. Defining the project site
Clarifications requiring attention were:
A. Responsibility for Sponsor-proposed improvements within the Taughannock Blvd. R.O.W.
B. Limits of outdoor boat-related storage off-site from the marina and use of “Flex Space”
C. Parcel boundaries in relation to the waterfront
D. Defining eligible expenses of environmental remediation eligible to deduct from the
purchase price
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E. Acceptable terms for acquisition of 508 Taughannock Blvd. from NYSDEC
The below table provides staff comments on the above Issues:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Issue
Ground Level
Activity

Public
Waterfront
Access

Coast Guard
Auxiliary (CGA)
Accommodations

Marina
Operations

10/4/22 Development Submission
Updates
• Public playground
• Food truck space & utility hookups
• Bench seating facing waterfront
• Public café seating area
Subtractions
None
Updates
• Widening & paving existing waterfront
promenade from Rt. 89 bridge to
“Lookout Point”
• Public kayak/canoe launch
• Public kayak storage rack
• Public access to floating dock at “Lookout
Point”
• Enhanced sidewalk network connecting
City sidewalks to the waterfront trail
Subtractions
None

Staff Comment
The updates provide significant
enhancements aimed at inducing groundlevel activity.

Updates
• Continued CG access to public floating
dock on a non-exclusive basis for
trainings/
classes
• Use of a conference room in the hometel
for monthly CGA meetings with a fee
charged only if hospitality services are
requested, such as beverage service
• Use of conference room in the hometel
for in-person classes or training at a cost
to be negotiated
• Installation of CGA radio tower on
hometel building
Updates/Clarifications
• No long-term outdoor boat or equipment
storage located off-site of the marina
other than Spring and Fall short-term
storage at the designated Flex Space
• Removal of visual barriers to water views
along loop of public waterfront trail at
north end of building are “planned” by
selectively removing sections of the shed
roof and a portion of the vertical wall.

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

The updates provide significant
increased public access.
Upgrading the waterfront trail is a
significant public enhancement.
Specifications for widening and paving
of the waterfront promenade are not
provided. They should match the
design for other segments of the
Cayuga Waterfront Trail.
Unclear if development project includes
installation of a floating dock at
“Lookout Point”, subject to DEC
approval, or merely public access to
such a dock. The floating dock is shown
on the “limits of improvement
“diagram.
Sponsor indicates CGA has not been
willing to engage in meaningful
negotiations on terms for
accommodations.
IURA should understand the specific
terms of accommodation being offered
and determine if it sufficiently meets
the objective to reasonably allow the
CGA to continue to offer educational
and safety programming:
- Room fee for classes/trainings?
- Capacity size of conference room?
- Fee for installation of radio tower?
Unclear if selective removal of shed
roof and a portion of the vertical wall
will meaningfully provide views east
from the adjacent segment of the
public trail. Does the view allow a water
view at eye level for someone walking
on the trail?
Does Sponsor commit to implement
facilitate implementation of “planned”
building modifications?
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5.

Final Project Site

Updates
• Designated public areas of the site are
clearly delineated.
• Private sites have been reduced in size
for the Anchor and Stays building,
thereby allowing for increased public
access.

•
•
•

Designated public areas of the project
site are generous
$300K price discount on purchase price
for the now smaller Anchor project
remains unchanged.
Public amenity destinations, such as the
playground, should have reasonable
and binding terms of public use
established for continued public access
on private property.

The table below addresses Clarifications identified in the 8/31/22 memo:
Issue
A. ROW
improvements

10/4/22 Development
Submission
The update clarifies the
limits of development and
limit of improvement on
separate drawing diagrams.

Staff Comment
See “Limits of Development” and “Limits of Improvements”
diagrams from the submission.
Development limits
• The “limits of development” diagram exclude the 25’-wide
area along the Flood Control Channel and areas along the
Old Barge Canal This waterfront land along the Flood
Control Channel, except adjacent to 508 Taughannock Blvd.
parcel, is owned by the City/IURA and will remain in public
ownership. NYSDEC owns the land adjacent to 508
Taughannock Blvd. – This depiction of development limits
along the west side of the island appears appropriate.
• It is not clear how the waterfront trail will loop around Lookout point if areas along the Old Barge Canal, under separate
ownership, are excluded.
Improvement Limits
• The “limits of improvements” diagram excludes the
Taughannock Blvd. R.O.W. along the frontage of the Marina
building. It is not clear who is expected to pay for the limited
improvements within the R.O.W. to provide perpendicular
parking.
• The waterfront trail connector from Look-out Point along
the Old Barge Canal is paradoxically noted as “neighboring
business building modifications required, not part of
development.” On page 5 of the submission, improvements
locate outside the development site are listed as “planned”
by others and should not be a condition of the DDA.
Without provision of a sidewalk along Taughannock Blvd,
the eastern loop of the waterfront trail is essential to
connect the pedestrian trail back around Look-out Point.
• On page 5, under the “Color Schematic Site Plan” heading, is
included the following phrase, “This plan includes
improvements which go beyond what is currently proposed
and is intended merely to illustrate the project team’s
overall vision for this part of Inlet Island”. While
acknowledging the site plan will undergo revisions during
the site plan review process, the Sponsor should identify
which significant improvements shown “go beyond what is
currently proposed”.
•
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B. Environmental
Remediation

C.

Parcel
Boundaries
along Flood
Control
Channel

D. Potential
Contamination
on NYSDEC
property
Acquisition of 508
Taughannock Blvd
from NYSDEC

Sponsor clarifies that the
scope of the remediation
will be to restore the
property to its current
elevation with clean soils
and any cost attributable
soled to foundation or
building requirements
specific to the project are
not including in the
deduction from the
purchase price for the land.

Sponsor agrees to accept
risk for any contamination
on NYSDEC property to be
acquired

The clarifications are appreciated and can form the basis for an
agreement on eligible expenses to deduct against the land
purchase price. The City Attorney should be consulted on specific
terms to protect the public in a “cost-plus” agreement.

Review of surveys document that City/IURA lands extend to the
Flood Control Channel and NYSDEC retains a 25’-wide permanent
easement over City/IURA lands.
The appraisal was based on lands outside the 25’wide permanent
easement and Sponsor does not seek to own waterfrontage. A
subdivision will be necessary for the City/IURA to retain the
waterfrontage land.

The IURA/City/Sponsor have been negotiating terms for a land
exchange to acquire 508 Taughannock Blvd from NYSDEC and
have reach conceptual agreement on terms for a land exchange,
pending further review by stakeholders. NYSDEC seeks various
easements on City property to facilitate dredge activities. It
appears that an easement for NYSDEC to use a portion of the
“Flex Space” for dredge logistics will be incorporated into the
proposed transaction, rather than dredge logistics to be based at
the northern section of the Island.
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108 E. Green St.
Ithaca, NY 14850
Tel: (607) 274-6565

MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Re:
Date:

Steve Flash, Finger Lakes Development, LLC
Chris Proulx, Chair, IURA
Nels Bohn, Director of Community Development, IURA
Unresolved Issues for Inlet Island Urban Renewal Project
August 31, 2022

========================================================================================
Thank you for team’s August 8 submission of the proposed development program for the Inlet Island Urban
Renewal Project, and for your participation at both the Economic Development Committee (EDC) and IURA
Board meetings last week. We remain enthusiastic about the core program components of your proposal:
• 54 units of affordable housing will allow working families to affordably live on the Island in a growing
part of City otherwise being developed with market-rate housing;
• The development of City's only waterfront hotel. Tourism IS important to our economy and a
waterfront hotel will be a draw while converting tax-exempt property into property and rooms tax
revenue for the City, County and ICSD; and
• General aesthetic improvements to the undeveloped/underdeveloped acreage on the development
site.
However, to move toward a proposed Disposition and Development Agreement, in keeping with the
schedule outlined in our resolution last week, we wanted to clarify the issues that still need to be resolved to
the IURA’s satisfaction. The list below is our summary of these issues. Please reach out if further clarification
or discussion is needed.
Program Component
Ground level activity

Objective
ENA Sections II.A.7 and
IV.F
“Developer shall include
strategies to enhance
ground-level activity and
attract residents to the
Inlet Island waterfront
without reducing the
competitiveness of the
affordable housing to
secure funding.

Status
We don’t believe the current program meets
the objective as set forth by Common Council
and the IURA. We did not identify anything in
the August 8 submission that enhanced the
Program from your original submission.
We encourage the developer to be creative in
its next response. This is an attractive and
central site at the heart of the waterfront and
the programming should be reflective of such.
Furthermore, the team’s responses to EDC
questions seemed to further dilute the few
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Program Component

Objective
“The development
program shall include
public amenities and
programming to
enhance ground-level
activity and attract City
residents to Inlet Island
in a manner that does
not result in a reduction
of the proposed
affordable housing units
in the project.”
ENA Section IV.F

Public Waterfront Access

ENA Section II.A.3
Improvements to
support and expand
waterfront access
ENA Section IV.L

Status
proposed components of ground level activity
in the current plan; specifically:
The inclusion of a only private-access
playground in unacceptable. We
understand the issues with INHS
funding sources but suggest you
consider construction of the
playground with other sources that
would allow this amenity to be
available to all.
• The waterfront promenade (see
below.)
• The lack of any amenities to support
passive recreation on the site
(benches, swings, tables, potable
water, etc.)
The current program does not fully meet the
objective of demonstrating how it is
expanding waterfront access and ensuring
that such users can approach and circulate
through the site in a continuous and coherent
manner.
•

We strongly encourage that the Developer
either commit to upgrading the promenade on
the western waterfront or provide funds for
the City to do the same, such that the
materials and signage are consistent with
Cayuga Waterfront Trail standards and not
just enables but encourages the public to use
it.
With respect to the promenade, also clarify
how the circulation will continue past Lookout
Point and loop back through the site on the
eastern side; ensuring a continuous loop
constructed to the same standard as noted
above. Any public access routes on private
property should be clearly signed.
Access to the kayak launch dock needs to be
better connected to the proposed circulation,
be of adequate width, be proximate to
parking, and provide for at least short-term
watercraft storage.
Also, clarification is needed with respect to
specific investments being made by the
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Program Component

Objective

Coast Guard Auxiliary

ENA Section II.A.6
Retention of USCG
Auxiliary Flotilla 2-2

Marina Operations

ENA Section IV.I

Status
Developer vs. those being requested by the
City for connecting other sidewalks and
footpaths in the site to the City’s existing grid.
The current accommodations being offered by
the Developer are unclear; how much space?
What terms and conditions? Adequacy to
meet USCG Aux needs? Indication of support
from USCG Aux.

ENA Sections II.A.F and
IV.E

In our view, the mere availability of a
conference room in the Hometel, rented at
par with other users, is not a sufficient
accommodation.
The IURA shares the developer’s commitment
to maintaining a working waterfront.
The August 8 submission provides
accommodations in the site plan to ensure
ongoing viability of the Finger Lakes Boating
Center, which are acceptable to us. However,
the submission appears to walk back prior
proposals to upgrade the aesthetics of the
FLBC facility, provide on-site solar, and expand
waterfront views to the east.
If on-site solar is not financially feasible, we
would still expect the developer to specifically
address in their next submission how they will
meet the other provisions of this section of
the ENA.

Final Project Site

ENA Section IV.B

Upon review, it seems that the size of the
INHS parcel (for which the Developer seeks a
discounted purchase price) is larger than is
needed for the housing component and is
unprogrammed for any public use or
amenities.
We are willing to consider a discounted
purchase price for the land required for
affordable housing, but we suggest the
Developer re-visit the allocation to ensure it is
the minimum lot size required for the housing
component, or indicate how they plan to
provide other community benefits in
exchange.

Several verbal clarifications provided at the 8/23/22 EDC meeting should be incorporated in a revised
submission:
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•
•
•

Sponsor-proposed improvements within the Old Taughannock Blvd. R.O.W. are solely the
responsibility of the Sponsor unless City expressly agrees to install and/or fund such improvements.
Boat-related outdoor storage west of Old Taughannock Blvd. will be limited to Spring and Fall
seasonal storage within the “Flex Space” shown on the site plan.
Areas of public access on private property are identified on the site plan.

Finally, there are three open issues that need further clarification from both parties:
• The property boundary on the west side needs clarification; specifically, do the parcels to be
conveyed include or exclude the 25-foot NYSDEC easement?
• Language acceptable to both parties that outlines what types of expenses may be included in the
definition of “environmental remediation” for the purposes of deducting such costs from the agreedupon purchase price to be paid to the IURA/City.
• Language acceptable to both parties that outlines the contingency related to the required
conveyance of lands from New York State to the City/IURA that are confirmed to be free of
environmental hazards not requiring mitigation.
We look forward to working with you to resolve these issues at the October 11, 2022, Economic
Development Committee meeting. Nels or I can be available to further discuss these issues if it would be
helpful. I can be reached at chris.proulx@gmail.com.
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Inlet Island

Finger Lakes Development
IURA Update Submission
October 4th, 2022
Attn: Nels Bohn
Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency
108 East Green Street, Ithaca, NY 14850
To the members of the Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency (IURA),
The Finger Lakes Development Inlet Island project team is pleased to provide the IURA with updates on the proposed
development. This update is intended to meet the requirements identified in the Memorandum from the IURA dated August 31st,
2022. Please see attached updated documentation below fulfilling the Developer Responsibilities as enumerated in the ENA, as well
as new documents addressing specific questions and concerns identified in the Memorandum:
ENA Responsibilities:
“
1. Development Program – An updated development program summarizing the development plan quantitatively, including
but not limited to:
o Housing units by unit size and target income range
o Hometel units by unit size
o Physical changes to the Finger Lakes Boating Center facility, if any
o Total parking spaces, specifying private and public parking spaces
o Identification of locations of boat storage on Inlet Island by season
o Improvements to support and expand public waterfront access
o Improvements to enhance multi-modal mobility and connections
2. Site Plan – An updated preliminary site plan showing the preliminary building footprints and zoning compliance analysis.
3. Environmental Site Investigation – Conduct a site analysis to characterize environmental conditions and the presence
and extent of contamination at the Project Site sufficient to develop and submit a preliminary cost estimate to remediate
subsurface contamination
4. Purchase Price – Proposed purchase price for public real property to be acquired from the IURA along with justification
for price if less than fair market value determined by appraisal.
5. Budget – Itemized preliminary budget for Project, separating out FLD expenses from expenses of other parties, such as
INHS.
6. Financing Plan – An updated preliminary financing plan including a source of funds statement for FLD, and a FLD
project financial pro forma, including assumptions regarding projected loan terms.
7. City Actions – Identify any special approvals, actions, maintenance responsibilities, and/or investments or fees waived by
the City of Ithaca necessary for the project completion and success.
”
Concerns/Requests from IURA Memorandum (summarized):
• Further Enhance Ground Level Activity
o Private access playground unacceptable – consider alternatives to make playground public.
o Demonstrate improvements to circulation on waterfront trail.
o Show amenities to support passive recreation on the site (benches, swings, tables, potable water, etc.)
• Public Waterfront Access
o Demonstrate expanded waterfront access and circulation.
o Either commit to upgrading promenade on western waterfront or provide funds to city to do so.
o Clarify how circulation will continue past Lookout Point on eastern side – ensuring continuous loop.
Phone: 607.272.1290

Email: admin@whithamdesign.com

142 East State Street, Suite B, Ithaca NY 14850
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•

•

•
•

Finger Lakes Development
IURA Update Submission
o Provide better connection/access to proposed Kayak Launch, provide short-term canoe/kayak storage
o Clarify investment by City vs. Developer for sidewalks etc.
Coast Guard Auxiliary (USCG Aux)
o Clarify accommodations being offered to USCG Aux – space, terms, etc.
o Indicate support from USCG Aux
o Provide special accommodations/consideration for USCG Aux beyond other users of conference room
Marina Operations
o Specifically meet the provisions of this section of the ENA (Sections II.A.F. and IV. E) Which are:
 (II.A.6) Reasonable accommodations will be offered by the Developer to meet the needs of the U.S. Coast Guard
Auxiliary to continue their boating education programs, safety patrols, and boater safety activities on Inlet Island.
 (IV.E) Commitment from Finger Lakes Boating Center, LLC to specific building improvements and limited boat
storage on Inlet Island.
Final Project Site
o INHS parcel is larger than is needed for housing component, and is not public. Provide only the minimum lot
size required, or make INHS amenities public.
Other Clarifications/Confirmations requested:
o Sponsor-proposed improvements within the Old Taughannock Blvd. R.O.W. are solely the responsibility of
the Sponsor unless City expressly agrees to install and/or fund such improvements.
o Boat-related outdoor storage west of Old Taughannock Blvd. will be limited to Spring and Fall seasonal
storage within the “Flex Space” shown on the site plan.
o Areas of public access on private property are identified on the site plan.
o The property boundary on the west side needs clarification; specifically, do the parcels to be conveyed include
or exclude the 25-foot NYSDEC easement?
o Language acceptable to both parties that outlines what types of expenses may be included in the definition of
“environmental remediation” for the purposes of deducting such costs from the agreed-upon purchase price
to be paid to the IURA/City.
o Language acceptable to both parties that outlines the contingency related to the required conveyance of lands
from New York State to the City/IURA that are confirmed to be free of environmental hazards not requiring
mitigation.

We feel that the below attached drawings, diagrams, and written project narrative address all of the above issues. We anticipate
presenting these updates to the IURA at their meeting on October 11th, and will be prepared to answer any questions regarding the
current proposal at that time.

Sincerely,

Jacob von Mechow, RLA
Whitham Planning Design Landscape Architecture, PLLC

Phone: 607.272.1290

Email: admin@whithamdesign.com

142 East State Street, Suite B, Ithaca NY 14850
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Finger Lakes Development
IURA Update Submission

IURA Update Submission
10/4/2022

Narrative:
Finger Lakes Development (FLD) is pleased to present our revised update to the Inlet Island Development Project. The program is
to integrate a Hometel and INHS housing with Ithaca’s only working boatyard and one of its more popular restaurants to create an
active, vibrant and accessible waterfront.
FLD proposes acquiring the developable property, including the 508 Taughannock Blvd. (not including the Taughannock Blvd
terminus parcel) and then subdividing a lot for INHS’s “Anchor” building. Bringing the program to fruition requires straightening
the New York State access easement along the flood control channel which requires removal of the existing building at 508
Taughannock Blvd. Additionally, the DEC requires a permanent access easement along the City owned terminus parcel on
Taughannock Blvd. and continuing westward across the northern half of the 508 Taughannock Blvd parcel to the flood control
channel.
Because of the timeline for finalizing the sale of the property, as well as the uncertain economic environment, all budgetary forecasts
are uncertain and subject to change. What we have thus far proposed represents our best-effort to demonstrate the intention of the
project to the IURA and the City of Ithaca - with the understanding that elements may change and be refined as the project
progresses through design development, permitting, and municipal review and approvals processes.

1. Development Program
Housing & Hometel units:
“The Stays”: The Stays hometel will have approximately 12 studio units, 38 one-bedroom units and 38 two-bedroom units for a
total of 88. Some units may be combined with others to create a larger suite. See attached for currently projected rates and room
sizes.
“The Anchor”: INHS Housing will have 9 Studios, 32 one bedroom and 14 two-bedroom units. See below for further details.
Finger Lakes Boating Center, Building Changes & Operations:
Finger Lakes Boating Center, Ithaca’s only full-service boatyard, repair shop and store will continue its operation as it has for
decades by hauling and launching from the haul-out slip area at the south end of the boatyard, transferring boats to trailers and then
moving the boats to the existing shop or hauling them to off-site to storage.
The proposed “flex space” at the south end of the site plan will be utilized during the spring and fall launch and haul out season as a
staging area for equipment or boats while they are being moved to their off-site storage location or awaiting launch. The space will
not be used for boat or equipment storage.
FLD understands that visual barriers to the water at north end of Boating Center’s building are planned to be removed by selectively
demolishing sections of the shed roof and a portion of vertical wall. Renovations to southern section of the building area and the
introduction of new boat sales business, (Krenzer Marine) have already been completed.
Finger Lakes Boating Center operations will continue along eastern side of Taughannock Blvd. including haul and launch activities
from existing launch site. Boat repair services and 1,500 sq. ft. marine store will continue to operate in main shop area of Finger
Lakes Boating Center. The proposed site plan allows for continued operation of haul and launch operations crossing Taughannock
Blvd and continuing westerly toward the flood control channel.
Parking:
Total of approximately 205 public access parking spaces on the north end of the island with 98 of them on the FLD parcel
(approximately 25 additional spaces will be private-for use by INHS residents only).
FLD anticipates partnering with the Boatyard Grill and Finger Lakes Boating Center to retain a parking management company to
manage the parking throughout the north end of the island. This parking management expected to be gateless and provided through
a third-party vendor parking platform. This allows demand monitoring and flexible pricing to prevent inter business parking
disputes. Coordination is anticipated with the City to enforce parking.
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Boat Storage:
Although overall the boat storage on site will be reduced from its current capacity, and area on the South-East corner of the site
(labeled “Flex-Space”) will provide room for temporary staging and maneuvering of boats during the spring and fall (as previously
noted above), and its alignment with the boat lift dock will limit the need for complicated turns. During the summer season when
boats are in the water, this area will be available for other uses. The Finger Lakes Boating Center has accounted for and approved
these changes to their operations.
Waterfront Access:
The improvements to support and expand public waterfront access include:
• Installation of kayak/canoe launch ramp along the Flood Control Channel with direct access to public parking (with DEC
and DOT approval).
• Kayak rack in “flex space” (outside DEC easement).
• Public access to the existing floating dock in the Flood Control Channel (with DEC approval).
• Public access to a new floating dock off the north “Lookout Point” (with DEC approval).
• Widening and paving of the existing trail from the Rt. 89 bridge to “Lookout Point” (with DEC approval).
• Spur extension of sidewalk from “Lookout Point” to connect at property line with sidewalk in Boatyard Grill property
(with DEC approval).
• Extensive asphalt and concrete sidewalk network connecting from City sidewalks and proposed public parking to the
Cayuga Waterfront Trail.
• Benches, seat-walls, and an elevated public amenity area on north end of “Stays” building providing scenic visual access to
Inlet.
Coast Guard Auxiliary
Finger Lakes Development (FLD) seeks to accommodate the Coast Guard Auxiliary’s (CGA) boating safety program by offering
continued access to a floating dock for their trainings and/or classes (with DEC approval). This will be a shared use with
maintaining public transient use. Additionally, CGA will have the opportunity to use a conference room in the Stays building for
their monthly meetings. The cost to them for this use will be any services they request. If CGA recommences in-person classes or
trainings and need space other than what they’ve utilized previously at Treman Marina, then the Stays conference room could be
made available to them. FLD has also offered to accommodate the CGA existing radio tower on top of the Stays building to better
serve their mission. Finally, FLD has reached out to NYS Parks and has requested that they explore the possibility of a shared
public safety program at Treman Marina and that they would be open to including the Coast Guard Auxiliary in that program and
space.
Circulation and Connections:
In the current site condition, the City Right of Way provides vehicular access to the entire site and features a turn-around at the
north end for emergency and delivery vehicles. However, Inlet Island’s pedestrian sidewalks are fragmented and non-contiguous in
this area. The DEC flood control easement features a combination of concrete sidewalk, and stone-dust trail which connects to the
Cayuga Waterfront Trail, but the condition of this also varies, (it would not be considered an ADA accessible route). To improve the
multi-modal access to, and throughout the site, the project team is proposing extensions of the City Sidewalk from Taughannock
Blvd, across the development site and connecting to the Waterfront Trail. These connections will be public, paved with concrete
and/or asphalt, and feature with raised crosswalks that vastly improve accessibility and pedestrian and bicycle access on the island.
Connecting paths within the development parcel will feature gently curving paths that provide a more interesting experience to
visitors and residents. Regularly spaced benches and large shade trees will provide respite, and pedestrian-scale streetlights will
improve feelings of safety and welcome beyond sunset.
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2. Site Plan
Working with Finger Lakes Development and INHS, Whitham Planning and Design Landscape Architecture (WPD) has prepared
the attached updated concept Site Plan as well as several diagrams to illustrate and clarify questions raised after the previous IURA
submission. Please note that while these plans illustrate further advancement of the site design and proposed improvements, all site
plans for this project remain preliminary/schematic in nature, intended only to convey the scale, program, and intent of the
proposed project. The plans are anticipated to be adjusted and updated throughout the development process.
Attached Drawings:
• Color Schematic Site Plan
o A schematic layout of proposed/anticipated improvements to the entire section of Inlet Island north of
Taughannock Blvd.
o This plan includes labels for specific physical improvements but does not show property lines or easements.
o This plan includes improvements which go beyond what is currently proposed and is intended merely to illustrate
the project team’s over-all vision for this part of Inlet Island.
• Limits of Development
o This drawing shows the improvements being proposed as part of the development in question.
o Improvements shown are those which the developer is proposing to provide as part of the current project.
o Property lines and major easements are shown.
o Improvements requiring special coordination with NYSDEC or NYSDOT are shown (inside dashed pink line).
• Limits of All Improvements
o This drawing shows conceptual improvements outside the development project area. These improvements are not
necessary for the success of the project.
o It is the Development team’s understanding that the improvements shown inside dashed blue line are planned to
be implemented by the owners of the land to which they belong (Boat Yard Grill, Finger Lakes Boating Center) in
the future.
o Because the Development team does not own, nor have any right to these areas, these improvements should not
be proposed as a condition of the sale of the parcels in question.
• Private - Public Diagram
o This drawing shows the entire Schematic Site Plan, with the areas which are understood to be open to the public
(either currently, or through Development improvements) outlined in blue, and Development areas which will be
private are outlined in red.
o Please note that the public areas in blue which are not part of the parcels in question are outside the control of the
Development team, and the “private” areas outside of the development are not outlined.
• Preliminary Zoning Analysis
o This drawing shows a simplified version of the Development improvements, without conceptual planting symbols,
but with property lines, easements, and dimensions.
o A Zoning Analysis chart is included on this drawing.
o Potential “no-build” easements are also shown around INHS building to enable a smaller parcel (NYS building
code issue).
Zoning:
A Preliminary Zoning Analysis Chart included on the Preliminary Zoning Analysis drawing compares the proposed development to
the City’s District Zoning. It is the intention of the Development that both proposed buildings be built fully complying with the
current zoning - no variances should be necessary for the project to be successful. A few notes:
• The project is understood to be in the Waterfront Zone District (WF), and the buildings are anticipated to be classified as
Multiple Dwelling (INHS – “The Anchor”) and Hotel/Motel (FLD – “The Stays”).
• In this zone there are 0 off-street parking or loading maximums/minimums.
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•
•
•

•

There are no yard dimension (off-set) regulations, and 100% lot coverage is allowable.
The Maximum Building Height is 5 stories (63’), and it is expected that both buildings will be built up to, or just below this
limit.
Minimum Street frontage is 30’.
o “The Stays” will exceed this considerably – currently showing approximately 750lf of street frontage.
o In the currently proposed site plan, “The Anchor” will accomplish street frontage through an access easement
agreement on its south property line, 30’ wide minimum (shown in purple).
Other regulations, such as Minimum Lot Size (3,000sf) are not anticipated to be an issue. (Proposed lots will exceed this by
5x or more.)

Building Footprint: See attached Drawings for building locations and attached Development Programs for building square footage.
Site Plan Changes:
An itemized list of changes/updates to the site plan since the previous submission:
• Preliminary development of “The Stays” footprint has altered the shape of the building in relation to the dimensions of the
site.
• “The Anchor” footprint has remained the same.
• Per conversations with the NYSDEC, in addition to the existing access easement in the lot to the north of the Coast Guard
Building, they have also requested an additional easement in the “Flex Space” at the south end of the site for the staging of
dredging equipment.
• Drivelane on East side of “The Stays” increased and parking stalls changed to 90° parking.
• Proposed Cross walk near existing turnaround at north end parking lot adjusted to better accommodate to existing
conditions.
• Pedestrian routes (sidewalks, crosswalks) further developed in design progress to address IURA concerns.
• Site design process advanced throughout site to show the following new features:
o Public Playground (replaces INHS private playground)
o Public kayak/canoe launch ramp near rt. 89 bridge
o Kayak rack (outside DEC easement)
o Public plaza area between buildings
o Food truck space w/ utility hookups
o Formal and informal bench seating areas facing water
o Pedestrian-scale streetlights throughout
o Private INHS amenity and lawn space
o Public outdoor amenity space/café seating at north end of FLD building
o Conceptual schematic planting plans
o Conceptual schematic retaining walls, stairs, & hardscape features

3. Environmental Site Investigation
FLD will remediate the site’s environmental contamination within the project boundaries. The cost of remediation will be a
deduction from the agreed fair market value. The cost of restoring the property to its current elevation with clean soil is included in
the deduction. Any cost attributable solely to foundation or building requirements specific to the project are not included in the
deduction. Invoices for remediation costs will be available to the City/IURA for review. The purchase price paid by FLD for the
property would be held in escrow in a manner to allow drawdowns for the remediation. FLD agrees to assume the cost of
remediating the DEC parcel as part of a property transfer agreement. Such costs would not be part of any deduction from the
purchase price.
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The following summary of the approximate anticipated environmental remediation is based on review with our environmental team
and based upon the Geo-Logic Inc borings (see attached). Approximately 6,750 tons of suspected contaminated soil. This equals
about 338 loads that, at $400 per load to haul plus $65 tipping costs if Seneca Meadows accepts the soil costs a total of about
$438,750. Plus, an excavation budget of $500 to $600K for an approximate total of $1,173,950. Tipping costs are subject to change
based on ground water contamination, dump location, additional environmental testing, and type of contamination of soil. In
addition, no Testing/Monitoring costs or Engineering/Environmental Design costs are included in this draft budget.
The environmental process would be through the NY Spills program. This program provides the greatest flexibility in terms of
starting the actual clean-up upon site control.

4. Purchase Price: 2.3 M. arrived at as follows:
3,200,000
( 265,031)

( 333,742)
( 300,000)
___________
2,301,227

Full Market Value for entire 3.2 acre site.
Appraised value for 508 Taughannock Blvd., owned by NYDEC. DEC requires full
Flood Control Chanel access easement across northern end and removal of
building. Environmental status unknown so DEC will have to declare clean or
reimburse Developer for clean-up. Cost, for this lot cannot be determined at
this time given these variables.
Appraised value for terminus of Taughannock Blvd. This is not developable and is required to remain a City Street
as DEC requires access over it to the flood control channel and it is the ingress and egress for the Boatyard Grill
and emergency vehicles responding to the western side of Taughannock Blvd.
INHS and FLD have agreed that INHS will acquire their parcel from FLD based on their relative building total
square footage. This equates to approximately $1M as the INHS share. However, they can afford $700,000. This
reduction does not inure to the benefit of FLD and would result in FLD conveying to INHS their lot at $700,000.

Source
700,000
INHS
1,601,227
FLD
2,301,227
As explained above the minimum environmental cleanup cost could reach 1.5M. Therefore, at least this much, if not the entire
purchase price should be held in escrow pending completion of the environmental clean-up.

5. & 6. Budget and Financing Plan: See attached budget and financing plan for FLD
Inlet Island Redevelopment, “The Anchor”, Narrative
INHS has worked with HOLT Architects to develop an initial design approach to the affordable housing component of the Inlet
Island redevelopment, known as The Anchor. The design is a five-story bar building of approximately 52,000 square feet with 18
under-building parking spaces; rental and services offices, along with a community room for residents and bike storage on the first
floor; and four floors of housing above. The building will include nine studio units, 32 one-bedroom units, and 14 two-bedroom
units at the following income levels:
# units

Unit size

Target AMI

4

studio

30%

3

studio

50%

2

studio

60%

5

One bedroom

30%

9

One bedroom

50%
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16

One bedroom

60%

2

One bedroom

90%

6

Two bedroom

50%

6

Two bedroom

60%

2

Two bedroom

90%

Total 55
The Anchor will be an all-electric building designed to meet the Passive House standard. The design will include balconies for each
unit, to take greatest advantage of the outstanding views on the water. The under-building parking will be screened from public
view. Broadband internet will be provided to residents free of charge.
INHS will partner with Catholic Charities Tompkins/Tioga on the nine 30% AMI units, which will be available to households
exiting homelessness who are either veterans with a disability (3 units), or people with Substance Use Disorder (six units). Catholic
Charities will build upon their successful experience operating A Place to Stay to provide comprehensive, wrap-around supportive
services to this population as they transition to housing stability. Our team will seek an award of NYS OTDA’s Empire State
Supportive Housing Initiative funds to provide the rental subsidy and supportive services funding needed to help these residents be
successful.
INHS will seek capital funding from the following permanent sources to support The Anchor:
• NYS HCR 9% LIHTC/SLIHC
•

NYS Homes & Community Renewal Housing Trust Fund

•

Conventional perm loan

•

NYS Homeless Housing Assistance Corporation

•

Tompkins County Housing Development Fund

•

City of Ithaca HOME

•

INHS deferred developer fee

To make this approximately $22 million project financially feasible, INHS will not request the maximum developer fee allowed by
NYS HCR and, in addition, will defer a portion of that already-lowered fee amount. Based on projected construction pricing, and
with these financial concessions made by INHS, The Anchor requires an acquisition price of no more than $700,000 to be
financially feasible.

7. City Actions:
•
•
•

•
•
•

Commence acquisition process for 508 Taughannock Blvd.
Identify Impact of acquisition process of 508 Taughannock Blvd on schedule set out in ENA.
Request permit for floating dock for public use in same area as existing dock and determine if any floating dock off north
point might be permissible.
Ensure that the State certifies non-contamination on State owned property and identify remedial action if not;
Approve escrow agreement for holding sale proceeds for environmental clean-up processed by FLD.
Assess gateless and public-private coordination for parking solutions on Inlet Island;
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ON
SCHEDULE
complete
complete
complete
complete
ok
complete
complete
complete
complete
complete
complete
complete
complete
complete

HUD ENTITLEMENT ACTIVITIES
2019 CDBG Activities
1.0 Homeowner Rehab7

SPONSOR
INHS

2.0 Small Repair Program
6.0 Finger LakesReUse Job Skills Training
7.0 Work Preserve Job Training
8.0 Hospitality Employment Training Program
9.0 Ithaca ReUse Center Acquisition
10.0 Economic Development Loan Fund
11.0 Black Girl Alchemists Public Art Mosaic22
12.0 Housing For School Success
13.0 2‐1‐1
14.0 Work Preserve: Job Readiness9
15.0 A Place To Stay
16.0 Immigrant Services
17.0 CDBG Admin
2019 CDBG Unallocated9, 6, 7, 22

TOTAL
BUDGET

TOTAL
UNEXPENDED

% SPENT

67,594.32
32,500.00
95,529.00
67,500.00
110,725.28
100,000.00
107,396.99
7,384.53
15,700.00
15,000.00
20,000.00
20,000.00
25,059.00
137,679.40
717.42
822,785.94

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1,182.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
717.42
1,899.70

100%
100%
100%
100%
99%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
N/A
100%

INHS
INHS
The Learning Web
Catholic Charities
IURA
IURA

42,151.58
199,900.00
70,560.00
64,000.00
30,597.20
849.10
17,237.90
425,295.78

0.00
9,000.00
0.00
865.70
0.00
0.00
12,056.40
21,922.10

100%
95%
100%
99%
100%
100%
N/A
95%

AFCU

140,000.00
189,525.00
153,892.20
11,000.00

29,200.00
0.00
65,641.71
0.00

79%
100%
57%
100%

10,000.00
10,879.00
25,600.00
20,000.00
20,000.00
25,000.00

2,022.61
0.00
0.00
15,000.00
2,230.32
6,083.00

80%
100%
100%
25%
89%
76%

5,720.00
18,001.60
19,068.00
0.00
175,000.00
65,000.20
20,775.00
909,461.00

5,720.00
13,551.60
15,954.46
0.00
175,000.00
65,000.20
20,775.00
416,178.90

0%
25%
16%
0%
0%
0%
N/A
54%

INHS
INHS
Catholic Charities
Finger Lakes ReUSe
Historic Ithaca, Inc.
GIAC
Project Growing Hope
TCA
IURA

32,500.00
27,555.84
2,500.00
75,000.00
67,500.00
75,000.00
25,150.00
14,470.00
11,000.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
55,346.54
0.00
24,922.23
5,329.80
0.00
0.00

100%
100%
100%
26%
100%
67%
79%
100%
100%

Center For Community Transportation

12,200.00
20,000.00
20,000.00
30,000.00
136,524.00
255,828.01
0.01
805,227.86

12,200.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
155,828.01
0.01
253,626.59

0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
39%
N/A
69%

INHS
Cayuga Housing Dev Corp
Catholic Charities
IURA

172,344.16
90,877.94
76,416.48
33,509.90
1,459.00
374,607.48

1,000.00
90,877.94
29,978.58
0.00
1,459.00
123,315.52

99%
0%
61%
100%
N/A
67%

IURA

60,596.45

52,692.03

13%

INHS
Finger Lakes ReUse, Inc.
Historic Ithaca
GIAC
Finger Lakes ReUse, Inc.

IURA
CAP
Beverly J. Martin Elem
Human Services Coalition
Historic Ithaca
Catholic Charities
Catholic Charities
IURA
IURA
Total

2019 HOME Activities
complete
ok
complete
ok
complete
complete

1.0 Homeowner Rehab17
3.0 Founders Way Rental
4.0 Housing Scholarship Program
5.0 Security Deposit Assistance‐Vulnerable Households3, 11, 18
18.0 HOME Admin
Home Admin (PI)10
2019 HOME Unallocated3, 11, 17, 18
Total

ok
complete
ok
complete
ok
complete
complete
ok
ok
ok
ok
ok
ok
canceled
ok
ok

2019 CDBG‐CV Activities
10.0 CD‐RLF #46: COVID‐19 Emergency SBRF
22

INHS
IURA
OAR of Tompkins County
Child Development Council of Central
NY, Inc.
Catholic Charities
DICC
The Salvation Army Assistance
The REACH Project
Catholic Charities

19.0 Emergency Rental Assistance Program
20.0 CDBG‐CV Admin
21.0 Laundry & Internet Needs During COVID‐19
22.0 Ithaca CARES About Re‐opening Child Care
23.0 Aid for Immigrants During COVID‐19
24.0 DICC Child Care Center Re‐Opening Assistance
25.0 COVID‐19 Emergency Assistance Program
26.0 COVID‐19 Testing for Vulnerable Populations
27.0 Security Deposits for Safer Housing

Advocacy Center of Tompkins County

28.0 On Call Office Subdivision
29.0 Health & Wellness: Smoothies, Food Services & Yoga
30.0 Online Market Discounts for LMI/SNAP Customers
31.0 HVAC Upgrade
32.0 GIAC Youth Programming
33.0 Community Outreach Worker
2019 COVID CDBG Unallocated22

Black Hands Universal, Inc.
Ithaca Farmer's Market
St.John's Community Services
GIAC
City of Ithaca
Total

2020 CDBG Activities
complete
complete
complete
ok
complete
ok
ok
complete
complete

1.0 Small Repair Program
2.0 Founder's Way For‐Sale Townhomes
4.0a Security Deposit Asst Delivery
5.0 ReUse Job Skills Training & Employment Connections
6.0 Work Preserve Job Training
7.0 Hospitality Employment Training Program
8.0 Reimagining Ithaca Community Gardens
9.0 Food Pantry Mechanical Dock Leveler
10.0 ADA Curb Ramps at West Village/Elm St Bus Stop

NO
complete
complete
complete
complete
ok

11.00 GO ITHACA Low‐Income Support
12.0 2‐1‐15
13.0 Work Preserve: Job Readiness20
14.0 Immigrant Services Program
15.0 2020 CDBG Admin13, 16
Economic Development Loan Fund12, 16
2020 CDBG Unallocated20

Human Services Coalition
Historic Ithaca, Inc.
Catholic Charities
IURA
IURA
Total

2020 HOME Activities
ok
ok
ok
complete

2.0 Founder's Way For‐Sale Townhomes12, 15
3.0 Northside Apartments
4.0 Security Deposit Asst For Vulnerable Households4, 12, 15, 19
16.0 2020 HOME Admin13
2020 Home Unallocated12, 15, 19
Total

2021 HOME Activities
ok

24.0 HOME‐ARP Admin
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HUD ENTITLEMENT ACTIVITIES

SPONSOR
Total

TOTAL
BUDGET

TOTAL
UNEXPENDED

% SPENT

60,596.45

52,692.03

13%

INHS
INHS
Catholic Charities
Finger Lakes ReUse
Historic Ithaca, Inc.
GIAC
Ithaca Community Gardens, Inc.
TCAT
GIAC
Human Services Coalition
Historic Ithaca, Inc.
Catholic Charities
Catholic Charities
IURA
IURA

42,850.00
33,475.00
2,500.00
0.00
67,500.00
100,643.06
41,200.00
17,100.00
100,000.00
25,000.00
20,000.00
30,000.00
15,000.00
138,158.60
160,000.00
101,043.20
793,426.66

42,850.00
26,637.43
2,500.00
0.00
51,427.02
100,643.06
41,200.00
17,100.00
100,000.00
0.00
20,000.00
15,000.00
7,500.00
29,491.84
160,000.00
101,043.20
715,392.55

0%
20%
0%
0%
24%
0%
0%
0%
0%
100%
0%
50%
50%
79%
0%
N/A
10%

INHS
INHS
INHS
The Learning Web
Catholic Charities
IURA

24,999.00
57,170.80
77,850.00
75,600.00
74,000.00
33,471.50
11,124.00
354,215.30

1,000.00
57,170.80
1,000.00
75,600.00
74,000.00
12,051.85
11,124.00
231,946.65

96%
0%
99%
0%
0%
64%
N/A
35%

2021 CDBG Activities
ok
ok
ok
canceled
ok
ok
ok
ok
ok
complete
ok
ok
ok
ok
ok

2.0 Homeowner Rehab
3.0 Minor Repair Program
7.0a Security Deposit Asst Delivery
8.0 ReUse Job Training for Career Pathways22
9.0 Work Preserve Job Training6
10.0 Hospitality Employment Training Program
11.0 Great Neighbor & Essential Resource
12.0 Urban Bus Stop Upgrade Project
13.0 New Gym Renovations
14.0 2‐1‐16
15.0 Work Preserve: Job Readiness
16.0 Immigrant Services Program6
17.0 A Place to Stay23
22.0 2021 CDBG Admin
Economic Development Loan Fund
2021 CDBG unallocated22, 23
Total

2021 HOME Activities
ok
ok
ok
ok
ok
ok

1.0 110 Auburn Street Homeowner Project
2.0 Homeowner Rehab
5.0 511 S. Plain Street For‐Sale Duplex21
6.0 Housing Scholarship Program2
Security Deposit Asst for Vunerable Households
23.0 2021 HOME Admin
2021 Home Unallocated21
Total

Total Unexpended Funds
Unexpended CDBG Entitlement Funds (Excludes CDBG‐CV Funds)
Unexpended CDBG Program Income Committed to Action Plan Activities
CDBG Revolving Loan Fund Balance (#02 Bank Balance excluding interest)
Unexpended HOME Entitlement Funds
Unexpended HOME Program Income
HOME Program Income Unassigned
Total Unexpended HUD Funds

740,731.89
230,186.95
282,085.30
429,876.30
0.00
0.00
1,452,693.49

Unexpended CDBG‐CV Funds
Unexpended CDBG‐CV Program Income
Total Unexpended COVID‐19 Funds
Total Unexpended HUD Funds

386,978.90
29,200.00
416,178.90
1,839,672.39

1.5 CDBG Spend Down Ratio Analysis (must be less than 1.5 by June 1st of each year):
CDBG Spend Down Ratio = total unexpended CDBG funds/most recent annual CDBG award
Most Recent Annual CDBG Award:
1.5 x Most Recent CDBG Award:
Current Unexpended CDBG Funds:
Current CDBG Spend Down Ratio:
Compliance With 1.5 CDBG Spend Down Ratio:

Amount Required to be Expended by 6/1 to Meet CDBG Spend Down Ratio:
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690,793
1,036,190
1,022,817.19
1.4806
Yes
‐13,372.31
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August 2022

Entitlement Loans
Diane's Downtown Auto-revised 5/3/12
Cedar Creek(90K HOME/10K HODAG)2
Breckenridge Place
TOTAL ENTITLEMENT LOANS

$
$

80,000
100,000

2006
2008

2026
2038

4
5

$

400,000

2012

2053

1

$

449.85
N/A

$
$

19,923.79
190,396.59

Int. Only Pmts. subject to cash flow

N/A

$

-

$

521,414.51

Int. only pmts. due subject to cash flow

$

580,000

05/05/22

$

449.85

$

731,734.89

Ithaca Coffee Roasting Facility
210 Hancock6

$

100,000

2013

2034

2.5

$

$

120,000

2016

2048

3.5

$

537.42

$

537.42

$

65,087.99

Current

8/11/2022

565.87

$

565.87

$

113,972.08

Current

Tompkins Community Action (Harriet Giannelis)

$

84,200

2018

2039

2.5

$

440.54

8/9/2022

$

440.54

$

71,705.94

Past Due - owes August 2022

7/29/2022

Tompkins Community Action Relocation Loan

$

90,960

2018

2029

2.5

$

Scattered Site Preservation

$

160,000

2018

2051

2

$

857.48

$

857.48

$

63,126.13

-

$

-

$

134,138.93

TOTAL CD-RLF LOANS $

555,160

State Theatre1

$

458,500

2009

2029*

Liquid State Brewing Company
Urban Core
Home Cooking

$
$

70,000
200,000

2017
2017

2025
2038

$

100,000

2021

2028

$ 400,000
TOTAL CD-RLF PRIORITY BUSINESS $ 1,228,500

2019

2029

130,404

2016

Ithaca Downtown Assoc (Canopy Hotel)4

$ 1,375,000

324 Buffalo St. Loan

$

110,000

$ 578,555
TOTAL NON-CDBG $ 2,063,555

4,000.00
$

4,449.85

$

449.85
N/A

Current

8/1/2022

CD-RLF

Past Due - owes August 2022

7/29/2022

Permanent Construction Period Commenced 12/1/2021.
Annual Pmts Subject to Cash flow.

N/A

$

2,401.31

$

2,401.31

$

448,031.07

2

$

1,741.96

$

1,741.96

$

309,629.47

Current

8/1/2022

2.5
2.5

$
$

975.54
1,068.43

$
$

975.54
1,068.43

$
$

29,131.50
169,646.78

Current
Current

8/1/2022
8/1/2022

3.5

$

1,343.99

$

1,343.99

$

87,167.57

Current

8/1/2022

3.5

$
$

3,955.43
9,085.35

$
$

3,955.43
9,085.35

$
$

321,777.77
917,353.09

Current

8/1/2022

2048

2

$

3,772.00

$

$

135,875.68

Int. only pmts. due subject to cash flow

5/5/2022

2016

2037

3.05%

$

7,660.18

$

7,660.18

$ 1,152,305.37

Current

8/2/2022

2021

2036

2.50%

$

508.30

$

508.30

$

106,038.77

Current

8/2/2022

2020

2035

2.50%

$
$

2,294.57
10,463

$ 2,294.57
$ 10,463.05

$
$

556,333.46
1,814,678

Current

8/2/2022

600,000
600,000

2012

2043

2

$
$

2,217.72
2,217.72

$
$

$
$

461,844.15
461,844.15

Current

8/2/2022

370,000
206,923

2014
2017

2045
2047

2
2

$
$

377,620.34
215,615.47

Int. only pmts. due subject to cash flow

CD-RLF Priority Business

GreenStar Coop

CDBG
210 Hancock6

$

-

Non-CDBG

107-109 South Titus

HODAG
Breckenridge Place

$

TOTAL HODAG LOANS $

2,217.72
2,217.72

HOME
Stone Quarry Apartments, LLC3
210 Hancock6
Founder's Way
Cayuga Flats

$
$
$
$

TOTAL HOME $

TOTAL IURA LOAN PORTFOLIO

199,900
100,000
876,823

2021
2020

2053
2070

1
0

$ 6,034,441

N/A
8,360.00
N/A

$
$

N/A

N/A

N/A
0.00

$ 28,617.28

$ 24,617.28

Notes

$
$
$

190,900.00

Int. only pmts. due subject to cash flow

5/4/2021
5/5/2022

No accrued interest or pmts due in construction period - up to 2
years

N/A

Permanent Construction Period Commenced 12/1/2021.
Annual Pmts Subject to Cash flow.

N/A

100,083.33
884,219.14

$ 5,393,735.62 Agrees to Balance Sheet for August 2022
Agrees to M&T loan Statement for August 2022

1. State Theatre's loan was extended/balloon payment now due in March 2030
2. Cedar Creek's first Interest Only payt. due 1/1/11 - yearly payt. subject to available cash flow
3. Permanent phase for Stone Quarry began 11/1/2015. Permanent phase interest rate is 2%.
4. Canopy Hotel closed on 8/10/2016. Interest only pmts were due for the first 15 months. Interest rate is adjustable every five years.
P&I payments began 1/1/2018.
5. 210 Hancock CDBG & HOME loans-permanent phase (commenced 12/1/2017) interest rate 2% (compounded annually); Annual payment subject to cash flow.
6. Urban Core Loan was disbursed 8/29/2017 for closing on 8/30/2017. First 6 months Interest Only payments due began 10/1/2017. Interest Rate 3.5%.
P&I payments began April 2018.
7. Scattered Site Preservation Loan-Per original promissory note dated 5/16/2018 payments were not due and interest did not accrue in the construction phase. Promissory note was
amended 11/15/2019 to include the accrual of interest @ 2% (compounded annually) during the construction phase. Permanent phase commenced 12/1/2021.
In permanent phase pmts are subject to cash flow. Interest will accrue at 2% and compound annually.
8. Cayuga Flats-Permanent phase commenced 12/1/2021. During permanent phase 1% interest only payments will be due each anniversary
of the permanent loan commencement date. Interest will compounded annually and payment will be subject to cash flow. Payments were not due and interest did not accrue in the construction phase.
9. Term for the 107-109 S.Titus Loan is 15 years but the loan is amortized over 30 years. The 15 year term includes 2 months of interest only pmts.
A balloon pmt of principal & interest is due at the end of year 15 (10/1/2035).
10. Term for the 324 Buffalo St. is 15 years but the loan is amortized over 24 years. A balloon pmt of principal & interest is due in 2036 for approx. $49,518.74.
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Cherry Street Industrial Park
Evaporated Metal Films
Yearly Maintenance Fee - July

$ 236.80

Current

8/23/2022

$ 375.00

Current

7/11/2022

$ 3,040.50

Past Due - owes August 2022

8/4/2022

$ 7,140.70

Current

8/8/2022

Precision Filters
Yearly Maintenance Fee - July

Cayuga Green
Allpro Parking - air rights lease
Monthly Lease
(rate change 1/1/2022)
Cayuga Green-Parcel A ground floor
Monthly Lease-rate change on 2/1/2021

.

Cinemapolis
Monthly Lease-rate change on 5/1/21

$ 3,494.25

Qrtly Maint Fee- Jan., April, July, Oct.
(Maint Fee rate change on 7/1/21)

$

309.21

Current

8/8/2022

Current

7/11/2022

Current - Paid Through Year end

7/14/2022

Current

8/1/2022

Other Leases
Southside Community Center-RIBS

Monthly Lease -New rate 7/1/21

$

474.74

Farmer's Market/Steamboat Landing

Quarterly Lease - June, Aug., Oct., Dec.

$ 9,001.00

