












 

Site Reconnaissance Report  36 EcoLogic, LLC 
  

 

Figure 13.  Natural Resources Adjacent to the Project Area  
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19.  Analysis of Site Constraints, Needs and Opportunities 

The siting plan developed for the Ithaca Dredging Project describes the decision criteria used to 
screen alternatives for the dewatering and placement of dredged material to be removed from 
Cayuga Inlet and Cascadilla Creek.  

19.1  Site selection 

Identification of a site or sites to handle the dredged material has been the major impediment 
preventing periodic dredging to maintain navigational use of Cayuga Inlet and adjacent 
waterways such as lower Cascadilla Creek.  Ideally, the City and other stakeholders would 
identify a disposal site or strategy that could receive dredged materials on a recurring basis. 
Criteria used to screen alternatives should consider environmental impacts, potential impacts on 
the local economy (both short-term and long-term), and the desires of the community. 

The City convened a Dredging Project Advisory Committee (DPAC) to provide input on 
dredging and disposal sites, which has met on three occasions (April 2008, August 2008, and 
January 2009). Agency representatives active in DPAC include:  Canal Corporation, ACOE, 
NYSDEC, Soil & Water Conservation District, local elected officials, City of Ithaca Departments 
of Planning, Engineering, Public Works and Water. Input from the ACOE and subsequent 
discussion at DPAC led the City to focus on parcels of at least 20 acres to have adequate capacity 
for sediment handling and dewatering.  The selection criteria are summarized in Table 12.  

Table 12.  Selection Criteria For Sediment Disposal Site, Ithaca NY. 
Criterion Description 
Proximity How close is the site to the center of mass of the prism to be dredged?  What 

terrain or obstacles must be traversed?   

Size What is the "footprint" of the site?  The minimum site size has been selected to be 
20 acres.  

Site ownership and 
access 

Does the City have access through ownership or agreement to the land? 

Consistency with 
economic development 
and community plans 

What are the current and proposed uses of this parcel? How difficult would it be 
to implement these uses elsewhere? 

Long-term suitability Can the site be used for future dredging efforts? 

Environmental issues How does using the site to handle dredged material affect ecosystem services? 
Are there regulated wetland on the site that would be affected by construction 
and/or operation of the sediment removal and dewatering operation?  

Regulatory and Permit 
issues 

What regulatory hurdles exist to use the site?  Would additional permitting efforts 
be required?  
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19.2  Legal and Regulatory Constraints on Site Selection 

(1) Parkland Alienation & the Use of City Parkland as a Dewatering Site 

Under New York common law, dedicated parkland is impressed with a public 
trust, requiring direct, specific legislative approval before it can be alienated or 
used for an extended period for non-park purposes.  Temporary use of City-
owned parkland for one-time or on-going dredge spoil dewatering is a non-park 
use, because the principal activity would be maintenance of the City’s waterways 
and not improvement of parkland. Use of City-owned parkland even for a 
temporary dewatering site would be an alienation requiring legislative approval.  

Based on information in the 2005 publication  The NYS Handbook of Alienation and 
Conversion of Municipal Parkland  
http://nysparks.state.ny.us/publications/documents/AlienationHandbook.pdf  all 
waterfront city parkland would be subject to alienation.  Additionally because both 
Cass Park and Stewart Park (which legally includes Newman Golf Course) have 
received state funding, the alienation process would most likely require the 
identification, purchase and dedication of substitute parkland.  (See Appendix C of 
this document, Parkland Alienation and Conversion Checklists from the NYS 
Handbook of Alienation and Conversion of Municipal Parkland) 

The Handbook also states that:  

“The enactment of parkland alienation legislation is complex and can 
be very time consuming. For this reason it is advisable to begin work 
on an alienation proposal as early as possible, even in the months 
before a legislative session starts. This will allow for all of the reviews 
to be completed, and for the appropriate bill language to be drafted. 
State Parks believes that at least one year should be set aside to 
complete the alienation process from start to finish.” 

 
The City’s past experience of alienating the former Southwest Park confirms that 
the process can be extremely protracted.  It took about 22 years from Common 
Council authorization to initiate the process in 1984; alienation was completed in 
2002.   The major documented delays appear to have been caused by inaccurately 
proposed legislation that included the request to alienate lands on Inlet Island that 
were, in fact, subject to parkland conversion- a federal action and longer process.  
This created the necessity to prepare for a second time all the required 
documentation and to resubmit the proposed legislation.  It also took several years 
to complete the required environmental reviews, mapping and appraisal, and to 
identify and purchase substitute parkland.  Undocumented delays appear to have 
been caused by the usual issues that affect the timeline on city projects- shifting 
priorities due to changing administrations and limited staff time.  
 
The timeline of the alienation was as follows: In 1984 Common Council 
authorized staff to initiate the alienation process for the former “Southwest Park” 
as well as lands on Inlet Island (formerly part of Cass Park).   In 1985, the State 
passed into law (Chapter 757) an act permitting the City to alienate Southwest 
Park and Cass Park lands on Inlet Island, and replace those with substitute park 
lands.  The City was in the process of purchasing the substitute park lands when 
problems arose with the Inlet Island portion of the project.  At that point, the 
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project was discontinued and the City started the process over with the intention 
of alienating Inlet Island and Southwest Park separately.  The Inlet Island 
conversion process started again, and was granted state (1995 law, Chapter 242) 
and federal approvals to remove these properties from park status.  The reason 
the Inlet Island conversion was a priority was because of work on the Inlet Island 
Plan and Design Guidelines and the desire to establish the Inlet Island 
Promenade.  In 1998, the City re- initiated the Southwest Park portion of the 
alienation.  The alienation process for Southwest was completed sometime in late 
2001 or early 2002.  

 

 (2) Legal & Regulatory Issues Regarding In-water Disposal  

The lands under Cayuga Lake are state-owned and managed by the Office of 
General Services (NYSOGS).  Therefore, authority (in the form of a grant, 
easement, license, etc.) from the NYSOGS for use of state-owned lands under 
water would be required to occupy part of Cayuga Lake, either for islands or to 
expand the State Park shoreline.  This option appears infeasible in light of the 
multiple and complex regulatory and environmental issues involved, as well as 
the firm stance already taken by NYSDOS (See Appendix D) - an agency with 
regulatory input over the action.  Further, the proposal may be precluded by 
applicable Clean Water Act regulations for disposal of dredged or fill material in 
federal navigable waters.   

The following (Table 13) is a summary of potential disposal sites with brief highlights of the pros 
and cons of the alternatives. 
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Table 13.  Alternatives Summary, Dredge Spoils Disposal Site, Ithaca NY (photographs taken 
March 2009). 
Alternatives Rationale: 
No Action Pro:   None 

Con: This is not a feasible option if the waterways are to continue to be 
used for navigation and flood control.  Continuing to defer 
maintenance dredging incurs the risk that the flood control project 
would fail its periodic inspection and be re-classified as inactive. 
Inactive projects are not eligible for Federal assistance if damaged by 
a storm or flood. However, the ACOE may provide emergency 
assistance prior to or during a major flood event.  No action on the 
part of the City to select a dewatering site could mean that the State 
or the ACOE would step in and impose a site on the City.  A city-
selected dewatering site could also be used to deposit dredged 
materials from other areas such as Cascadilla Creek, for which only 
the City has maintenance responsibility. 

Cass Park 
Size:  87 acres 

 

Pro:   Ownership, size and location. 

Con:  The configuration of the infrastructure (pool, skating rink, ball fields, 
etc.) is incompatible with a site for dredge material handling.  
Because this site is parkland, a change in use would constitute 
alienation of parkland and necessitate an action of the New York 
State Legislature for approval and likely require substitute parkland. 

 

Newman Golf Course  
Size:  77 acres 

 

Pro:   The size and location of this City-owned parcel make it an ideal site 
for sediment handling. 

Con: The site would be closed to golfing for a period of years. 
Reconstruction of the golf course would be costly; the prospect for 
using the site on a recurring basis for handling dredge material is 
poor. Public opinion does not favor use of this site for sediment 
processing and/or disposal.  Because this site is considered parkland, 
a change in use could constitute alienation of parkland and 
necessitate an action of the New York State Legislature for approval 
and likely require substitute parkland. 

      

 

City-owned Festival Lands 
Size:  15.3 acres 

Pros:  Location – could be combined with a portion of Allan H. Treman 
State Marine Park to make a larger site. 

Cons: Small size, even if combined with the 5 acres offered by OPRHP for 
consideration.  Because this site is parkland, a change in use would 
constitute alienation of parkland and necessitate an action of the New 
York State Legislature for approval and substitute parkland 
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Alternatives Rationale: 
Portion of Allan H. Treman 
State Marine Park 
Size (total park):  93 acres 

 

Pro:  Location.  In collaboration with the Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation (OPRHP), a small (+/- 5 acre) sediment 
handling and dewatering area may be sited within the boundaries of 
Allan H. Treman Marine Park.  Could be combined with the city-
owned “Festival Land” parcel. The existing hydraulic dredging 
equipment of the Canal Corporation can be utilized without 
modification. Local officials from OPRHP are cooperating with the 
City to explore this alternative.. 

Con:  Small size – even if combined with Festival Lands.  Because federal 
funds have been expended on this NYS park, use of this site would 
require parkland conversion, a lengthy process requiring approvals 
from the National Park Service. Provision of substitute parkland is 
likely to be required as well.  

 

 
NYS DOT Facility 
Size:  5.7 acres 

 

 

Pro:  Location of this parcel is favorable 

Con:  Small size and extent of site development make it not feasible for 
handling large amounts of sediment or the slurry from hydraulic 
dredging.  Site control issues are an obstacle.  The DOT is planning 
to vacate the site, but this process may take years. The site contains a 
salt dome and two other structures. Once the DOT leaves the site, 
this waterfront parcel would be an attractive area for economic 
development. 
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Alternatives Rationale: 
 
Expand parkland and/or create 
islands in Cayuga Lake 
Size:  undetermined 
(Consider that 100,000 cubic 
yards of dredged material 
could create about 6 acres.) 

  

 

Pro:  Eliminates need to find an upland disposal site, potential for creation 
of habitat and expansion of land for recreational use.   

Con: Placement of dredged material within Cayuga Lake will be 
challenging to permit.  Professional staff members from the 
Department of State (DOS) have stated that the underwater lands of 
Cayuga Lake, the lake itself, and the living aquatic resources 
supported are held in trust for the benefit of all the people of the State 
of New York. Ownership of the underwater lands and administrative 
responsibility for its protection lies with the Office of General 
Services (OGS).  An exception would require an easement or land 
grant obtained from the OGS and subject to conditions of 
Environmental Conservation Law. 

Further, the DOS expressed concern with the potential for adverse 
environmental and social consequences of placement of dredged 
material on the underwater lands, stating that deposition of dredged 
material would permanently destroy existing aquatic and benthic 
habitat.  Although the parks are largely constructed on dredged 
materials, continuing this practice would contribute to losses of 
habitat and resources.  Cayuga Lake is the area’s most valuable 
natural resource, tourism attraction, and source of recreational 
activity, therefore the DOS considers that it is in the City’s interest to 
preserve Cayuga Lake resources as much as possible. 

 

 
Upland Disposal Sites in the 
Cayuga Inlet Valley 
Size:  To be determined 

 

Pro:  An upland site in the Valley would be located outside of economic or 
waterfront development plans for areas around the Inlet. 

Con:  An upland site would incur costs associated with land purchase, 
lease, and restoration.  An upland dewatering area would be 
significantly distant from the center of mass of material to be 
removed, resulting in additional investment in energy for pumping.   
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Alternatives Rationale: 
 
Southwest area 
Size:  64.6 acres (11 acres are 
wetland) 

 

 

Pro: Offers a large site and a feasible alternative for recurring dredging 
operations.  Sediment would be dewatered and trucked offsite for 
ultimate disposal. It is possible that the ultimate disposal could 
incorporate beneficial use such as restoration of parklands, habitat 
creation, and restoration of eroding shoreline and streambanks. One 
alternative under consideration is to incorporate the processing of 
yard waste into the dredged material handling facility and develop an 
enterprise to create topsoil. The SEQR process may be less time 
consuming and expensive for this site because much investigation 
has already been conducted:  a Phase 2 Environmental Assessment 
and Site Characterization Report have recently been conducted, and 
a wetlands delineation and jurisdictional determination are 
underway.   

Con: The City intends to use this site for future residential development. 
Site is beyond the ideal range for a hydraulic dredging operation 
(approximately one mile from center of mass of material to be 
removed), therefore additional cost would be incurred, and 
additional fuel would be consumed to pump the material to a 
dewatering basin on this parcel.  A booster pump is not available to 
the Canal Corporation.  The City would need to integrate a sediment 
dewatering and handling operation into its long-term plan for site 
development.  Permission to use the Norfolk Southern railroad track 
right-of-way would be required for a portion of the pipe route. 

 

A decision matrix of the criteria and the considered alternatives is presented in Table 14. 
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Table 14. Decision Matrix:  City of Ithaca Dredging Project 
Updated June, 2010 

 CRITERIA 

 Description 
Proximity/ 

Size 
Site ownership 
and access 

Consistency 
with economic 
development and 
community plans 

Long Term 
Suitability 

Environmental 
Issues & Impact 
on Waters of the 
US 

Regulatory/ 
Permit Issues 

Cass Park City-owned park 
located near the 
southwestern end of 
the lake.  The Park 
is comprised of 
four parcels of land 
and is bordered by 
Route #89, Cayuga 
Lake and Finger 
Lakes State Park 
Land. 

1,500 feet/ 
87 acres 

The City owns the 
park.  

The Park is heavily 
used for day 
recreation, ice skating, 
boating, and 
picnicking. 

If current use was re-
configured, a 
permanent repository 
could be contrived at 
considerable cost. 

Major disruption to 
community uses 
 
No regulated 
wetlands would be 
affected by dredging 
activities (based on 
2008 aerial photos) 

Negotiations with 
stakeholders including 
park users, parks 
department could be 
difficult.  Use as 
disposal site would 
constitute alienation of 
parkland and require 
State legislative action 
and substitute parkland.  
No additional permits 
are known at this time. 

Newman Golf 
Course 

City-owned landed 
bordering Cornell 
Biological Field 
Station, the City of 
Ithaca, Fall Creek 
and Inlet Flood 
channel 

1,000 feet/ 
77 acres 

The land is owned 
and operated by the 
City of Ithaca. The 
planned future use 
of the land is 
recreation. 

The land is currently 
used as a public golf 
course.  Master plan 
for golf course has 
been prepared; dredge 
material deposition is 
not compatible, 
although course needs 
fill material to create 
more varied 
topography.  

Dredging activity will 
disrupt at least 50% of 
the available land area; 
not suitable for long-
term use without 
periodic disruptions for 
three years or more; 
golf course 
reconstruction 
expensive. 

Outfall pipe from 
Ithaca Area WWTP 
crosses property  
 
No regulated 
wetlands would be 
affected by dredging 
activities (based on 
2008 aerial photos) 

There are no known 
permit impediments to 
this location. Public 
opinion negative. 
Use as disposal site 
would constitute 
alienation of parkland 
and require State 
legislative action and 
likely require substitute 
parkland. 
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 CRITERIA 

 Description 
Proximity/ 

Size 
Site ownership 
and access 

Consistency 
with economic 
development and 
community plans 

Long Term 
Suitability 

Environmental 
Issues & Impact 
on Waters of the 
US 

Regulatory/ 
Permit Issues 

Portion of Allan H. 
Treman State 
Marine Park 
 
 
City-owned Festival 
lands 

Located at the 
southwestern shore 
of the lake.  Park 
was created from 
old channelization 
and dredging 
efforts. Comprised 
of two parcels it is 
bordered by 
Cayuga Lake, 
Williams Brook, 
Cayuga Inlet Flood 
Channel and Cass 
park. 

2,000 feet/ 
86 acres 

 
 

Festival Lands 
15.3 acres 

The land is 
controlled by the 
Finger Lakes State 
Park and is heavily 
used for boating, 
day recreation and 
a dog park. 
OPRHP has offered 
a 5-acre parcel for 
dewatering and 
expressed an 
interest in 
expanding their 
parklands by 
depositing dredged 
material to build 
out the shoreline. 
However, the 
underwater lands 
are owned by NYS 
and administered 
by OGS, another 
unit of NYS 
government.  
Could be combined 
with city-owned 
“Festival Lands” 
Parcel.  

Park master plan does 
not designate area for 
dredge material 
handling or disposal. 
However, site 
managers are willing 
to consider this use and 
are interested in 
expanding the 
parklands.  

This park has 
significant potential for 
an ongoing repository. 

Potential to create 
wildlife habitat, 
expand park 
 
No regulated 
wetlands would be 
affected by dredging 
activities (based on 
2008 aerial photos) 

Permission would be 
needed from the 
OPRHP.  Although 
alienation does not 
appear to apply to state 
parklands, deed 
restrictions may be a 
concern.  The Festival 
Lands are considered 
parkland, and change in 
use would constitute 
alienation of parkland 
and necessitate an action 
of the New York State 
Legislature for approval 
and substitute parkland. 
 
Part of the property has 
been pre-designated as a 
repository for dredge 
solids. 
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 CRITERIA 

 Description 
Proximity/ 

Size 
Site ownership 
and access 

Consistency 
with economic 
development and 
community plans 

Long Term 
Suitability 

Environmental 
Issues & Impact 
on Waters of the 
US 

Regulatory/ 
Permit Issues 

NYSDOT Facility  NY-state owned 
land on eastern 
shore of Cayuga 
Inlet, south of 
Farmers Market  

1,000 ft./ 
5.7 acres 

NYSDOT occupies 
the site, and has 
announced plans to 
vacate. Time frame 
for vacating site is 
5-10 years 

City of Ithaca's stated 
preference is to utilize 
this parcel for 
development 

Too small to serve as 
site for sediment 
handling/dewatering 

Site has three 
permanent 
structures. Potential 
for residual 
petroleum on site, 
based on site history 
 
No regulated 
wetlands would be 
affected by dredging 
activities (based on 
2008 aerial photos) 

No known permit 
impediments  

Expand parkland 
and/or create islands 
in Cayuga Lake. 

The dredge solids 
will be transported 
to the southern end 
of the lake to 
construct a 50 to 75 
acre wetland.   

2,000 ft/ 
 

Undetermined  

Public ownership 
 
The land is below 
the mean low water 
line of Cayuga 
Lake, "navigable 
waters".   
 
Lands underlying 
the waters of 
Cayuga Lake are 
owned by the state 
and held in trust for 
the people of the 
State of NY.  The 
public trust is 
administered by 
Office of General 
Services (OGS) 

Consistent with 
waterfront 
development master 
plan 

Excellent long-term 
suitability as the 
wetland could be 
expanded every 
dredging cycle. 

Potential to create 
wildlife habitat, 
expand park. 
 
Would requirement 
placement of 
dredged materials 
within waters of the 
US 

Would have to be 
managed as a separate 
project with the ACOE 
specifically could not be 
a disposal option as part 
of the dredging program. 
Ownership of the 
underwater lands and 
administrative 
responsibility for its 
protection lies with the 
Office of General 
Services. Permit issues 
related to habitat loss 
and loss of lands held in 
trust.  
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 CRITERIA 

 Description 
Proximity/ 

Size 
Site ownership 
and access 

Consistency 
with economic 
development and 
community plans 

Long Term 
Suitability 

Environmental 
Issues & Impact 
on Waters of the 
US 

Regulatory/ 
Permit Issues 

Upland disposal 
sites in the Cayuga 
Inlet Valley 

Pump to the site if 
feasible; if not, an 
intermediate 
dewatering site 
would be required. 

TBD/ 
at least 

20 acres 

Sites may need to 
be purchased or 
leased.  Dewatering 
area would be a 
significant distance 
from the dredging 
site. 

TBD Depending on the site 
and arrangements with 
landowner, could be 
used on a recurring 
basis. 

Increased fuel usage 
and emissions to 
pump a distance 
from the dredge site, 
process and to haul 
to upland disposal 
area. 
 
No specific site 
screened for 
presence of 
regulated wetlands.  

Likely to be few permit 
issues for an upland site. 
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 CRITERIA 

 Description 
Proximity/ 

Size 
Site ownership 
and access 

Consistency 
with economic 
development and 
community plans 

Long Term 
Suitability 

Environmental 
Issues & Impact 
on Waters of the 
US 

Regulatory/ 
Permit Issues 

 
Southwest area 

 
City-owned land 
located at the 
southern end of the 
flood control 
channel. 

 
7,000-feet/ 
64.6 acres 

 
The city owns the 
land 

 
City intends to use this 
parcel for residential 
development to 
address a priority in 
the County’s 
Economic 
Development Strategy  

 
The site would be 
suitable for long term 
management of 
dredged materials. 
However, other uses 
are planned. Potential 
for locating facility to 
process yard waste 
along with dredged 
material to create 
topsoil.  
 

 
Increased fuel usage 
and emissions to 
pump as much as 2.6 
miles from northern 
boundaries of dredge 
area, process and to 
haul to upland 
disposal area. 
 
Southwest area has 
wetlands, which 
have been 
delineated. A 
jurisdictional 
determination is 
scheduled for May, 
2010. It is 
anticipated that the 
sediment 
management facility 
can be sited to avoid 
impacts on regulated 
wetlands.  

 
There are no known 
permit impediments. 
Permission needed from 
Norfolk-Southern to lay 
pipe in rail right-of-way. 
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Appendix A – User Survey and Analysis 

SOUTHERN TRIBUTARIES TO CAYUGA LAKE DREDGING PROJECT 
 

1. Objective 

Periodic removal of deposited sediment is often necessary to maintain channel capacity 

for flood control and navigational usage in many waterbodies.  The southern tributaries to 

Cayuga Lake (namely, the Flood Control Channel, Cayuga Inlet and the Lower reaches 

of Sixmile Creek, Fall Creek and Cascadilla Creek) have not been dredged for decades.  

Dredging the lower reaches of the southern tributaries is of crucial importance for reasons 

of public safety, economic development, and recreational access. Environmental 

considerations will also be of critical importance; the selection of technologies, timing of 

sediment removal, and ultimate disposal will reflect the community’s commitment to 

environmental protection and restoration. 

The objective of this qualitative User Survey was to document the perceived use 

impairment of the lower tributary reaches through one-on-one interviews with multiple 

stakeholders. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Participants 

The City of Ithaca has convened a Dredging Project Advisory Committee (DPAC) to 

include the many stakeholders with an interest in removing the accumulated sediment 

from segments of the lake’s southern tributaries.  Participants for the User Survey were 

initially selected from the DPAC contact list.  These participants provided names of other 

individuals in the community whom they thought would be interested in participating in 

the survey.  Individuals from different backgrounds and interests were interviewed, and 

represented the interest categories shown in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Examples of stakeholders by interest category 

Interest Category: Examples: 

Water contact (boating, 
fishing, swimming) 

Marinas, crew teams, boat rentals, 
sailing classes, dinner cruise 

Water aesthetics Shoreline restaurants, parks, trails, 
golf course 
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Table 1.  Examples of stakeholders by interest category 

Interest Category: Examples: 

Economic development Bank, building owners, developers 

Government Assembly member, town supervisor 

Regional Resources Cayuga Watershed Network, 
Farmer's Market 

Education Cornell Plantation 

All but one of the participants were interviewed by telephone; one participant was 

interviewed in person by EcoLogic staff.  Interviews were conducted for the period from 

August 5 to September 9, 2008. 

2.2. Questionnaire 

Participants in the survey were asked 14 questions to identify what they perceived as 

issues most affected by sedimentation.  Upon initial contact, participants were told: 

“We are collecting information from a variety of stakeholders in the area to 

identify the extent of impaired use of the Cayuga Inlet and the other 

southern tributaries to Cayuga Lake.  This input will be used to establish 

the need for dredging and to support the permitting and approval process 

for dredging.  Would you have time to answer a few questions?” 

With the participants’ consent, the following 14 questions were asked: 

(1)  How do you use the Cayuga Inlet, the flood control channel, and the 
lower reaches of Fall Creek? 

(2)  Which areas of the Cayuga Inlet and other streams do you use the most 
(upstream and downstream extents – landmarks?) 

(3)  Do you feel that sediments deposited in the tributaries negatively affect 
your use of these areas?  If so, how? 

(4)  Are there some areas of the Cayuga Inlet and nearby streams that you 
feel are more impacted by sediments than others?  If so, where?  
(upstream and downstream extents; landmarks?) 

(5)  Have you noticed any changes over the past five years on how your use 
of the Inlet is affected by the sediments?  If so, what kind of 
changes? 
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(6)  Does your business rely on the Cayuga Inlet?  If so, how does the 
sediment in the Inlet impact your business and customers? 

(7)  Do you rely on businesses that use the Cayuga Inlet?  If so, how does the 
sediment in the Inlet impact your patronage of these businesses? 

(8)  Are there specific social or economic factors that you feel are negatively 
affected by the sediments in the Inlet?  If so, what are they? 

(9)  Have you heard complaints about the sediments in the Cayuga Inlet?  If 
so, what kind of complaints? 

(10)  If the Inlet is dredged, how would your use of the Inlet change? 

(11)  If your business relies on the Cayuga Inlet, how would dredging the 
Inlet impact your business and customers? 

(12)  If you rely on businesses that use the Cayuga Inlet, how would dredging 
the Inlet impact your patronage of these businesses? 

(13)  Are there specific social or economic factors that you feel would be 
improved by dredging the Inlet and/or the nearby streams? 

(14)  Could you recommend other people whom we should interview whose 
use of the Cayuga Inlet and nearby streams is adversely affected by 
the sediments? 

3. Results 

A total of 45 individuals were contacted; 38 were interviewed.  A summary of the 

number of individuals interviewed by interest category is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2.  Number of stakeholders by interest 
category. 
Interest Category: Contacted: Interviewed: 

Water contact (boating, 
fishing, swimming) 

21 16 

Water aesthetics 8 8 
Economic development 8 7 
Government 2 2 
Regional Resources 4 4 
Education 2 1 
Total 45 38 
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As this User Survey was qualitative, the community responses were not tabulated.  

However, the responses were sorted into two categories:  support for dredging and 

objections to dredging (Table 3). 

Table 3.  Summary of comments in support of and objecting to dredging. 

Support for Dredging Objections to dredging 

• Safer access to Cayuga Lake for boats 
drawing more than 4 feet. 

• Deeper channel means less damage to boats, 
saves cost on repairs. 

• Reduces level of effort needed to 
launch/haul boats in the Cayuga Lake Inlet 
and Cascadilla Creek. 

• A deeper Inlet channel means that boating 
activities will experience less impact from 
the seasonal drawdown of Cayuga Lake 
water levels by the Canal Corporation. 

• Owners of boats with a draw deeper than 4 
feet will use more businesses in Ithaca and 
on Cayuga Lake if there is safe access in the 
Cayuga Lake Inlet 

• Dredging of the Inlet will allow water-
related businesses to continue operating in 
the City, and will support other businesses 
who rely on summer boating traffic. 

• Dredging the Inlet and other tributaries will 
have positive economic benefits to the 
region. 

• A deeper channel means that wind and wave 
action will be less likely to stir up sediments 
in the Inlet and other tributaries, resulting in 
clearer water; this does not affect high 
turbidity resulting from storm runoff. 

• Dredging will encourage more waterfront 
development, and improve public access to 
the waterway. 

• Dredging will increase the capacity of the 
channel, which may alleviate localized 
flooding events; the water level control of 
Cayuga Lake has a greater impact on 
flooding potential. 

• Dredging – if done properly – will enhance 
the natural resources in the tributaries and 
the Inlet. 

• More traffic from larger boats means the 
channel will be more crowded and less 
safe for smaller, human-powered craft. 

• Concerns about where the dredge spoils 
will be deposited and subsequent impact 
to the use of that space. 

• Concerns that the dredging activity will 
cause interference or aesthetic issues for 
shoreline businesses 

• Environmental perspective that streams 
should be allowed to return to normal 
meanders; siltation is a natural delta 
process.  Creation of a marsh out of the 
siltation would be a more valuable 
natural resource than the existing 
waterway. 

• Concerns that the dredging this one time 
will not solve the problem long-term.  
Need to prevent the need for repeated 
dredging, particularly waiting until 
conditions are this bad again. 

• Concerns that dredging may affect 
invertebrate fauna and fishing. 

• Concerns that dredging may damage – or 
possibly improve – aquatic habitat that 
supports rare plant species adjacent to 
the Lighthouse Point Biological Station. 

• Concerns that engineered structures in 
the area – such as the new $50,000 
bulkhead installed by one property owner 
– may be undermined by dredging, 
resulting in structural failures and 
washouts. 
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The participants also identified specific areas that they perceived were most impacted by 

accumulated sediment (Table 4).  Many participants identified the same areas as other 

participants. 

Table 4.  Summary of perceived areas of most impacted by accumulated sediment. 

Cayuga Inlet and Flood 
Control Channel 

Cascadilla Creek Fall Creek Six Mile Creek 

 North of lighthouse – a 
bar extends into the lake 

 Entry to Treman Marina; 
boat launch 

 Mouth at the lake up 
Inlet to Johnsons Marina 

 Confluence of Cascadilla 
Creek and the Inlet 

 Western shore from Cass 
Park to the lighthouse 

 Cass Park across from 
Cascadilla Creek 

 In front of the Cornell 
rowing docks 

 At the Cornell and Ithaca 
College rowing facilities 

 Farmers Market dock 

 Buffalo Street Bridge to 
the Boatyard Grill 

 Sand bars off the point in 
front of the Boatyard 
Grill 

 Channel filling in on the 
sides more so than the 
center 

 All marinas on the Inlet 

 Extent of Inlet passing 
through commercial 
areas 

 Boat slips located by the 
Boat Yard Grill (16 
slips) 

 Southern end of the flood 
control channel – depth 
is 2.5 to 3 ft now, which 
is OK, but it will get 

 Entire length of 
Cascadilla Creek 

 By The Haunt 
(restaurant) on 
Cascadilla Creek. 

 Johnson’s Boat 
Yard 

 

 Several acres 
eroded from 
Newman Golf 
Course (north end) 
along Fall Creek 
(south bank), and 
water is only a 
couple inches deep 
alongside the golf 
course. 

 

It was noted that Six 
Mile Creek is also 
impacted by 
sedimentation, but “no 
one goes up there so no 
one complains”. 
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Table 4.  Summary of perceived areas of most impacted by accumulated sediment. 

Cayuga Inlet and Flood 
Control Channel 

Cascadilla Creek Fall Creek Six Mile Creek 

shallower. 

 Canoe launch area at 
Paddledockers; also 
harder to dock larger 
boats there. 

 By the dock at Cayuga 
Cruises near Buffalo St. 
Bridge 

 Bends in the river 
downstream of the 
Buffalo St. Bridge 

 Northwest end, Cass 
Park side, entrance of the 
lake back almost to the 
Treman Marina, where 
the channel curves and 
opens up. 

 From about Seneca 
Street to Cecil Malone 
Drive 

 

The participants also identified which users were most impacted by sediment 

accumulation, and which users were not (Table 5). 

Table 5.  Users most and least affected by sediment accumulation. 

Users Most Affected Users Least Affected 

• Students in Cornell Athletics rowing program, 
launching boats from Cornell dock when water 
levels are dropped 

• Students in Ithaca College rowing program, 
potential in the early spring that water may be 
too shallow to race; safety launches with 
outboard motors are limited in some areas by 
shallow waters. 

• Students (800-1000 per year) in sailing classes 
– phys ed, summer camps, etc. 

• Sail boaters with more than 4-foot draw fear 
running aground 

• Canoeists, paddle-boaters, kayakers; 
although use may be affected by impaired 
aesthetics (increased turbidity especially 
after rains – looks polluted).  In fact, 
paddlers benefit from presence of sediments 
as it cuts down on the larger boat traffic, 
making it safer. 

• Non-boaters; although aesthetic appreciation 
from the shore is affected by lack of water 
clarity, which causes the water to appear 
polluted, unsafe, dangerous.  Inlet as a 
muddy canal, not attractive; Fall Creek is 
more “natural”. 
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Table 5.  Users most and least affected by sediment accumulation. 

Users Most Affected Users Least Affected 

• Boaters with larger boats try to avoid going into 
the Inlet, fear running aground 

• Johnsons Marina – potential loss of business, 
extra labor to drag boats through the mud 
during launch/haul. 

• Businesses in/near the Inlet potentially losing 
customers because some boats can’t navigate in 
the inlet (Johnsons Marina, especially) 

• Anglers – concerned with turbidity, sediments 
impacting the stream bottom habitat, 
invertebrates, nesting, etc. 

• Tour boats – shallow depth means the operator 
cannot invest in larger tour boat to serve more 
customers. 

• Boaters – Estimated 1200-1500 boaters using 
the southern 3 miles of the lake; while many 
draw less than 4 ft, others do not. 

• Commercial interests along the Inlet due to 
reduced access by boats 

• Students and researchers using Lighthouse 
Point Biological Station – they require a 
healthy ecosystem for education and research 

• Swimmers; although lack of water clarity 
results in limited opportunities for 
swimming in the area, particularly Stewart 
Park. 

• Farmer’s Market customers – representative 
interviewed did not perceive that sediments 
were affecting the business of the market. 

• Tour boat customers – generally unaware of 
the issue unless brought up during the tour. 

• Restaurant customers (who are not also 
boaters, presumably); representative from 
restaurant did not perceive there would be 
increased use of the inlet after dredging, 
hypothesized that dredging will reduce the 
number of complaints from boaters, but 
actual use won’t change (like the price of 
gas – complain about it but keep driving 
anyway). 

• Golfers using Newman Course 

 

Comments overall are summarized in the following pages. 
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Support for Dredging – Interviews With Community 
1. Safer access to the Cayuga Lake Inlet for boats drawing more than 4 feet. 

• Common size for sail boats about 35-45 ft long; 5-6 ft draw; commonly sized 
boats having trouble with depth, not just the larger ones. 

• Shallow water affects mostly sail boats with keels and larger motor boats.  Sizes 
of sail boats affected 30’ or longer with draw 5.5 to 6 ft. 

• Actual depth of the Inlet is around 6 or 7 feet, even shallower nearer the shore. 

• Published depth for the Erie Canal System is 12 to 14 ft. 

• Cornell Athletics rowing estimates rescuing at least one boater per year who has 
run aground.  Cornell sailing reported pulling 2-3 people per year out of the mud 
in the fall. 

• Getting stuck in the mud means getting a tow, which can cost $100/hour without 
insurance. 

• One respondent reported getting a call just before the interview from a customer 
who’s boat was stuck at the boat slip. 

• There are many submerged objects in the Inlet (logs, grocery carts, full-sized 
refrigerators) which are a hazard to boaters (both deep and shallow draft craft, 
canoes and kayaks) 

• Completely loaded, two dinner cruise/tour boats draw 5.5 – 6 feet. 

• Sailing classes use the canal to teach maneuvering skills; if the canal is too 
shallow for boats to get in, it can’t be used for teaching these skills. 

• Individuals with smaller sailboats would be able to upgrade to larger boats if they 
believe the Inlet is safe for larger boats. 

• Enhanced boating experience if boaters are not concerned about getting stuck. 

• Ithaca College rowing coach has helped pull sailboats with big keels out of the 
mud more than once. 

• Long-time resident (35 years) use to boat completely around Inlet Island; this is 
now impossible.  Areas that use to be 2-3 ft deep are only a couple of inches 
deep. 

2. Deeper channel means less damage to boats, saves costs on repairs 

• Costs for repair of propellers – each propeller is $2000; when damaged by hitting 
things on the bottom, repairs run $500 to $600. 

• Shallow sediments get churned up by motors; motors draw in water to cool the 
engine; cooling water that is full of sediment causes abrasions in the engine and 
shortens the life of the engine. 

• Towing sail boats through the mud from Johnsons Marina during launch/haul 
increases risk of damage to keel. 

• Boat props catching on the bottom (or objects on the bottom) 

• Broke a prop on a log once 
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3. Reduce level of effort needed to launch/haul boats in the Cayuga Lake Inlet and 
Cascadilla Creek 

• When boats are launched at Johnsons Marina, the keels are dragged through the 
mud to get from the launch point to the main channel.  This requires extra work 
for the staff, for which the marina does not charge its customers.  Dragging boats 
100 ft through mud from end of dock to channel. 

• When boats are launched at Cayuga Wooden Boatworks, the keels are dragged 
through the mud to get from the launch point to the main channel.  This requires 
extra work for the staff, for which the marina does not charge its customers. 

4. Dredging to deepen the Cayuga Lake Inlet channel means that boating activities will 
experience less impact from the seasonal drawdown of Cayuga Lake water levels by 
the Canal Corporation. 

• Lake level is dropped in the fall (September) during recreational boating season.  
This drops the water level in the Inlet, and increases the risk of running aground 
for boats drawing more than 4 feet. 

• Boaters who haul out at Johnsons’ Marina have to plan to pull the boat out earlier 
in the boating season than otherwise would be the case because the September 
draw-down results in the inlet just too shallow to access the marina for haul out. 

• Lake level is dropped in the spring in anticipation of spring rains; when rains 
don’t come, the water level is too shallow around docks and launch areas, even 
for boats with shallow draw such as rowing shells. 

• If water levels were kept higher to counteract the shallowness of the Inlet due to 
sediment accumulation and heavy rains occur, property owners along the 
shoreline experience damage to docks from high water and wakes. 

• Boat owners using the Yacht Club (70-80 boats) will launch from Johnsons 
Marina in April-May, and haul from Sept-Nov. 

• Boating season is curtailed because the Inlet is not deep enough when the Lake 
levels are drawn down.  Fall boating on Cayuga Lake is gorgeous – the weather’s 
warm, the winds are right, the scenery is beautiful.  But boaters need to get out of 
the water before drawdown or they cannot access the Inlet marinas to haul out for 
the winter. 

• The shortened boating season increased the cost of boating for boaters.  Boaters 
invest money to pursue this activity; if you spread the investment across the 
number of times the boaters can get out during the season, the fewer times they 
go out, the greater the cost per time out.  Some boaters may decide the 
investment isn’t worth it for the few times they can get out in the boat. 

• Nine years ago, business owner could run tours from mid-April to November 
(weather permitting).  Today, due to shallow waters, runs tours from late April 
through October.  Shortened season means fewer tours, at roughly $1000 per tour 
trip. 

• Tour boat needs to be moored for the winter at the Treman Marina at a cost of 
$3K per year plus multiple daily trips by staff to check the bubblers and status of 
the boat.  Owner would prefer to keep boat at his own dock near Buffalo St. 
bridge, but water is too shallow during winter lake drawdown to allow this. 
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• Sailing classes are offered in the area.  The spring and fall draw downs of the 
lake water levels impacts the scheduling of classes.  Some early and late season 
classes can be cancelled if the water levels are too shallow in the Inlet.  Estimate 
classes serve 800 to 1000 students per year. 

• Cornell sailing class in the spring, 150-200 students, six-week class starting April 
1 to end of the school year; if spring draw down has resulted in water too shallow 
to launch the boats on time, the class has to be cancelled. 

• A longer boating season means that businesses relying on boat traffic can start up 
earlier and operate longer into the fall. 

• Ithaca College rowing crew holds the earliest spring race around the last weekend 
in March; the potential exists that if water levels are unusually low, it could be 
too shallow and the race may have to be cancelled (this almost happened one 
year). 

5. Owners of boats with draw deeper than 4 feet will use more businesses in Ithaca – 
and on Cayuga Lake - if there is safe access in the Cayuga Lake Inlet. 

• Boaters would access restaurants and the Farmer’s Market via the Inlet if the 
channel is safe for their boats. 

• Boaters would have less trepidation to go to Johnsons Marina for fueling, sewage 
pump-out, maintenance and other services in addition to winter storage.  
Presently, the gas dock is in 6 ft of water, which limits access to boats with draw 
less than 6 ft. 

• Johnsons Marina is the only sailboat marina for 30 miles, and it’s the only one at 
the south end of the lake.  Easier access to Johnsons Marina means sail boaters 
will be less inclined leave the lake to find other marinas with better access for 
both launch/haul and routine maintenance. Lake Ontario as one alternative. 

• If there were another marina in the vicinity with deeper water, Johnsons would 
empty out – there’s no other options in the area. 

• There is not much to do on the lake in a boat.  Ithaca is a destination for things to 
do, but if you can’t get your boat in there, you won’t go into Ithaca. 

• Many boat owners using the Yacht Club avoid going into the Inlet, stay out 
unless they have to go to Johnsons’ for repairs or storage; the talk around the 
boat yard is to stay away. 

• Yacht Club harbor may have more use if more boaters can launch/haul at 
Johnsons without fear of getting stuck or damaged; $300 membership plus dock 
rental $1000 = annual income of $1300 per slip; there are 67 permanent slips plus 
about 16 visitor slips.  There are empty slips in some years. 

• Boaters more likely to use businesses in Ithaca if they can access using their 
boats. 

• Johnsons Marina has 75 slips, some of which are down to 3 ft of water at 
upstream end of marina in Cascadilla Creek – limits the type of boats that can 
dock there. 

• Restaurants that have closed (such as Bistro Q) might re-open with increased 
boat traffic.  Maybe new businesses will open. 
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• Caveat that the businesses have to offer products and services that the boaters 
enjoy (e.g. good food) in order to increase the boat traffic going to those 
businesses. 

• Existing businesses think about trying to attract boaters, but not enough traffic. 

• Marketing Ithaca as a destination – fishing, wild bird sanctuaries, family-friendly 
outings and parks, golf, canoe/kayak recreation, boating access into the City for 
restaurants and other businesses, dinner cruises, strong rowing community (two 
gold medalists in rowing in 2008 Olympics connected to Ithaca), Dragon Boat 
Racing Festival, can travel from Ithaca to anywhere in the world by boat (via the 
Erie Canal). 

• One respondent indicated enjoying a dinner cruise with his family celebrating a 
45th wedding anniversary; would like to have another cruise to celebrate 50th 
anniversary, but afraid that dinner cruises will leave the area if the Inlet is not 
dredged. 

• Additional growth opportunities for the community if dredging occurs.  A set 
schedule for dredging into the future will benefit proposed projects that will rely 
on the Inlet in that financing will be easier to obtain.  Opportunities will improve 
for smart development. 

• Patronage of businesses in Ithaca will increase as the Inlet area of the City 
develops and becomes more vibrant. 

• Tax base for the City will expand as there is more development and increased 
patronage of businesses as a result of dredging. 

• Dredging would help improve the community connection to the waterfront, 
improved quality of life in the area, more recreational and leisure opportunities. 

• Tourist draw – dinner cruises, guided fishing tours.  As a whole, tourism is 
negatively affected by shallow Inlet. 

• Sediment in the Inlet means fewer boaters using the Inlet, fewer customers using 
the businesses along the Inlet, fewer people using Cayuga Lake. 

• Many boats can already come into the Inlet to use existing businesses in the area; 
need to combine dredging with development plans in order for growth to occur. 

• The Haunt – restaurant on Cascadilla Creek with outdoor deck and nine boat 
slips.  Too shallow for many boats to get in only about 3 ft deep from docks to 
half-way into channel.  Half-way into channel is a sand bar where debris collects; 
water only about 1 ft deep.  Has seen canoes/kayaks going by dig their paddles 
into mud to push through.  Does not have access to boat traffic due to shallow 
water. 

• Boaters want to come to the restaurants but are afraid to get stuck in the mud. 

• Castaways – restaurant/bar on Inlet Island has outdoor deck.  Frontage allows for 
3-4 boats to tie up.  Noted dramatic decline in boat traffic over the course of 
seven years on the Inlet.  Noted boat customers to Castaways may choose to 
patronize other restaurants with better boating access. 

• If the Inlet becomes inaccessible due to sediments and shallow water, no one will 
lease dock space. 



A-12 
 

• Shallow water limits the number and size of boats that can patronize waterfront 
businesses. 

6. Dredging of the Cayuga Lake Inlet will allow water-related businesses to continue 
operating in the City, and will support other businesses who rely on summer 
boating traffic. 

• Businesses that use the Inlet and require deeper water will close down and leave 
the area if the Inlet becomes too shallow to continue operating. 

• Concerns that some businesses will close or relocate if channel is not dredged 
(particularly boating-related businesses); also concerns that if the channel is not 
dredged, new development may be precluded. 

• Cruise boat business using larger boats having problems with shallowness of the 
water; will not be able to continue operating from the Inlet in Ithaca if conditions 
deteriorate any further. 

• Dredging will give business owners who rely on deeper waters peace of mind 
that they can continue to operate in their present location and will not have to 
move. 

• Dredging of areas in marina slips means that larger boats with deeper draw can 
rent space; larger boats pay higher rental fees than smaller boats. 

• Some newer businesses (less than 5 years) who located along the Inlet with the 
expectation of tapping into customers from the boating community have 
complained that they have been unable to meet their business goals due to 
sedimentation and the limitations on the boats that can access their businesses.  
Businesses with a longer history on the Inlet seem to have a broader historic 
perspective on the ebb and flow of customers in the area. 

• The Haunt was moved to the Cascadilla Creek location in 2000 and use to get 
more motorboat traffic.  Today it is too shallow.  Cannot get customers in by 
boat.  Owner is considering possibility of selling. 

• Keeping the marine vital will support Ithaca as a destination.  Associated 
facilities (restaurants, shops) will take economic advantage of the waterfront, 
which will help the community. 

• Waterfront development – business owner would like to install boat slips if the 
channel will be dredged and navigable. 

• Developers looking to re-develop an industrial zone into a waterfront community 
would like to include boat slips as an attraction to customers or renters. 

• Larger boating traffic to the Inlet Island is limited, which limits the customers 
who will patronize the shoreline businesses. 

• Building owner who rents space to businesses who rely on boating traffic 
indicates that if the businesses are doing well, the rents are more stable. 

• Bigger boats usually carry more passengers (families, other larger groups).  
These larger groups of potential customers cannot access restaurants if the water 
is too shallow for the larger boats. 

• At least one business has closed on the Inlet in the last five years due to restricted 
access for boats to the business. 
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• If dredging extends further upstream, potential for dockside access to Wegman’s. 

7. Dredging sediments from the Cayuga Lake Inlet and other tributaries will have 
positive economic benefits to the region. 

• Increased boat traffic would be beneficial at the south end of the lake, patronizing 
businesses downtown 

• Expected that if conditions do not improve, many sail boats won’t be able to 
launch at all from Johnsons; owners will store up in Auburn instead, or move to 
Lake Ontario. 

• Issues with navigation in the Inlet turns potential customers (boaters) away from 
the area that could have lead to hub-and-spoke commerce in the Finger Lakes. 

• One respondent indicated 50% of customers come from out of state (PA).  Ithaca 
is a good access point for them to get to the Finger Lakes for boating.  Such 
customers will go elsewhere rather than Ithaca if they can’t boat. 

• Sedimentation in the Inlet and tributaries undermines tourism and use of 
recreational areas, which has a negative impact on the economy 

• Dredging will enhance tourism and the broader community’s use of assets 

• Shallow conditions at the mouth of Fall Creek are impacting water flow and fish 
movement – dredging will improve aquatic life, help fishing interests and 
increase opportunities for tourism. 

• Boaters, and those who rent boats, will continue to use the Inlet rather than go to 
other waters. 

• Improve Ithaca as a marine destination, safe with free or available docking. 

• While it is busy along Inlet Island, it could be busier.  It is a retail area waiting to 
be developed. 

• If the potential of Inlet Island is limited due to sediment accumulation and 
shallow water, this will adversely affect the community – will eliminate jobs, 
restrict development. 

• Businesses that provide secondary services to waterfront businesses that rely on 
summer boating traffic are impacted by the ability of those businesses to generate 
revenue. 

• Dredging the inlet would increase boat traffic, revitalize empty storefronts, and 
result in additional tax dollars and business revenues.  If empty storefronts are 
filled, secondary service providers will be able to expand their customer base and 
grow their businesses. 

8. A deeper channel means that wind and wave action will be less likely to stir up 
sediments in the Inlet and other tributaries, resulting in clearer water; this does not 
affect high turbidity resulting from storm runoff. 

• Canoeists are less likely to use the Inlet and tributaries when the water is cloudy, 
appears dirty and polluted, unsafe. 

• Swimmers are banned from swimming at Stewart Park in large part because of 
water clarity issues. 
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• Non-boaters, including residents and visitors, have an impression of polluted, 
unsafe water when water clarity is low. 

• Restaurants rely on aesthetic quality of view – scenery, boats going by.  
Castaways restaurant has only 3-4 dock spaces 

• Related aesthetic issue – smells bad sometimes (at least six respondents 
mentioned this; two specified it was years with low rainfall that smelled worse).  
Like a waste yard, stuff rotting.  Smell noticeable at Newman Golf Course (has 
ended golf rounds prematurely) as well as farther upstream to Buffalo St. Bridge.  
One respondent said it didn’t smell 9 years ago, therefore attributes odor to the 
sedimentation.  Smell has driven picnics out of Stewart and Cass Parks and up to 
Taughannock Park outside the city. 

• Appearance of poor water quality (muddy, cloudy, dirty water, bad smell) gives 
impression of pollution, unsafe condition; users less likely to locate a business 
there or engage in recreational activity. 

• If dredging improves the smell, this would benefit restaurants with docks/outdoor 
dining (The Haunt on Cascadilla Creek, for example). 

• South end of the lake described as unbearable smell, rotting fish, on hot nights; 
with turbidity and sediment, embarrassing when visitors come to the Chamber of 
Commerce offices. 

• Related sediment issue:  build-up of contamination in sediments over years; 
dredging would clear the contamination out. 

• Tourist draw – if dredging will improve water clarity, will be more aesthetically 
pleasing to view from restaurants, will bring more customers to the waterfront. 

• Related issue – in early spring, a “goo” comes up from the bottom of the inlet.  If 
dredging will eliminate this “goo” and clean up the water, that would be a 
benefit. 

• If dredging results in deeper, clearer water, rentals for canoes/kayaks may 
increase, more people will want to be near the water. 

• Visually unappealing waters do not attract customers to waterfront attractions. 

9. Dredging will encourage more waterfront development, and improve public access 
to the waterway. 

• Development of the Cayuga Waterfront Trail, will bring people to the waterfront; 
clearer water and a vibrant boating scene is an amenity.  The experience of 
watching boats in clear water on the Inlet is important to the user’s experience of 
the Waterfront Trail. 

• Property owners investing in industrial properties along the waterway rely on the 
navigability of the channel for their waterfront development plans. 

• Development of the Waterfront will improve public access to the water from the 
City. 

• Public perception is that the waterway and the areas around it are still dirty; the 
public won’t go to places that are not perceived as clean, healthy, thriving, 
vibrant. 
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• Property owners interested in development of the waterfront are waiting to see 
that the dredging is completed before making investments that rely on boating or 
an attractive waterfront location. 

10. Dredging will increase the capacity of the channel, which may alleviate localized 
flooding events; the water level control of Cayuga Lake has a greater impact on 
flooding potential. 

• Fear that without dredging, a severe flooding event could occur that would 
impact the economic development happening along the inlet (“West End”). 

• Some concern over flooding potential 

11. Dredging – if done properly – will enhance the natural resources in the tributaries 
and the Inlet. 

• Potential to modify water depths in some areas that would benefit rare aquatic 
plants that were historically present but may now be absent due to sediment 
accumulation. 

• Potential to improve benthic habitat that has been buried by sediments 

• Potential to improve fish habitat 

 

12. Users impacted by sediments 

• Students in Cornell Athletics rowing program, launching boats from Cornell 
dock when water levels are dropped 

• Students in Ithaca College rowing program, potential in the early spring that 
water may be too shallow to race; safety launches with outboard motors are 
limited in some areas by shallow waters. 

• Students (800-1000 per year) in sailing classes – phys ed, summer camps, etc. 

• Sail boaters with more than 4-foot draw fear running aground 

• Boaters with larger boats try to avoid going into the Inlet, fear running aground 

• Johnsons Marina – potential loss of business, extra labor to drag boats through 
the mud during launch/haul. 

• Businesses in/near the Inlet potentially losing customers because some boats 
can’t navigate in the inlet (Johnsons Marina, especially) 

• Anglers – concerned with turbidity, sediments impacting the stream bottom 
habitat, invertebrates, nesting, etc. 

o Also note that anglers have concern about high turbidity after storm 
events resulting in murky water (“big brown puddle”) extending into the 
lake as far north as East Shore Boat Club, which limits fishing 
opportunities in tributaries and in the south end of the lake. 

o Trout Unlimited do a year-long trout project with students to raise and 
release.  Due to spring runoff with high turbidity in the Inlet and Fall 
Creek, they do not use Cass or Stewart Parks as their release point; 
instead they go 7 miles north to Taughannock. 
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• Tour boats – shallow depth means the operator cannot invest in larger tour boat 
to serve more customers. 

• Boaters – Estimated 1200-1500 boaters using the southern 3 miles of the lake; 
while many draw less than 4 ft, others do not. 

• Commercial interests along the Inlet due to reduced access by boats 

• Students and researchers using Lighthouse Point Biological Station – they require 
a healthy ecosystem for education and research; note it is unclear whether: 

o sedimentation adversely impacts the ecosystem therefore dredging will 
improve aquatic habitat, or 

o dredging will damage the existing ecosystem. 

13. Users not impacted by sediments 

• Canoeists, paddle-boaters, kayakers; although use may be affected by impaired 
aesthetics (increased turbidity especially after rains – looks polluted).  In fact, 
paddlers benefit from presence of sediments as it cuts down on the larger boat 
traffic, making it safer. 

• Non-boaters; although aesthetic appreciation from the shore is affected by lack of 
water clarity, which causes the water to appear polluted, unsafe, dangerous.  Inlet 
as a muddy canal, not attractive; Fall Creek is more “natural”. 

• Swimmers; although lack of water clarity results in limited opportunities for 
swimming in the area, particularly Stewart Park. 

• Farmer’s Market customers – representative interviewed did not perceive that 
sediments were affecting the business of the market. 

• Tour boat customers – generally unaware of the issue unless brought up during 
the tour. 

• Restaurant customers (who are not also boaters, presumably); representative from 
restaurant did not perceive there would be increased use of the inlet after 
dredging, hypothesized that dredging will reduce the number of complaints from 
boaters, but actual use won’t change (like the price of gas – complain about it but 
keep driving anyway). 

• Golfers using Newman Course 

o generally, no one “boats in” to golf; primary concern is whether the 
course will be the site of the spoils.  Does not perceive any change to the 
golf business from dredging (spoils not withstanding). 

o Does not envision adding more docks for golfers, as “safe zone” already 
has docks that the city rents out (safe zone = where errant tee shots won’t 
hit boats).  The city could provide dockage for golfers now, given 
existing docks are rented out; dredging would not improve the 
opportunity for golfers’ docks. 

o Aesthetic impacts from smell 

14. Areas most impacted by accumulated sediment 

o Inlet and Flood Control Channel 
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 North of lighthouse – a bar extends into the lake 

 Entry to Treman Marina; boat launch 

 Mouth at the lake up Inlet to Johnsons Marina 

 Confluence of Cascadilla Creek and the Inlet 

 Western shore from Cass Park to the lighthouse 

 Cass Park across from Cascadilla Creek 

 In front of the Cornell rowing docks 

 At the Cornell and Ithaca College rowing facilities 

 Farmers Market dock 

 Buffalo Street Bridge to the Boatyard Grill 

 Sand bars off the point in front of the Boatyard Grill 

 Channel filling in on the sides more so than the center 

 All marinas on the Inlet 

 Extent of Inlet passing through commercial areas 

 Boat slips located by the Boat Yard Grill (16 slips) 

 Southern end of the flood control channel – depth is 2.5 to 3 ft now, 
which is OK, but it will get shallower. 

 Canoe launch area at Paddledockers; also harder to dock larger boats 
there. 

 By the dock at Cayuga Cruises near Buffalo St. Bridge 

 Bends in the river downstream of the Buffalo St. Bridge 

 Northwest end, Cass Park side, entrance of the lake back almost to the 
Treman Marina, where the channel curves and opens up. 

 From about Seneca Street to Cecil Malone Drive 

o Cascadilla Creek 

 Entire length of Cascadilla Creek 

 By The Haunt (restaurant) on Cascadilla Creek. 

 Johnson’s Boat Yard 

o Fall Creek 

 Several acres eroded from Newman Golf Course (north end) along Fall 
Creek (south bank), and water is only a couple inches deep alongside 
the golf course. 

o Six Mile Creek - Noted that Six Mile Creek is also impacted by sedimentation, 
but no one goes up there so no one complains. 
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Objections for Dredging – Interviews With Community 
1. More traffic from larger boats means the channels are more crowded and less safe for 

smaller, human-powered craft. 

• Limited issue for Cornell Athletics rowing; rowing season (early fall and early 
spring) slightly overlaps with recreational boating season (spring to fall). 

• More boat traffic combined with muddy waters and smell make the Inlet a less 
desirable place for kayakers, canoeists.  Up lake, there’s less population pressure, 
water is cleaner. 

• Suggestion to dredge just the center of the Inlet, and the areas near the boat slips.  
Leave the areas closer to shore shallow so they will remain safe for paddlers. 

• Ithaca College rowing – if the boat traffic increases, they will need to make 
accommodations for safety reasons, such as: 

o For regattas, will request officials (Coast Guard) to provide “traffic cops” 
for safety 

o For practices, the shells may train in single-file rather than side-by-side.  
It is more efficient to communicate with and monitor shells moving side-
by-side rather than single file.  The rowers have better motivation rowing 
in side-by-side training (similar to racing scenario) rather than single file. 

2. Concerns over where the dredge spoils will be deposited and subsequent impact to the 
use of that space. 

• Newman Golf Course is worried about being a dump site 

• Suggestion to use dredge spoils to build up a wave barrier to improve swimming 
conditions at Stewart Park 

• Suggestion to use dredge spoils to restore wetland areas to improve water quality. 

• Concern of dumping spoils at Treman Marina 

• Suggestion to use dredge spoils to extend Stewart Park out into Cayuga Lake, 
effectively pushing the shoreline further north.  Would result in deeper water off 
the Park, improved conditions for swimming. 

• Suggestion to put the spoils on the Newman Golf Course – the golf course 
occasionally floods now; raise the elevation of the course and re-design it using 
the spoils. 

• Suggestion to use dredge spoils to stabilize the eroded stream banks and restore 
natural shoreline habitat. 

• Concern about possible contaminants in the sediments 

3. Concerns that the dredging activity will cause interference or aesthetic issues for 
shoreline businesses. 

• Farmers Market, if dredging occurs during business hours 

• Paddledockers, dredging would interfere with customers’ use of the Inlet (canoes 
and kayaks) and with lessons offered by the business. 
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• Ithaca College, dredging using big barges would cause traffic problems and 
safety issues for rowers 

• Suggestion – can dredging be done during the winter when commercial 
waterfront traffic is less busy? 

4. Environmental perspective – streams should be allowed to return to normal meanders; 
siltation is a natural delta creation process.  Creation of a marsh out of the siltation would 
be a more valuable natural resource than the existing waterway. 

5. Concerns that the dredging this one time will not solve the problem long-term.  Need to 
prevent the need for repeated dredging, particularly waiting until conditions are this bad 
again. 

a. Dredge the center of the channel only, and dredge more frequently, to pull out 
lesser volume of sediment that has to be disposed of.  Invest in better silt controls 
upstream to prevent the sediment from ever reaching the Inlet and the Lake. 

b. Poor land management upstream, no control measures are in place to keep 
sediment from reaching the Inlet.  There’s no conscious effort to reduce sediment 
loading from the watershed.  Watkins Glen doesn’t have the same problem as 
Ithaca (e.g. muddy sediment plume extending out into the lake. 

6. Concerns that dredging may affect invertebrate fauna and fishing. 

7. Concerns that dredging may damage – or possibly improve – aquatic habitat that supports 
rare plant species adjacent to the Lighthouse Point Biological Station. 

8. Concerns that the engineered structures in the area – such as the new $50,000 bulkhead 
installed by one property owner – may be undermined by dredging, resulting in structural 
failures and washouts.  Whose responsibility will it be to evaluate these possible impacts? 

 

. 
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SUMMARY OF SAMPLE ANALYSIS, NOVEMBER 2008
CITY OF ITHACA DREDGING STUDY
ERM PROJECT NO. 0080140

Boring Location Standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Sample ID TOGS 5.1.9: Ich-1 Ich-1 Ich-2 Ich-2 Ich-2 Ich-3 Ich-3 Ich-4 Ich-4 Ich-5 Ich-5 Ich-6 Ich-6 Ich-6 Ich-7
Sample Depth (ft) Class A 1-6 6-12 1-6 6-10 10-14 1-6 6-12 1-6 6-12 4-10 10-14 1-6 6-10 10-14 1-14
BTEX Compounds (µg/Kg)

Toluene BTEX <960 700 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
PAHs (µg/Kg)

2-Methylnaphthalene See Total PAHs NS -- -- -- 180 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 90 J
Acenaphthene See Total PAHs 20,000 -- -- -- 750 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 120 J

Acenaphthylene See Total PAHs 100,000 -- -- -- 92 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Anthracene See Total PAHs 100,000 -- -- -- 300 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 230 J

Benzo[a]anthracene See Total PAHs 1,000 170 J 140 J 150 J 610 -- 240 J -- 83 J -- -- -- 88 J -- -- 390 J
Benzo[a]pyrene See Total PAHs 1,000 170 J 140 J 170 J 510 -- 280 J -- 91 J -- -- -- 98 J -- -- 350 J

Benzo[b]fluoranthene See Total PAHs 1,000 230 J 240 J 300 J 650 -- 550 J -- 140 J -- -- -- 160 J -- -- 590
Benzo[g,h,i]perylene See Total PAHs 100,000 86 J -- 110 J 150 J -- 170 J -- 58 J -- -- -- 64 J -- -- 130 J

Benzo[k]fluoranthene See Total PAHs 800 110 J 90 J 140 J 270 J -- 190 J -- 60 J -- -- -- 71 J -- -- 210 J
Chrysene See Total PAHs 1,000 190 J 170 J 210 J 630 -- 350 J -- 99 J -- -- -- 120 J -- -- 460 J

Fluoranthene See Total PAHs 100,000 370 J 350 J 410 J 1100 -- 700 -- 210 J -- -- -- 220 J 65 J -- 1200
Fluorene See Total PAHs 30,000 -- -- -- 380 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 160 J

Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene See Total PAHs 500 63 J -- 71 J 65 J -- 100 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 70 J
Naphthalene See Total PAHs 12,000 -- -- -- 240 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 130 J

Phenanthrene See Total PAHs 100,000 170 J 230 J 180 J 1200 -- 280 J -- 91 J -- -- -- 92 J 71 J -- 1500
Pyrene See Total PAHs 100,000 290 J 330 J 330 J 1400 -- 630 J -- 160 J -- -- -- 180 J 54 J -- 1100

Total PAHs <4000 1849 1690 2071 8527 -- 3490 -- 992 -- -- -- 1093 190 -- 6730
Metals (mg/Kg)

Arsenic <8.2 13 3.5 6.5 5.6 2.8 3.3 5.4 2.1 4.3 2.2 4 1.3 J 4.5 2.3 2.5 4.8
Cadmium <1.2 2.5 -- 0.29 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

Chromium no standard 30 12 19 19 13 12 18 7.6 12 10 13 6.8 14 8.2 8.7 13
Copper <33 50 18 31 27 16 15 29 7.3 18 12 16 4.7 21 11 11 19

Lead <47 63 13 32 21 11 7.4 25 12 8.4 10 3.5 20 7.1 5.4 27
Mercury <0.17 0.18 0.055 J 0.3 0.076 J 0.18 0.047 0.076 J 0.033 J 0.043 J 0.043 J 0.15 0.087 J 0.047 J 0.03 J 0.031 J 0.13 J

Nickel no standard 30 17 26 26 19 18 24 10 17 14 19 9.1 20 12 13 18
Zinc no standard 109 68 98 97 61 58 100 31 60 46 57 30 70 42 37 70

PCB's (mg/Kg)
Aroclor 1254 Total PCB <0.1 0.10 -- 0.0657 -- 0.0294 0.0152 -- -- -- 0.0423 0.00546 J -- -- -- -- 0.0427

Total Organic Carbon (mg/Kg)
TOC 23,700 17,600 17,500 22,900 20,400 25,200 10,500 15,100 10,400 26,700 3,970 17,200 34,900 30,500 14,400

Notes

-- : Analyte not detected. J : Below the Practical Quantitation Limits (PQL).
µg/Kg: is equal to Parts Per Billion (ppb).
mg/Kg: is equal to Parts Per Million (ppm).
1-6 : sample composite interval in feet below sediment/water interface.

Part 375 Unrestricted
Soil Standards



SUMMARY OF SAMPLE ANALYSIS, NOVEMBER 2008
CITY OF ITHACA DREDGING STUDY
ERM PROJECT NO. 0080140

Boring Location Standards
Sample ID TOGS 5.1.9: 
Sample Depth (ft) Class A
BTEX Compounds (µg/Kg)

Toluene BTEX <960 700
PAHs (µg/Kg)

2-Methylnaphthalene See Total PAHs NS
Acenaphthene See Total PAHs 20,000

Acenaphthylene See Total PAHs 100,000
Anthracene See Total PAHs 100,000

Benzo[a]anthracene See Total PAHs 1,000
Benzo[a]pyrene See Total PAHs 1,000

Benzo[b]fluoranthene See Total PAHs 1,000
Benzo[g,h,i]perylene See Total PAHs 100,000

Benzo[k]fluoranthene See Total PAHs 800
Chrysene See Total PAHs 1,000

Fluoranthene See Total PAHs 100,000
Fluorene See Total PAHs 30,000

Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene See Total PAHs 500
Naphthalene See Total PAHs 12,000

Phenanthrene See Total PAHs 100,000
Pyrene See Total PAHs 100,000

Total PAHs <4000
Metals (mg/Kg)

Arsenic <8.2 13
Cadmium <1.2 2.5

Chromium no standard 30
Copper <33 50

Lead <47 63
Mercury <0.17 0.18

Nickel no standard 30
Zinc no standard 109

PCB's (mg/Kg)
Aroclor 1254 Total PCB <0.1 0.10

Total Organic Carbon (mg/Kg)
TOC

Notes

-- : Analyte not detected. J : Below the Practical Quantitation Limits (PQL).
µg/Kg: is equal to Parts Per Billion (ppb).
mg/Kg: is equal to Parts Per Million (ppm).
1-6 : sample composite interval in feet below sediment/water interface.

Part 375 Unrestricted
Soil Standards

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16
Ich-8 Ich-8 Ich-9 Ich-10 Ich-11 Ich-12 Ich-13 Ich-13 Ich-14 Ich-16
2-10 10-14 1-14 1-14 1-14 1-14 1-10 10-14 1-14 1-14

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.94 J --

-- 69 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

190 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
190 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
370 J -- -- -- -- -- 48 J -- -- --

80 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
190 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
240 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
440 J -- -- -- -- -- 63 J -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

230 J 68 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
400 J -- -- -- -- -- 59 J -- -- --

2330 137 -- -- -- -- 170 -- -- --

4.2 2.1 3.2 3 2.5 1.9 3.6 3.9 3.6 2.5
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

14 8.5 11 9.9 10 11 12 13 13 10
25 9.2 16 14 15 8.5 12 13 12 8
32 5 9.3 8.2 7.5 8.4 7.7 6.2 6.8 5.5

0.2 -- 0.072 J 0.037 J 0.027 J 0.024 J 0.082 J 0.037 J 0.029 J 0.058 J
19 12 16 14 15 16 17 17 20 15
80 39 48 42 42 47 52 55 47 43

0.0361 0.093 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

18,900 23,900 26,600 33,600 27,700 21,100 11,300 15,200 14,000 7,760



 

 Site Reconnaissance Report  EcoLogic, LLC 
 

Appendices 
 

Appendix C 

Regulatory Background and Process:  
Parkland Alienation and Conversion



 

 

 
38 

Appendix 2 - Checklist For Municipalities Considering Parkland Alienation 
 

 
1. What are the existing uses of the property being considered for alienation? 
 
 

• What is the character of the land?  What types of natural or manmade 
resources are present on or adjacent to the parcel?  For example: lakes, 
streams, forests, wetlands, scenic vistas, historic structures such as 
buildings or bridges, and archeological resources. 

 
 
• What kind of recreational opportunities exist on the parcel?  For example: 

ball fields, picnic benches, pavilions, swimming pools, boat launches and 
docks, etc. 

 
 
2. What are the current uses of the parkland?  How much is the public relying on the 

parkland for recreational activities?   
 

 
3. Are there adequate recreational opportunities within the municipality currently?  If 

the parkland in question is alienated? 
 
 
4. Are substitute lands being proposed if the parkland in question is diverted to 

another use?   
 
 

• If so, what is the location of the substitute parcel?   
 
 
• Will it accommodate the current users of the parkland being alienated? 

 
 
5. Is this parkland alienation being considered as part of a larger plan on a local, 

regional, or statewide level? 
 

 
6. What are the factors that led to the municipality considering the alienation of 

parklands? 
 
 
 
 
7. What is the proposed use of the parkland being considered for alienation? 

 
 

• Will this proposed use increase demand for recreational activities in the 
area?  For example, will the proposed use result in an increase in the 
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population of the area adding more individuals who would then seek 
recreational opportunities? 

 
 
8. Are there other locations that could accommodate that proposed use? 
 
 
9. Have the residents of the community had an opportunity to voice their opinion 

regarding the decision to alienate the parkland? 
 
 
10.  What is the appraised value of the parkland being considered for alienation?  The 

substitute parcel?   
 
 

• If the parkland has received Federal funding, do the appraisals meet the 
Federal Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions? 
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Appendix 3 - Parkland Alienation Form: Municipality Information 
 

Revised, December 2004 
 
 

 The following form should be completed by the Municipality that is seeking to 

alienate parkland. Copies should be provided to the Members of the Senate and Assembly 

who will be sponsoring the legislation authorizing the alienation and to the Regional 

Grants Representative of the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation.  
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Name of Municipality: _________________________________________________________________ 
 
Name of Park: _________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MUNICIPAL INFORMATION FORM 

 
Lands Being Alienated or Discontinued 

 
 
 1.  Has the alienation been reviewed under the State Environmental Quality Review Act or a 

comparable statute? 
 
 
 If so, and if the review documents provide the answers to the following questions, you may 

substitute the review documents for this questionnaire. 
 
 
 2. How did the Municipality acquire the parklands being alienated? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. When were the parklands acquired? 
 

 
 
4. What is, in acres, the size of the park in which the lands being alienated are located? 
 

 
 
5. What is its name (if not given above)?  Has the park ever been called something else? 
 

 
 
 6. What is the size, in acres, of the specific parcel being alienated? 
 
 
 
 7. Were State or federal funds used in the acquisition or development of any portion of the park in 

which the lands being alienated are located?  If the answer is "Yes" please provide some details 
about the amount of the grant, its source, date of award and for what purpose it was used. 

 
 
 
 
 
 8. How are the lands to be alienated currently used?



 
 9. Are there any structures 50 years old or older on the property?  Are any of the 

structures listed on the State or National Register of Historic Places?  Does the 
property contain archeological resources? 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
10. Does the property contain wetlands, streams, significant habitats, or other similar 

features? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. What is the reason the lands are being alienated? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. Describe any alternatives which would make the alienation unnecessary and why 

they were rejected. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13. How will any remaining parklands be affected by the alienation? 
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14. What impacts, including aesthetic, historic, environmental, social, cultural and 
recreational impacts, will the alienation of these parklands have on the surrounding 
neighborhood? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15. What public facility will provide residents of the community with park resources and 

recreational facilities to take the place of those being alienated? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16. Will other lands be dedicated for park purposes to replace those being alienated?  If 

so, please answer the questions on the next page. 
 
 
 
 
Date:                        Signed:                                         . 
 
                                Title:                                         . 
      For the Municipality  
 
 
Please provide a survey map of the property being alienated and a map, such as a 
tax map or street map, showing its general location in the community.   
In addition, you are invited to include with this questionnaire any photos or other 
documents which will better enable us to understand this proposal.  Kindly send this 
information to the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation�s Regional 
Grant Representative for your area. 
 
Send a copy of this form to the Members of the Senate and the Assembly who will 
sponsor the parkland alienation legislation.   
 
In addition, please send a copy of the form to: Counsel�s Office, 19th Floor, Office of 
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, Agency Bldg. #1, Empire State Plaza, 
Albany, NY 12238 
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Lands Proposed As Replacement 
(If applicable) 

 
 

 1. Describe the location and setting of the lands proposed as replacement in 
relation to the lands being alienated. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 2. Give their approximate size. 
 
 

 3. How are the lands currently used? Who owns the lands? Describe any facilities 
located on the lands. 

 
 
 
 
 4. Have they ever been used for park and/or recreational purposes?  
 
 
 
 5. What facilities and/or uses does the Municipality plan for the lands? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 6. Describe any natural or cultural resources on the lands in question (streams, 

wetlands, significant habitats, historic or archeological resources). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 7. As a best guess, are the lands approximately equivalent in fair market value and 
potential for recreational usefulness to those being alienated or converted? 
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Appendix 4 � Format and Outline of  NEPA Environmental Assessment for Conversion Proposals 
 
Conversion proposals must be reviewed and approved by the National Park Service 
(NPS) in accordance with Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 
(L&WCF) and 36 CFR Part 59.  The national policy concerning the assessment of 
environmental impacts of federal and federally funded actions is contained in the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).  Environmental review documents 
must address both the conversion and replacement (substitute) properties.  These 
documents are required in order for NPS to complete their review under NEPA.  At a 
minimum, preparation of an Environmental Assessment is required for all conversion 
projects.   

 
An Environmental Assessment should be concise.   The length of an EA will be 
dependent on the complexity of the proposal.  However, an environmental assessment 
must contain sufficient information for the reviewer to understand the project, its impacts 
and mitigation.  An EA also should contain figures or other attachments felt to be 
pertinent to the understanding of the proposal.   
 
Note:  An Environmental Assessment is prepared to assist NPS in their 
determination of significance.  This means either a decision to prepare an EIS or 
issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  With complex and controversial 
projects, it is recommended that the sponsor give significant consideration to the 
preparation of an EIS.  Environmental Assessments addressing complex or 
controversial projects often are essentially equivalent in both form and content to an 
EIS.  Moving to the preparation of an EIS early in the process can significantly 
facilitate review and full compliance with public participation requirements.  
Decisions regarding the preparation of an EIS should be made in consultation with 
OPRHP. 
 
The following is an outline for a NEPA Environmental Assessment: 
 
• Title Page 

[Includes name of conversion, names of person(s) who prepared EA, date, 
contact information] 

 
• Table of Contents 
 
• Introduction  
 
• Proposed Action 

[This section includes a complete description of the proposal.   The purpose and 
need for the project, a description of what the project is designed to accomplish 
and who is proposing the project.] 
 
 



 

 

45

• Environmental Setting 
[This section describes the environmental setting of the project.  It includes a 
description of existing conditions and use.  At a minimum is should include a map 
which shows the entire park, the boundaries of the parcel to be converted and the 
location of the replacement parcel. Include other maps of the existing conditions as 
well as any proposed improvements, as needed.  The section should also include a 
description of the replacement property, including its environmental value relative to 
the conversion parcel.  This section should also describe the �legal� setting as well 
(e.g., easements, historical documents, title considerations).] 
 

• Alternatives Considered 
[A description of all reasonable alternatives considered in developing the proposal.  A 
range of alternatives needs to be considered.  The issues should be defined and a 
discussion of their pros and cons included.  Discuss the basis for the choice between 
the alternatives. The amount of information must be sufficient to allow NPS and the 
public to identify the alternative which maximizes or avoids adverse environmental 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable and still meets the project's objectives.]   

 
• Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

[This section is a comparison of the exiting conditions and the direct or indirect 
changes, whether beneficial or adverse, which are anticipated as a result of 
implementing the proposed action.  This section should discuss impacts on both the 
park affected by the project and the replacement parcel.  Discuss the beneficial and 
adverse impacts of the project on the parkland remaining after the conversion as well.  
Cumulative impacts of future phases or other related actions should also be discussed.  
Any mitigation measures designed to minimize environmental harm, such as erosion 
controls, energy conservation measures, etc. should be described in this section.  
Discuss anticipated impacts on the following elements: Land use (project site and 
surrounding area), fish and wildlife, vegetation, geology and soils, mineral resources, 
air and water quality, water resources/hydrology/wetlands, historic/archeological 
resources, transportation/access, consumption of energy resources, and socio-
economic effects.] 

 
• Consultation and Coordination 

[Include a listing of agencies and persons consulted.  Include information on public 
outreach and public comments, and concerns.] 

 
• References 

[Provide all references cited in the EA in a consistent format.] 
 
Contact regarding Environmental Assessment: 
Tom Lyons 
Director, Environmental Management Bureau 
(518) 474-0409 
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Draft memorandum to Lisa Nicholas (City of Ithaca), 
from Terra Sturn; Barry Pendergrass, Kari Gathen, Esq. (NYSDOS) 

dated June 18, 2009



DRAFT  MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:       June 18, 2009 
To:          Lisa Nicholas, City of Ithaca 
From:     Terra Sturn; Barry Pendergrass, Kari Gathen, Esq. 
Subject:  Dredge Material Disposal Options 
 
The following serves to highlight important points concerning evaluation of alternatives for 
dredged material disposal with emphasis on Public Trust concerns.  The Department of State is 
providing this information as requested by the City of Ithaca as guidance under our Environmental 
Protection Fund grant, NYS contract number C006737.  These comments are in reference to the: 
Draft report, Site Reconnaissance, Ithaca Dredging Project, dated March, 2009, or other project 
documents as cited below. 
 
Certain alternatives identified in the Draft Report decision matrix may be problematic due to 
environmental issues and/or ownership and the public trust.  Therefore, careful consideration of the 
viability of alternatives for managing dredged material must respond to these issues in subsequent 
evaluations.  These issues are related to: 
 
A) The ‘preferred alternative’ as identified and described in the 3/19/09 EcoLogic, LLC Draft 
Dredge Material Siting Report (p. 7) and as further presented in the EcoLogic Draft Site 
Reconnaissance Report, March 2009 (pp. 28-29). 
 
B) The ‘constructed wetland or offshore island alternative’ – see matrix (p. 31 of Draft Report).   
 
1. Regarding the Public Trust, one important constraint affecting evaluation of project alternatives 
involves ownership.  Three types of public property ownership interests may be affected here: 
 

a. Public trust lands (i.e. the underwater lands) 
b. Public trust waters (i.e. “navigable waters of the State” upon which the public has the 
right to pass and use) 
c. Public trust resources (living aquatic resources) 

 
The public trust doctrine is partially codified in NYS Public Lands Law, Section 75 for judicial 
decisions, unless otherwise stated. 
 

• Public trust doctrine (dating to Roman law and established through English common law in 
this country) provides that public trust lands, waters, and living resources are held by a State 
in trust for the benefit of all the people, and establishes the right of the public to fully enjoy 
[these resources] for a wide variety of recognized public uses. 

 
• The acreage of Allan Treman State Park is controlled by the Office of Parks, Recreation and 

Historic Preservation, and the underwater lands of Cayuga Lake are held by the Office of 
General Services (“OGS”) in the public trust. (See New York State Water Resources 
Commission v. Liberman, 37 A.D.2d 484 (1971) appeal dismissed 30 NY2d 516).  Cayuga 
Lake is navigable, and the ownership of the land under the waters thereof is held by the 



State in its sovereign capacity in trust for the people of the State. (Id.); see also Stewart v. 
Turney, 237 N.Y. 117 (1923)). 

 
• OGS has the designated responsibility in administering state owned underwater lands. 

(Public Lands Law section 75). 
 

• Placing fill in Cayuga Lake would require an easement or land grant obtained from the 
Commissioner (of General Services) and subject to conditions of Environmental 
Conservation Law Article 15.  An applicant intending to conduct filling activity and to 
obtain any right or title thereafter, must first apply for either a grant or easement to the land 
under water.  Much of the submerged land beneath the State's navigable waters is owned by 
the State itself, including Cayuga Lake.  Under Section 75 of the Public Lands Law, OGS is 
authorized to issue grants and leases of underwater land in State ownership to the owner of 
the adjacent upland.   

 
• Environmental Conservation Law section 15-0505 is the primary statute which regulates 

filling in the navigable waters of the State and in adjacent marshes or wetlands.  It provides 
that "no person shall, without a permit, excavate or place fill below the mean high water 
level in any of the navigable waters of the State, or in marshes, estuaries, tidal marshes, and 
wetlands" adjacent to the navigable waters, which are inundated at mean high water level or 
tide.  (Environmental Conservation Law section 15-0505 (1); see also Navigation Law 
section 31). 
 

• Before granting a permit pursuant to Section 15-0505, the Department of Environmental 
Conservation is required to ascertain the probable effect of the proposed project on the use 
of such waters for navigation, the public health, safety and welfare and on the natural 
resources of the State.  (Environmental Conservation Law section 15-0505(3)).     

 
•  A grant or easement could only be issued to an adjacent upland landowner and can be used 

only for a ‘water dependent’ purpose.  A dewatering site is not a water dependent use as 
upland siting of such a facility or use is technically possible.  Further, a grant or easement 
would require a significant public purpose benefitting the people of the State, exceptions do 
not generally involve activities or structures which permanently occupy underwater lands. 

 
2.  Other concerns are habitat, natural resources, and social values.  Under the two alternatives 
above, significant quantities of sediment would be placed in the waters of Cayuga Lake. 
 

• Depositing this material would permanently destroy existing aquatic and benthic habitat.  
• Previous disposal of dredged material has already compromised lake side habitat and 

wetlands in the vicinity of the mouth of Cayuga Inlet, and these disturbances could be 
aggravated by additional sediment placement. 

• Cayuga Lake is arguably the area’s most valuable natural resource, tourism attraction and 
source of recreational activity.  It is in the interest of the City to preserve its Lake resources 
as much as possible. 



• While current public opinion on the issue of constructed wetlands, islands, and expanded 
parkland may be favorable, until an EIS is completed the public may not be in possession of 
all of the facts which bear on the issues, including the cumulative and secondary impacts.   

• A proposal for wetlands construction on state owned underwater lands using dredged 
material is problematic and likely infeasible. 

• The area identified in the report is already a valuable lacustrine (lake) habitat.   
• The proposed area is an important type of wetland.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

which implements the national standard wetlands classification system (or Cowardin 
system), recognizes lacustrine as a distinctive wetland type with associated habitat value.  
The area of Cayuga Lake outlined on the map adjacent to Stewart Park (Draft Site 
Reconnaissance Report, p. 6) would largely be classified as an ‘aquatic bed’ of a ‘lacustrine 
system’. 

  
3.  Creating or restoring wetlands is a major engineering undertaking, requiring significant 
expertise with regard to hydrology, biogeochemical processes, botanical and other biological 
requirements.  The following points illustrate some of the difficulties encountered with constructed 
wetlands: 

 
• The presence of sediment is not sufficient to create a functional wetland or biological 

community. 
• Wetland creation is subject to a high failure rate and demands a significant long term 

commitment. Many wetland construction projects have been known to fail and where they 
do succeed it can take much trial and error and many years to achieve characteristic wetland 
functions.  Success requires detailed design and site specific planning under long term 
supervision and expert management. 

• There is potential that constructed wetland fill could create unintended problems which do 
not presently exist and some scientists have suggested potential ecological risks and harm to 
wildlife in poorly managed wetland construction projects. 

• The additional management and resource commitments are expensive and wetland 
construction may not be economically viable or cost efficient. 

• The majority of successful wetland construction projects are those where there is still some 
remnant wetland that can be restored, where seed stocks and hydric soils still exist to some 
degree, creating favorable conditions for restoration.  In general, successful wetland 
restoration involves restoration of flood conditions or alternating wet/dry cycles to a 
previously disrupted system, as opposed to adding sediment to ‘build’ new wetlands in an 
open water area.  “Wetland restoration and creation proposals must be viewed with great 
care, particularly where promises are made to “restore” or “recreate” a natural system in 
exchange for a permit to destroy or degrade an existing more or less natural system”  [See 
executive summary from ‘Wetland Creation and Restoration’, Kusler, J. and Kentula M., 
1990.]  [See also ‘Wetlands’, Mitch & Gosselink for more information on wetlands and 
constructed wetlands.   This volume is considered the ‘wetlands bible’ by those in the field.] 

 
4. Methods for beneficial re-use of dredged materials should be included when evaluating project 
alternatives.  Options may exist for selling dredged materials for construction, landfill application, 
brown field restoration, soil amendments, etc.  The benefits of beneficial reuse opportunities may 
outweigh the cost advantages of lower cost disposal options. 



 
5.  Maintenance dredging is a periodic operation and alternatives should consider viable long term 
processes.  It is unlikely continuous filling in public waters could be maintained.  Future 
projections for dredged material processing should be included in alternative evaluations. 
 
6.  Remote siting alternatives need to be investigated and should be included in the evaluation 
matrix.  These should be explored with associated cost estimates for comparison with the other 
viable options.  Eventually, if no appropriate adjacent site can be located or negotiated with other 
parties, a remote dewatering site may be the best alternative irrespective of the reduced cost 
efficiency of the more distant location. 
 
7.  We agree with the recommendation of the project advisory committee that report documents 
should begin to be packaged as an EIS in order to clarify alternatives, facilitate decision-making 
and to help simplify project documentation later on. 
 
8.  Report documents should reference any existing planning documents which contain information 
on long-term solutions to the dredging need and requirements for the affected waterways.  Upland 
sources of excessive sediment loading to the waterways must be comprehensively addressed in 
order to reduce future dredging needs, associated costs, and resource and use conflicts arising from 
space requirements for sediment disposal.  Land uses and construction practices that are 
contributing to the sedimentation should be identified or referenced from previous reports.  If 
agricultural or urban runoff is contributing excessive sediment loads it should be identified and 
information sources should be cited.  Previous recommendations to identify sediment sources and 
mitigate the problems should be referenced.  Taking a watershed view is paramount in keeping the 
ecosystem-based management (EBM) principles espoused by New York State and referenced in the 
EcoLogic report.  Watershed conservation also embraces the stated desire for a long term solution 
and protection of the interests of the City of Ithaca and the surrounding region. 
 
 
 
 




