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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Project Need and Benefit 

Due in large part to the difficulty in identifying an appropriate upland disposal site (UDS) – a site 
to hold and dewater the removed sediments until they are suitable for other uses -the dredging 
required to maintain the Flood Control Channel at its design capacity has not happened in a 
systematic manner, and has not occurred at all in many years.  Dredging of Cayuga Inlet last 
occurred in 1982. According to the NYS Department of Transportation (1981), this most-recent 
dredging effort encompassed only sections of the Barge Canal system due to the lack of upland 
disposal capacity.  

There are three primary reasons why removal of sediment deposited in the lower reaches of 
Cayuga Inlet and Cascadilla Creek is necessary:   

• To restore channel capacity for flood protection.  The Flood Control Channel was 
built by the US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) between 1965 and 1970 in response to 
major flood events.  The project, which includes the 300’ wide by 15’ deep Flood Control 
Channel and the levee system, was engineered to protect low-lying areas from a 100-year 
flood event.  While variable along the length of the channel, preliminary estimates are 
that more than 60% of the design capacity has been lost.  The ACOE applied a hydraulic 
model to estimate the land area at risk of flooding during an extreme precipitation event, 
given the current channel conditions; this preliminary analysis demonstrates that 
substantial land areas adjacent to Cayuga Inlet and the Flood Control Channel are at risk 
of inundation. Additional modeling will be completed in 2010 to refine the map of land 
area at risk of inundation and the projected depth of inundation. The ACOE model will 
also quantify the return frequency of storm that could be handled by the current channel 
capacity.   

• To mitigate the existing significant impediments to navigational use.  The Canal 
Corporation finds a channel width of 100’ and depth of 10’ to be acceptable for 
navigation within their jurisdiction.  Many places in the Inlet do not meet this standard 
for navigation.  Some regions of the lower reaches of Cayuga Inlet and Cascadilla Creek 
have five feet or less of overlying water depth.  The Cayuga Inlet has the highest 
concentration of boat traffic in the county and many boat facilities are dependent on a 
navigable channel to Cayuga Lake.  The loss of channel depth has affected the size of 
boats, the duration of the boating season and the ability of residents and tourists to 
frequent waterfront businesses. Boaters report financial losses from damaged propellers 
and engines and the costs associated with getting towed out of the mud. Owners of the 
marinas reported lost revenue and significant non-reimbursable efforts required to 
maintain a level of service to customers.  

• To preserve the economic vitality of the waterfront area.  The communities of 
Tompkins County have long recognized the current and potential value of the waterfront 
to the economy of the region and have taken actions to preserve and promote it.  These 
actions have included developing a Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan, City rezoning 
of the waterfront, public investment in the Cayuga Waterfront Trail, city parks and 
docking and parking facilities, improvements to the farmer’s market, the Allan H. Treman 
State Marine Park Master Plan.  Millions of dollars in public and private investment in 
waterfront properties continue to increase their present and potential economic value.  
Property values in the waterfront are high- illustrated by the fact that despite nearly 97% 
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waterfront properties being tax exempt, annual tax revenues from the remaining 3% of 
properties is over 2 million dollars.  In 2008, water-dependent businesses generated over 
2 million dollars in sales (nearly $700,000 of which came from docking fees).   An 
impairment that reduces the use, enjoyment or function of the waterway will diminish its 
current and future economic value.   

Jurisdictional and Regulatory Responsibilities  

The issues of ownership and maintenance responsibility are complex, and vary by segment of the 
waterway. There are four entities with primary responsibly for this project: 

• United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE): The ACOE constructed the Flood 
Control Channel (designated as the stream segment extending from the outlet at Cayuga 
Lake south to the end of the channel) and associated levee system.  The ACOE 
periodically (usually annually) participates in joint inspections of the Federal risk 
management project with the sponsor (NYSDEC) to evaluate overall project conditions 
and the adequacy of their operation and maintenance efforts.  An inspection rating of 
"Minimally Acceptable" or better is necessary for the project to remain active in the 
ACOE Rehabilitation and Inspection Program (RIP).  Projects that remain active in the 
RIP may be eligible for Federal assistance if they are damaged by a major storm or flood 
event.  Projects that are inactive are ineligible for such assistance.  Risks associated with 
project deficiencies are communicated by ACOE to project stakeholders.  ACOE may 
provide emergency operations assistance prior to or during a flood event, whether a 
project is active or inactive. 

• New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).  
Responsibility for maintenance of the flood control portion of the waterways was 
conveyed to New York State upon completion, through the NYSDEC. NYSDEC is 
responsible on behalf of the State of New York for all dredging necessary for flood 
control.   

• New York State Canal Corporation  The Canal Corporation is responsible for 
maintaining a navigation channel in Cayuga Inlet from the Buffalo St. Bridge to the 
lighthouse.   

• City of Ithaca   The City has responsibility for “ordinary maintenance” of the flood 
control channel, which has included mowing, brush removal and other work along the 
banks of the channel. 

Work in the streams will require a joint permit from NYSDEC and the ACOE. Disposal sites may 
require ACOE permitting as well, depending on the extent to which wetland or riparian areas are 
present at the selected site(s). The Canal Corporation must issue a permit for work in their 
jurisdictional stretch of Cayuga Inlet. Additional permits or approvals may be needed depending 
on the final design for transport and ultimate disposal.  

Other Stakeholders  

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. Stakeholder interest may be through ownership of a stream segment, 
responsibility for stream maintenance to mitigate impairment for a specific use, permitting 
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authority, general environmental stewardship, economic interest, or recreational interests. Agency 
representatives have been active participants in DPAC, including Canal Corporation, ACOE, 
NYSDEC, Soil & Water Conservation District, local elected officials, City of Ithaca Departments 
of Planning, Engineering, Public Works, and Water. Several representatives of the economic 
stakeholders are represented on the DPAC; including owners and operators of the marinas, 
boating interests, and the Chamber of Commerce. Finally, there exists a well-organized local 
network committed to the wise stewardship of Cayuga Lake and its watershed; their interests are 
represented on the DPAC by the Cayuga Lake Watershed Network. 

Amount and Composition of Sediment to be Removed  

The original ACOE design dimensions of the Flood Control Channel are 350 wide and 15’ deep.  
Based on recent NYS Canal Corporation soundings of water depth, approximately 470,000 cubic 
yards (cy) of accumulated sediment material must be removed in order to restore the Flood 
Control Channel to this original design capacity.  An additional 25,000 cy of material must be 
removed from Cascadilla Creek in order to restore navigational use to this segment of the 
waterway.  

In 2008 and 2009, the City undertook a comprehensive sediment sampling and analysis program 
to characterize the sediments to be removed.  The results showed that the sediment is 
predominantly “Class A” or uncontaminated, that it has a low organic content and that it is 
primarily clay.  This means that once removed, the materials will not require any special handling 
for contaminants, that they are not expected to produce an objectionable odor and that they will 
require a relatively long time to dewater due to the small grain size of clay.  

Removal of sediment from the lower tributaries will likely extend over several years, depending 
on the capacity of the dewatering site and the availability and type of dredging equipment.  The 
Canal Corporation has recommended phasing the dredging project to first mitigate the impaired 
navigational use. To create a corridor for navigation (estimated 100’ wide and 10’ deep) along the 
deepest portion of the channel would require removal of between 70,000 and 100,000 cy of 
material. This approach may be reflected in decisions regarding project phasing.  

Sources of Sediment 

The origin of the sediment load carried by the southern tributaries to Cayuga Lake has been the 
focus of several intensive investigations. Results are conclusive; the major source of sediment in 
the waterways is the erosion of the streams’ beds and banks and not current land use practices. 
The watershed was cleared for agricultural use in the 19th century and sediment eroded from the 
landscape was stored in the streambed. Agricultural land uses have been in decline since the early 
part of the 20th century, and much of the cleared land has reverted to shrub and forest. This region 
of Central NY has experienced only modest growth in residential and commercial areas outside of 
the city limits. While it is beyond the scope of this inventory to estimate the absolute magnitude 
of each contributing source of sediment, it is clear that current land use practices, while always 
subject to improvement, are not a major contributing factor.  

Potential energy of the streams, a consequence of the change in elevation from the headwaters to 
the lake, is dissipated by eroding and transporting sediments in the streambed and banks. This 
phenomenon primarily occurs during high flow conditions; however, streams may continually 
pick up and carry sediments as they traverse highly erodible soil lenses such as the clays in 
Sixmile Creek valley.  
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Project Components and Duration   

The dredging project has three components: 

• Physical removal of the sediment from the waterway.  Sediment removal can be 
accomplished by mechanical or hydraulic dredging.  The Canal Corporation employs a 
hydraulic dredge for maintenance dredging; the hydraulic dredge will be used to remove 
deposited sediments in Cayuga Inlet within the confines of the Canal Corporation 
jurisdiction. It is anticipated that removal of the vast majority of deposited sediments 
required to restore the flood control capacity will also be accomplished using a hydraulic 
dredge. Selected areas, for example, the marina slips on Cascadilla Creek, may be 
suitable for mechanical dredging. 

• Dewatering of removed sediment in a suitable Upland Disposal Site (UDS).  Once 
removed, the sediments must be dewatered for a period 6 months to one year before they 
can be removed and used for another purpose.  A project of this size (470,000+ cubic 
yards of sediments) will require the construction of large dewatering basin(s) on a site of 
at least 20 acres.  A suitable Upland Disposal Site (UDS) for dewatering should be 
designed to accommodate immediate as well as future dredging needs.   

• Removal of dewatered sediment from UDS and/or reuse of the dewatered sediment 
for a beneficial use.  Once dewatered, there are several options for using the material.  
The selection of a materials handling and dewatering site and agreements among the 
agency stakeholders, along with permit restrictions and funding constraints, will 
ultimately determine the timetable, magnitude and phasing of the dredging project. Under 
realistic conditions, the project would likely extend over a period of at least four years, 
with the first year required to prepare the dewatering site and construct the sedimentation 
basins. The time required to remove the deposited sediment will depend on its texture 
(particle size distribution), the size and configuration of the settling basin(s), the size and 
efficiency of the dredge and other factors. For benchmarking, consider that the average 
production rate for the Canal Corporation sediment removal by hydraulic dredging within 
their jurisdictional area is approximately 150,000 cy per season (Steven P. Eidt P.E., 
Division Canal Engineer, NYS Canal Corporation, personal communication December 
10, 2009). In another recent example, hydraulic dredging of Lake Algonquin in southern 
Hamilton County achieved approximately 80,000 cy per season between 2005 and 2009. 
Once the channel capacity is restored, maintenance dredging is recommended to recur 
every three years to remove the accumulated sediment; the amount of material 
accumulating over this shorter period will vary based on rainfall events and conditions in 
the upland watershed. Current estimates are that sediment removal of approximately 
30,000 – 50,000 cy would be removed every three years. This would allow a smaller-
scale dewatering operation and provide ample time for the material to dry.   

Selection of a UDS - Sediment Dewatering and Processing Site  

Identification of a site or sites to handle dredged material has been the major impediment 
preventing periodic dredging to maintain channel capacity and navigational use of Cayuga Inlet 
and adjacent waterways such as lower Cascadilla Creek. The challenge of balancing competing 
uses for ecosystem services is evident. Boating and economic development interests demand that 
the channel be maintained. The thriving waterfront district, much of which was created by 
previous deposition of dredged materials, has accelerated community demand for recreational 
access and amenities.  Remaining undeveloped parcels are rare and highly valued for their 
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economic development potential.  As the City of Ithaca continues to develop, the collective 
investment in property and structures increases. The potential losses from flooding consequently 
spiral ever upward.  

Ideally, the City and other stakeholders will identify a disposal site or strategy that could receive 
dredged materials on a recurring basis. A permanent dewatering site could receive dredged 
materials on a routine or periodic basis.  

Site selection criteria include the following: 

• Size (optimal: at least 20 acres, based on ACOE guidance provided at DPAC)  
• Distance from center of mass of material to be removed (optimal: within one-half mile, 

maximum, within one mile for hydraulic dredging without a booster pump) 
• Ownership (optimal: City of Ithaca) 
• Technical feasibility  
• Potential impacts on waters of the United States, including the presence and potential 

impact on regulated wetlands, as inferred from 2008 aerial photographs  
• Feasibility of acquiring permits and approvals (regulatory feasibility)   
• Need for extraordinary approvals, e.g. action by NYS legislature for alienation of 

parklands  
• Permanence of the solution 
• Consistency with City’s economic development strategy 
• Consistency with master plans for parks and waterfront  
• Significance and duration of displaced uses 
• Impacts on the use and conservation of energy resources  
• Acceptability to the public  

Evaluation of alternatives 
 
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. 
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Alternatives Rationale: 
Cass Park 
Size: 4 parcels, total 102 acres 

 

Pro:   Ownership, size and location  

Con:  The configuration of the infrastructure (pool, skating rink, ball fields, 
etc.) is incompatible with a site for dredged 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:   Ownership, size and location 

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 would 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  

Pro: Ownership, size and location – could be combined with a portion of 
Allan H. Treman State Marine Park to make a larger site. 

Con: 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  

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 State Marine Park.  Could be combined with the 
city-owned “Festival Lands” parcel. 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.  
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Alternatives Rationale: 
NYS DOT Facility 
Size: 5.3 acres 

 

Pro:  Location  

Con:  Ownership and Size.  Small size and extent of site development make 
it not feasible for handling large amounts of sediment, or sediment 
slurry from hydraulic dredging. The DOT is planning to vacate the 
site, but this process may take years. Once the DOT leaves the site, 
this waterfront parcel will be an attractive area for economic 
development. 

Expand parkland and/or create 
islands in Cayuga Lake 
Size: undetermined. 
(Consider that 100,000 cubic 
yd 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 (northern area 
of this site under consideration)  
Size: 64.6 acres 

  

Pro:   Ownership, size and potential for long term use.  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 the Site 
Characterization Report have recently been completed and wetlands 
delineation and jurisdictional determination are underway.   

Con:  Location and future development plans.  The City intends to use this 
site for future residential development. Site is beyond the ideal range 
for a hydraulic dredging operation (the northern portions of the site 
are located approximately 1.5 miles 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 
right-of-way would be required for a portion of the pipeline route.   
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1.  Site Survey Showing Extent of Project Boundary 

The project boundary (Figure 1) encompasses the Cayuga Inlet from the confluence with Cayuga 
Lake to the West Buffalo Street Bridges on Inlet Island in the City of Ithaca, including Cascadilla 
Creek upstream to the Route 13 Bridge.  Fall Creek from the confluence with Cayuga Lake 
upstream to the Route 13 Bridge is also included within the project boundary.  

2.  Ownership/Grant/Lease Status of Lands Incorporated Into the Design 
 
The ownership status of the waterways and specific parcels considered for sediment handling 
and/or disposal are addressed in subsequent sections of this document. Within the municipal 
boundaries of the City of Ithaca, ownership of upland parcels may be divided into four classes:  
private, government, other tax-exempt, and utilities/railroads (Figure 1).  Based on 2002 data 
analysis1, the ownership of land in the City of Ithaca was distributed as follows: 
 
Private ownership – 27.8% 
Government ownership (including state and local parks) – 62.0% 
Other tax-exempt – 6.5% 
Utilities and railroads – 3.7% 

Note that these figures do not include lands underwater. The lands underlying the waters of 
Cayuga Lake are owned by the State of New York, and administered by the Office of General 
Services. These lands are held in trust for the benefit of the people of the State of New York.  

3.  Technical Approach: Selection of Dredging Techniques 

Sediment removal can be accomplished by mechanical or hydraulic dredging.  Mechanical 
dredging uses a clamshell bucket on a boom. Sediment can be removed to a distance of 30 – 40 
meters from the shoreline, or from a barge-mounted mechanical dredge. This technique can result 
in an uneven bottom profile.  Production rates tend to be slow and sediment is suspended in the 
water column during dredging, creating high turbidity.  Mechanical dredges are mobile and can 
easily be moved from between locations.  They are also highly maneuverable, and can remove 
sediment from confined areas such as docks and marinas. The sediment removed by a mechanical 
dredge must be transported for dewatering and disposal. Uncontaminated (Class A) sediments can 
be dewatered on a barge prior to transport for disposal; this technique results in visible turbidity 
in the receiving waters. It is anticipated that marinas and a segment of the Inlet extending from 
the Boatyard Grill to Buffalo Street may be mechanically dredged.  

Hydraulic dredges are popular due to their speed and ability to remove large quantities of 
sediment.  There are several types of hydraulic dredges including the suction dredge, the hopper, 
the dustpan, and the cutter-head dredge. The cutter head dredge is the most practical and is the 
one most often used. The dredging machinery is incorporated onto a floating barge. A cutter with 
steel blades dislodges the sediments, and a centrifugal pump draws a mixture of sediment and 
water (called the slurry) into a pipe, which sends the slurry to an upland basin where the water is 
drained off and the sediments are left to dry. Hydraulic dredges create significantly less turbidity.  

The Canal Corporation employs a hydraulic dredge for maintenance dredging throughout New 
York State to remove accumulated sediment; this process will be used to restore navigability of 
                                                 
1 Cayuga Lake LWRP, pg. 19 
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the navigation channel within the Canal Corporation jurisdiction where practical.  It is anticipated 
that the vast majority of sediment deposited in the Inlet and Flood Control Channel will be 
removed by hydraulic dredging.  

The selection of a materials handling and dewatering site and agreements among the agency 
stakeholders, along with permit restrictions and funding constraints, will ultimately determine the 
timetable, magnitude and phasing of the dredging project. At this time, the project is envisioned 
to encompass an initial phase to first mitigate the navigational impairment, and ultimately restore 
the channel capacity for flood control. This will likely require at least three years of active 
dredging, following construction of large dewatering basin(s) on a site of at least 20 acres.  
Subsequent to this large operation to mitigate the deferred maintenance, a smaller on-going 
maintenance dredging operation is envisioned to periodically (at least every three years) remove 
accumulated sediment. A smaller footprint area would be required for this phase of the operation. 
Alternative dewatering technologies, such as the use of geotextile tubes, will be evaluated. 

Under realistic conditions, the project would likely extend over a period of at least four years, 
with the first year required to prepare the dewatering site and construct the sedimentation basins. 
The time required to remove the deposited sediment will depend on its texture (particle size 
distribution), the size and configuration of the settling basin(s), the size and efficiency of the 
dredge and other factors. For benchmarking, consider that the average production rate for the 
Canal Corporation sediment removal by hydraulic dredging within their jurisdictional area is 
approximately 150,000 cy per season (Steven P. Eidt P.E., Division Canal Engineer, NYS Canal 
Corporation, personal communication December 10, 2009). In another recent example, hydraulic 
dredging of Lake Algonquin in Hamilton County NY achieved approximately 80,000 cy per 
season between 2005 and 2009. Once the channel capacity is restored, maintenance dredging is 
recommended to recur every three years to remove the accumulated sediment; the amount of 
material accumulating over this shorter period will vary based on rainfall events and conditions in 
the upland watershed. Current estimates are that sediment removal of approximately 30,000 – 
50,000 cy would be removed every three years. This would allow a smaller-scale dewatering 
operation and provide ample time for the material to dry.   

4.  Potential Sites for Processing and/or Disposal of Dredged Materials 

Several potential sites have been identified within the City of Ithaca (Figure 1). Initial sites were 
screened based on distance from the mass of material to be dredged, site ownership, and size of 
the parcel. The Canal Corporation provided information regarding their dredging equipment; this 
information was used to inform an analysis of the technological constraints on alternatives.  Other 
significant issues considered include the carbon footprint (effects on the use and conservation of 
energy resources), whether the alternative is consistent with ecosystem-based management 
principles, potential for impact on the waters of the United States, consistency with economic 
development strategies, public acceptance, and the displacement of uses from sites used for 
sediment handling and/or disposal.   

Southwest Area  Allan H. Treman State Marine Park 
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 Figure 1.  Project Boundary for Potential Sediment Removal (Dredging) and Potential 
Dewatering Sites.   
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5.  Sources of Sediment  

The natural process of sediment accumulation in lakes is controlled by the amount of 
precipitation (both average and extreme events) and the susceptibility of the watershed landscape 
to erosion.  Susceptibility to erosion includes both natural geomorphic factors of slopes, soil 
types, and basin orientation, and human-related factors of land use, vegetative cover and drainage 
networks. In general, a vegetated landscape, such as forest and meadow, will stabilize soils and 
resist erosion, while activities that expose soils to wind and rain, including tilled agriculture and 
construction, will increase erosion. Impervious surfaces in a watershed increase the volume and 
velocity of runoff and consequently the potential for soil loss.  

To move from this general characterization of sedimentation in lakes to an understanding of the 
reasons for the substantial amount of sediment deposited in the southern tributaries to Cayuga 
Lake, it is necessary to consider three factors: the glacial history of the Finger Lakes, the history 
of watershed land use and the science of fluvial geomorphology. Fluvial geomorphology predicts 
how riverine systems will dissipate potential energy and move toward equilibrium. 

The eleven Finger Lakes were formed by glaciers, which advanced through Central New York at 
least three times. The Hudson Ice Sheet of the Wisconsin glacial stage retreated about 10,000 to 
12,000 years ago.  The glacial ice carved a deep valley into the Paleozoic bedrock to a depth of 
1,000 feet or more.  Glacial and lake sediment filled in the bedrock valley with up to 600 feet of 
sediment. During the last major glacial advance, the ice deposited large amounts of sediment 
material, eroded earlier soil deposits and reworked remaining soils into glacial till. Sixmile Creek 
and other southern tributaries were left at an elevation well above the underlying bedrock.  The 
glaciers sculpted the landscape and left behind surficial geologic conditions with soils of varying 
erodibility. However, it is more recent history of the past two centuries of human uses of the 
valley that have the most significant impact on sediment transport (Karig et al. 2007).   

The Cayuga Lake watershed was cleared of its forests in the 19th and early 20th centuries for 
agriculture and settlements. Much of the sediment eroded from the cleared landscape during this 
period remains stored in the streambeds of the lake tributaries. Now much of the watershed is 
reforested, external sediment load has diminished, and the southern tributaries are not in 
equilibrium with the reduced sediment load.  The principles of fluvial geomorphology dictate that 
the streams will dissipate their potential energy by eroding and transporting sediments from the 
streambed and banks and move toward equilibrium. The stored sediment is removed by 
downcutting (channel degradation) and increased sinuosity (lateral migration). This phenomenon 
primarily occurs during high flows; however, streams continually pick up and carry sediments as 
they traverse highly erodible soil lenses such as the glacial clays in the Sixmile Creek valley.  

This analysis supports a conclusion that the majority of the sediments deposited in the southern 
tributaries originate from the stream beds and banks, not from current watershed practices leading 
to excessive erosion. As a consequence, best management practices within the tributary 
subwatersheds can reduce, but not eliminate, the sediment deposition and the need for continued 
maintenance of the flood control works (Milone and MacBroom, Inc. 2005). Identification of best 
management practices is beyond the scope of this inventory document; however, other agencies 
notably the Soil and Water Conservation District, continue to identify and implement projects 
within the subwatershed to reduce soil loss.  

Once the streams approach the elevation of the lake valley, water velocity slows and sediment 
falls out of suspension, creating a delta-like formation. This process of erosion, sediment 
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transport and delta formation has been occurring since retreat of the last glacier.  Under natural 
conditions, once a channel has been filled in (or nearly filled in), the next storm event causes the 
tributary to jump out of its channel, flood the adjacent areas and carve a new channel to the lake.  
This process is known as river occlusion.  After many episodes of occlusion, a typical delta 
expands laterally into the lake and vertically to create “new” dry land.  With the extensive 
modification of the land on the Ithaca Delta over the last 100 to 150 years, the channels of the 
Inlet, Sixmile Creek, Cascadilla Creek and Fall Creek have become fixed by channelization and 
bank reinforcement.  Therefore, the sediment load which is meant to be distributed across the 
delta as part of natural delta formation is forced to remain in the tributaries where it gradually fills 
in the channel resulting in loss of capacity. 

6.  Channel Impairments 

Excessive sedimentation can affect the aquatic ecosystem, flood protection and recreational use 
of the channel.  EcoLogic completed several surveys during 2008 to identify channel 
impairments; these surveys include a habitat survey, an aquatic macroinvertebrate survey, and a 
public opinion survey.  An economic analysis and hydraulic modeling were also conducted. 

Habitat Survey:  The habitat survey (EcoLogic 2008) characterized the various aquatic habitats of 
the southern Cayuga Lake tributaries and shoreline, identified areas of notable sediment 
deposition, and, where possible, identified depositional areas that result in some form of resource 
use impairment.  This study concluded: 

 The habitats of the southern tributaries and shoreline of Cayuga Lake were highly variable in 
regard to the presence and composition of aquatic vegetation and other cover, depth, and, to a 
lesser extent, substrate. 

 Nearly all of Sixmile Creek, the northern shoreline of Cascadilla Creek, and various areas in 
Cayuga Inlet exhibit highly modified habitat comprised of man-made structures (docks, 
riprap, etc) associated with high volumes of boat traffic and commercial activity. The value 
of these habitat s for fish and wildlife was typically low, but human use and value were high. 

 Fine sediment (sand and/or silt) was a major component of the substrate in most habitats. In 
some areas, extensive deposition of fine sediment was clearly evident.  Due to shallowness, 
usage of these areas is impaired for deep-draft vessel access or access of larger motor boats in 
near-shore areas. 

Aquatic Macroinvertebrate Survey. This survey described the 
taxonomic composition and relative abundance of the aquatic 
macroinvertebrate community in off-shore habitats of the study 
area.  The results of the survey indicated that available habitat 
was generally of poor quality.  The primarily silt substrate and 
lack of vegetation or other cover provide very limited structural 
complexity and interstitial space for many macroinvertebrates to 
inhabit. 

Public Opinion Survey.  As part of the survey, participants were 
asked to identify those areas they perceived as most affected by 
sedimentation (Figure 2). See Appendix A for survey results. West shore of Cayuga Inlet
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Figure 2.  Areas Identified by Stakeholders as Impaired for Navigation and Recreational Use 
due to Excessive Sedimentation  
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7.  Bathymetric Records for Project Waterways 

The NYS Canal Corporation obtained depth soundings during the summer of 2001 to map water 
depth and estimate the quantity of sediment material deposited in the Inlet.  At that time, the 
Canal Corporation estimated that 300,000 cubic yards of deposited sediment material would need 
to be removed from the Inlet in order to restore the channel capacity to its original design. 

In 2008, at the request of the DPAC, the NYS Canal Corporation conducted additional depth 
soundings of the Cayuga Inlet and southern tributaries of Cayuga Lake.  The soundings revealed 
that surveyed areas were generally less than 4 feet deep (Figure 3).  This verifies what many 
boaters stated during the public opinion survey – that the waters in the Inlet and tributaries are 
generally too shallow for deep-draft sailboats and larger motor boats. 
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Figure 3.  Depth Soundings Conducted in 2008 by the NYS Canal Corporation  
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8.  Location, Shape and Depth of Navigation Channels and Contractor-Designated 
Dredging Sites 

There are three primary areas designated for dredging: 

 Fall Creek – from the lighthouse to the Route 13 Bridge 

 Cascadilla Creek – from the confluence with Cayuga Inlet to the Route 13 Bridge. 

 Cayuga Inlet – from upstream of the confluence with Cascadilla Creek to the northern tip 
of Inlet Island 

The volume of material to be removed from each area, and the target dredged depth, are tabulated 
below.  Prisms from the 2008 soundings are illustrated in Figure 4. 

Dredge Area 
Dredged material volume 

(cu.yds) 
Depth 

(ft) 

Fall Creek 25,594 10 

Cascadilla Creek 24,689 10 

Cayuga Inlet 74,874 12 
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Figure 4.  Prisms of Sediment Volume based on the 2008 NYS Canal Corporation Depth Soundings  
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9.  Hydraulic Modeling 

The Flood Control Channel was built by the US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) between 1965 
and 1970 in response to major flood events.  The project, which includes the 300’ wide by 15’ 
deep Flood Control Channel and the levee system, was engineered to protect low-lying areas 
from a 100-year flood event.  Once complete, the flood control works were transferred to New 
York State, and the NYSDEC accepted responsibility for operation and maintenance of the flood 
control channel, including maintenance dredging in non-emergency situations. 

The depth soundings completed in 2008 at the request of the DPAC reveal substantial shoaling 
along the channel. While variable along the length of the channel, preliminary estimates are that 
more than 60% of the design capacity has been lost based on the recent NYS Canal Corporation 
depth profiles.  The ACOE applied a hydraulic model to estimate the land area at risk of flooding 
during an extreme precipitation event, given the current channel conditions; this preliminary 
analysis demonstrates that substantial land areas adjacent to Cayuga Inlet and the Flood Control 
Channel are at risk of inundation. Additional modeling will be completed in 2010 to refine the 
map of land area at risk of inundation and the projected depth of inundation. The ACOE model 
will also quantify the return frequency of storm that could be handled by the current channel 
capacity.   

10.  Economic Profile of Ithaca’s Navigable Waterways  

Ithaca’s waterways are fundamental to the character of the community.  As a significant natural 
feature, they are part of what makes the City a unique place to live and visit.  There are many 
ways in which the waterways contribute to the community; this section demonstrates their impact 
on the local economy.   

The waterways affect the local economy in three primary ways; through flood protection, 
property tax revenues and tourism spending, particularly spending associated with recreational 
boating and water dependent businesses.  In addition, millions of dollars in public and private 
investment in waterfront properties continue to increase their present and potential economic 
value.  The 1935 flood event in Ithaca caused approximately $24 million (in 2009 dollars) of 
property damage. The Flood Control Channel and associated levee system was designed to almost 
protect the low-lying areas of the City from a 100 year flood event, as well as decrease damages 
from a more catastrophic event.  Property values in the waterfront are high; although nearly 97% 
of waterfront properties are tax exempt, annual tax revenues from the remaining 3% is over $2 
million.  Finally, water dependent businesses generated over $2 million in sales (nearly $700,000 
of which came from docking fees) in 2008.  While the following profile does not assign an exact 
dollar value to the waterways, it elaborates on the value derived from these three factors. 

10.1  Value of the Flood Protection 

In 1958, the USACE determined the need for a flood control project in Ithaca, performed a 
cost benefit analysis, and selected the recommended design.  At that time, ACOE estimated 
that the flood control project (levees and flood control channel) “would eliminate 97% 
potential flood damage, would protect flood areas in Ithaca against the flood that could be 
expected about once in 100 years and would reduce damages in greater floods.”2  The report 
did not specify what percentage of flood control would be gained by the levees, and what 

                                                 
2 Review on Report of the Oswego River Watershed, New York for Flood Control on the Cayuga Inlet in the 

Vicinity of Ithaca NY, 1958 USACE, Buffalo District, 1958. 
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percentage would be gained by the flood control channel construction.   The ACOE 
developed their analysis based on the damages associated with two historical flood events 
(Table 1).   

 

Table 1.  Estimated Flood Damage Cost for 1935 and 1957 at time of the Flood Event and 
Adjusted for 2009 

Date of Event Location of Damage 
Estimated Cost 

of Damage at time 
of Flood Event* 

Estimated Cost 
of Damage Adjusted 

to 2009 Value** 

July 7-8, 1935 Upstream and downstream of 
Sixmile Creek  $1,545,900 $24,057 363 

March 1956 Upstream of Sixmile Creek $271,500 $2,911,904 

*Original figures taken from the Review on Report of the Oswego River Watershed, New York for Flood   Control on the Cayuga 
Inlet in the Vicinity of Ithaca NY, 1958 ACOE, Buffalo District, 1958.  

**Calculated using the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index (CPI) Inflation Rates   

The current impairment of the Flood Control Channel combined with a change in weather 
patterns increase the risk of a flood occurring in the City.   The current Flood Control 
Channel capacity is only 38% of the ACOE design dimensions, based on 2008 bathymetric 
data. This substantial loss of channel capacity holds implications for the degree of flood 
protection provided to the City. A rainfall event with a return probability of once in 100 years 
was used as the original basis of design for the dimensions and configuration of the flood 
control channel and Cayuga Inlet. Diminished channel capacity reduces the return frequency 
of the precipitation event for which full protection is assured. That is, the risk of a flood 
increases. At the same time, global climate change has increased the frequency of extreme 
precipitation events (DeGaetano et al. 20073).  

It is important to note that the estimated cost of damages in Table 1 is based on the actual 
commercial and residential development at the time of the flood events.  The 1962 flood 
control project allowed full build-out of large areas of land, particularly in the southwest part 
of Ithaca, that were previously unsuitable for development. Damages from a current flood 
event would be much higher, due to the increased amount and value of development.   

10.2  Public and Private Investment in the Waterfront  

The study area for this section includes all parcels contiguous to the Cayuga Inlet, the Flood 
Control Channel, Cascadilla Creek and Fall Creek to Route 13, and Cayuga Lake from the 
Buffalo Street Bridge north to the City limit as well as the Festival Lands (Figure 5). Parcel 
numbers corresponding to the map reference numbers are listed in Table 2. 

                                                 
3 DeGaetano, Arthur, et al.   April 2007, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change North America 

chapter of the Working Group II technical report. Washington DC.  
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Table 2.  Parcels Numbers Coinciding With Map Reference Numbers, for Parcels Included in 
the Economic Profile. 

Map 
Reference # Parcel #   Map 

Reference # Parcel #  Map 
Reference # Parcel # 

0 16.-2-1.1  13 37.-1-2  26 52.-2-4 

1 17.-1-1.2  14 37.-1-3  27 52.-3-1.12 

2 2.-1-1.1  15 37.-1-4.2  28 58.-1-1 

3 2.-1-1.2  16 42.-2-3.2  29 58.-2-1.2 

4 2.-1-1.3  17 43.-1-1  30 58.-3-1 

5 2.-2-1  18 43.-1-2  31 58.-3-2 

6 2.-2-2  19 43.-1-3  32 58.-3-3 

7 22.-1-1.1  20 43.-1-4  33 58.-3-4 

8 22.-1-3  21 43.-1-5  34 58.-3-7 

9 22.-2-1  22 43.-2-1.42  35 58.-4-1.2 

10 23.-1-1  23 52.-1-1.2  36 58.-4-10.2 

11 24.-1-1  24 52.-1-1.3  37 58.-4-2.2 

12 37.-1-1  25 52.-2-3    
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Figure 5.  Parcels included in the Economic Profile. (Refer to Table 2 for legend of parcel 
numbers associated with map numbers). 
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The communities of Tompkins County have long recognized the current and potential value 
of the waterfront to the economy of the region and have taken actions to preserve and 
promote it.  These actions have included: 

• developing a Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan, 
• City rezoning of the waterfront, 
• public investment in the Cayuga Waterfront Trail, 
• City parks, docking and parking facilities, 
• improvements to the farmer’s market,  
• the Allan H. Treman State Park Master Plan (1996). 

Private investment has followed, including such projects as the Boatyard Grill, Cayuga 
Medical Center and Island Health and Fitness, and improvements to the Cornell and Ithaca 
College Boathouses.  These major public and private investment efforts in the waterfront 
(Table 3), although not a comprehensive list nor including all costs associated with each 
project, illustrate the range of projects and types of investment that characterize the economic 
vitality of the waterfront area. 

Table 3.  Some Major Public and Private Waterfront Projects, 1992-2010 and Approximate Costs. 
Project Name Year Approx. 

Investment 
Public/ Private 

Cayuga Lake Waterfront Revitalization Plan  1992 $100,000 Public/ Grant funded/ 
Multi-Jurisdictional/ 

Report on the Inlet Island Land Use 
Committee 

1992 Staff & 
Board time  

Public  

Inlet Island Urban Design Plan 1998 Not available  Public/City of Ithaca  
Boatyard Grill 1999 $800,000 Private 
Waterfront Rezoning 1999 Staff time  Public/City of Ithaca  
Cayuga Medical Center / Island Health & 

Fitness 
2004-5 $5,500,000 

(construction only) 
Private 

Chemung Trust 2005-6 $100,000  
(construction only) 

Private 

Inlet Island Trail and Lookout Point 2004 $308,900  
(construction only) 

Public/City of Ithaca  

Inlet Island Seawall  2004 $457,850 
 (construction only) 

Public/City of Ithaca  

Cayuga Waterfront Trail  ongoing $3,526,556 Public/City of Ithaca / 
Others  

Allan H Treman State Park Master Plan 2008 Staff time Public/NYOPRHP 
Golf Courses Master Plan 2008 $5,000 Private 
Stewart Park Docks 2009 $82,000 Public/City of Ithaca  
Cascadilla Boathouse  ongoing  Public/City of Ithaca  
Ithaca College Rowing Center Improvements  2010 Not available  Private 
Cornell Rowing Center Improvements  2010 $4,900,000 Private 
Inlet Island Temporary Parking Lot 2010 $50,000 Public/City of Ithaca  
Cass Park Docks 2010 $100,000 Public/City of Ithaca  
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10.3  Cayuga Lake Waterfront Revitalization Plan 

The City, County and other municipalities, with funding provided under Title 11 of the 
Environmental Protection Fund, developed the Cayuga Lake Local Waterfront Revitalization 
Plan (LWRP), which was formally adopted in 2007. The LWRP identified priority projects 
and policies to increase public access to the waterfront, improve boating facilities and 
operations and encourage economic development, including tourism.  One of five priority 
projects identified in the plan is dredging the navigable sections of the Cayuga Inlet to 
maintain navigability, to support the commercial viability of marinas and waterfront 
restaurants and to control flooding in the downtown area. 

10.4  Land Use, Business and Property Values in the Waterfront  

The following analysis is based on the 2008 assessment value of record, and 2009 land use 
information. For the purpose of the analysis, waterfront property includes all parcels 
contiguous to the Cayuga Inlet, the Flood Control Channel, Cascadilla Creek and Fall Creeks 
to Route 13 and Cayuga Lake from the Buffalo Street north to the City limit as well as the 
Festival Lands (Figure 5).  There are 38 individual tax parcels in this area with a total area of 
413 acres. 

The waterfront is an important destination for recreation and entertainment.  Of particular 
note is the large amount of land in recreational use:  347 acres or 84% of waterfront 
properties within the City are publicly owned parkland and open space (Table 4). 

Table 4.  2009 Land Use by Type and Number of Acres 
Current Land Use Acres % of Total 

Commercial / Mixed Use  15.1 3.7% 

Parks & Open Space  347 84% 

College Athletics ( (CU & IC Rowing Centers )  6.92 1.7% 

Educational (Cornell Biological Field Station)  11.8 3% 

Community Services (Ithaca Waste Water Treatment Plant 
and Farmers Market Site)  

20 5% 

Other Government Functions (Coast Guard & NYDOT Sites)  7.3 1.8% 

Surface parking /Vacant – City Owned  2.62 0.6% 

Other - Parking with Piers/ Wharves 2.15 0.5% 

Total 413 100% 

City-owned public facilities on the waterfront include ball fields, a swimming pool, a skating 
rink, playgrounds, canoe and kayak docking, rental pavilions, a golf course, tennis courts, the 
Cayuga Waterfront Trail, 11 acres of passive recreation land and the Fuertes Bird Sanctuary.  
The Allan H. Treman State Marine Park has facilities for boaters as well as over 40 acres of 
shoreline and rolling hills for passive recreation.  These recreational facilities have both a 
local and regional draw.  The waterfront also offers several entertainment and dining venues 
(Table 5), including 6 restaurants and bars, a spa and health club and the Ithaca Farmer’s 
Market, with 125 vendors and over 5,000 visitors a day.   
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Table 5.  2009 Business and Land Use Type 
and Number of Facilities 

Type of Use  # of Facilities 
Restaurant / Bar  6 
Retail  3 
Boat rental  2 
Farmer’s Market 1 
Health Club  1 
Spa 1 
Parkland / Open Space  4 
Marinas  4 (607 slips)  
College Athletic Facilities  2 
Educational Research  1 
Medical Offices  1 
Residential  1 
Transient Docking 55 Slips 

Property values and tax revenues reflect the waterfront’s value to the local economy (Table 
6).  While only 4% of the parcels along the waterfront are taxable, these parcels contribute 
approximately $2,108,635 to the City in taxes4.  The value per acre of taxable property in the 
waterfront is $200,974 while the value per acre of nontaxable property is $121,278 (Table 7).  
Clearly, waterfront parcels are highly valued for their unique location and contribute 
substantially to the local tax base. 

Table 6.  2008 Total Assessed Property Value, Acres, Taxable Status and Tax Revenue generated by 
Current Land Use.   

Current Land Use Acres Percent of 
Total Acres  

Total Assessed 
Value* Taxable Annual City 

Tax Revenue* 

Commercial / Mixed Use  15.08 3.7% $17,200,000 Y $2,103,560** 

Parks/Open Space  347.13 84% 27,850,000 N $0 

College Athletics 6.92 1.7% $1,630,000 N $0 

Educational  11.8 3% $775,000 N $0 

Community Services  20 5% $14,800,000 N $0 

Other Government Functions 7.3 1.8% 2,336,000 N $0 

Surface parking /Vacant- City Owned 2.62 .6% $611,000 N $0 

Other  2.15 .5% $415,000 Y $5,075 

Total  413 100% $65,617,000.00  $2,108,635 

*Based on the 2009 assessed value and tax rate of $12.23/$1,000 
**includes the full contribution of properties that currently have graduated tax abatements. 

 
 

                                                 
4 This figure includes the full tax value of properties currently with graduated tax abatements 
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Table 7.  2009 Total Assessed Land Value and Average Value per Acre 

 Total 
Taxable Value 

Total 
Non-taxable Value Total 

Acres 17.12 395.77 413 
Percent of total acres 4.1% 95.9% 100% 
Total assessed land value* $3,780,000 $48,002,000 $51,882,000 
Average assessment value per acre $200,974 $121,278  
*Based on 2009 assessment values    

10.5  Economic Impact of Recreational Boating  

Ithaca is a boating destination.  Because of its connection to the Erie Canal, an avid boater 
could sail from Ithaca to the Atlantic Ocean via the Saint Lawrence Seaway or to the Gulf of 
Mexico via Lake Erie and the Mississippi River.  Recreational boating is an activity that 
positively affects the local economy.  These benefits are derived from boating-specific 
businesses, as well as related (non boating-specific) tourism spending. 

In a 2003 New York Sea Grant-funded study “Recreational Boating Expenditures in 2003 in 
New York State and Their Economic Impacts”, Cornell University researchers directly 
measured expenditures related to recreational boating and their impact on the state's 
economy. The study looked only at boaters registered in NYS, and broke out expenditure and 
economic impact figures by boating region and major water body for trip-related 
expenditures, non-trip-related expenditures and total economic impact by three regions: the 
Finger Lakes Region, the Mid-Hudson and Capital District Regions and New York City Long 
Island Metropolitan Region. Using an input-output analysis, the researchers estimated that 
2003 recreational boating expenditures by owners with NYS registered boats had: a total 
economic impact of $1.8 billion, accounted for approximately 18,700 jobs, and contributed 
$728 million to labor income.  Of that number, $600 million was associated with the 
economic regions bordering the Great Lakes and Finger Lakes.   

The Cayuga Inlet has the highest concentration of boat traffic in the county and many boat 
facilities are dependent on a navigable channel to Cayuga Lake.  The Inlet has numerous 
boating -based businesses and facilities, including four marinas, seasonal and transient marina 
slips, and one of the State’s largest covered boathouses, accommodating as many as 47 boats. 

There are 661 slips on the waterfront; 657 of these (excluding the canoe docking area at Cass 
Park) can be used for motorized boats.  Annual revenue of approximately $693,970 is 
generated from 625 of the slips (Table 8).  Of the remaining 36 slips that do not directly 
generate revenue, 27 are available for transient docking convenient to various waterfront 
businesses and attractions.  The remaining nine slips located on Cascadilla Creek are 
currently inaccessible due advanced sedimentation. 

An estimated $2,375,000 of annual revenue, including docking fees, are generated from 
businesses on the waterfront that are specifically related to boating, and therefore depend, at 
least in part, on a navigable waterway (Table 9).  It should be noted that revenues from 
facilities specializing in non motorized boats are not included.  The Inlet has four primary 
facilities catering to non motorized boaters: Cornell University and Ithaca College Crew 
facilities, a business that rents and sells canoes and kayaks, and the Cascadilla Boat Club- 
with approximately 175 members with annual membership and training fees of $60,000. 
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Table 8.  Number and Location of Boat Slips and Estimated Annual Revenue (2009) 

Name of 
Current Occupant Address Total 

Slips 
Est. Annual  

Revenue Comments 

Boatyard Grill 525 Taughannock Blvd 9 $0 Transient Docking for Patrons  

Cass Park  701 Taughannock Blvd 4 $0 Canoe Docking  

Farmer's Market 545 Third St 8 $0 Transient Docking for Patrons  

Johnson Boatyard 101 Pier Rd 113 $108,810   
 & Marina 730 Willow Ave 20 $19,000   

Kelly's Dockside Café 319 Taughannock Blvd 6 $0 Transient Docking for Patrons  

Treman Marine State Park Taughannock Blvd 430 $468,910 Assumes 23 ft, 50% electric 

 Ithaca Boating Center  419-519 Taughannock Blvd 62 $97,250 47 covered slips   

The Haunt  702 Willow Ave  9 $0 Unusable due to sediment level  

 Total 661 $693,970  

 
 

Table 9.  Estimated Annual Sales from Boating-
Specific Businesses and Facilities  

Facility Type/Name Approximate Average 
Annual Sales (2008) 

Johnson Boatyard $510,000 
Tour Boats (2) $700,000 
Docking Fees  $565,000* 
Cayuga Wooden Boats  $600,000 

Total Estimated Sales*  $2,375,000 
*Includes all docking fees (seasonal, year-round  etc.)

10.6  Summary 

Ithaca’s waterways have a unique appeal and role within the City.  The waterways themselves 
protect the City from flooding and serve major recreational function- providing ample and 
revenue-generating boating activity and facilities.  Waterfront properties provide recreation 
and waterfront access to the local and regional population, preserve important ecosystems, 
and feature attractions and entertainment venues that draw tourist, are valued by the local 
community, and contribute significantly to City tax revenues. 

The value of the waterways is derived from their function as flood mitigation and their role as 
a navigable waterway.  The economic vitality of the waterfront evolved based partially on a 
navigable waterway.  An impairment that reduces the use, enjoyment or function of the 
waterway can be assumed to diminish its current and future economic value. 

Johnson Boatyard, Cascadilla Creek. 
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11.  Channel Dredging Records for Project Waterways 

In 1821, the Cayuga Inlet was declared public highway, and was navigable for the largest Erie 
Canal boats for a distance of two miles from Cayuga Lake.  There was reportedly a sand bar at 
the junction of the Inlet and the Lake that inhibited passage of loaded boats; this sand bar was 
removed by 18395.  Additional work to keep the channel open (to seven feet of water) as well as 
other improvements to the channel occurred in the 1860s.  Funds were appropriate in 1876 and 
again in 1901 for dredging the Inlet near Ithaca.6 

Generally, the channel was dredged every twenty to twenty-five years between 1910 and 1965.7  
The Erie Canal was enlarged to create the Barge Canal in 1911, which included the Cayuga Inlet 
as part of the Cayuga and Seneca Barge Canal.  As a result, the State assumed responsibility for 
the dredging operations required for commercial use of the Inlet.  Commercial use diminished 
significantly beginning in the 1920s.8 

In 1965, modifications to the Cayuga Inlet channel for flood control were initiated by the ACOE.  
These modifications included channel enlargement and realignment, a new bypass channel, and 
levee construction.  The modifications were completed by 1970 (Figure 6). 

The activities in the Inlet from 1965 to 1970 appeared to have changed the dredging life cycle.  
By 1975, rapid deterioration of the channel’s cross-section was evident.  A dredging project was 
conducted in 1982 when, due to the limited capacity of available disposal areas, proposed 
removal of material decreased from 250,000 cy to 202,000 cy.  The selected site for disposal was 
near the marina at the Allan H. Treman State Marine Park.9  The spoils were dewatered, graded 
and seeded, in the process creating new park land that has become an integral element of the 
park10. 

During the summer of 1999, the ACOE dredged the flood control channel between the fish ladder 
and the northern tip of Inlet Island, removing more than 75,000 cy of sediment.11 

 

 

                                                 
5 Whitford, Noble E.  1905.  History of the Canal System of the State of New York Together with Brief Histories of the 

Canals of the United States and Canada, Volume I.  Chapter VIII. The Cayuga and Seneca Canal.  Available on-
line at http://www.history.rochester.edu/canal/bib/whitford/1906/Chap08.html 

6 Chronological Resume of Important Laws and Events, Cayuga and Seneca Canal.  Prepared by students at the 
University of Rochester. Additional corrections by Bill Carr, last updated 10/14/00.  Available on-line at 
http://www.history.rochester.edu/canal/bib/whitford/1906/Chron04.html 

7 Agreement for Dredge Disposal Sites for Cayuga Inlet Dredging Operations, Appendix I. (PDF filename 
agree_disposalsites-1981.pdf) 

8 Cayuga Lake LWRP, pg. 57 
9 Agreement for Dredge Disposal Sites for Cayuga Inlet Dredging Operations, Appendix I. (PDF filename 

agree_disposalsites-1981.pdf) 
10 Cayuga Lake LWRP, pg. 123 
11 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 124  
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Figure 6.  Flood Damage Reduction Project Map. 
Source:  FY07 Joint Routine Inspection of Completed Works, Flood Damage Reduction Project, Cayuga Inlet, New York (9/11/07).  Memorandum dated March 24, 2008, to K.D. Delaney, 
P.E. (NYSDEC Region 7) from R.W. Remmers, P.E., (US Army Corps of Engineers).  Attachment C Project Map 
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12.  Volume Conveyance and Channel Velocity Records 

The US Geological Survey (USGS) operates several gauging stations in the vicinity of the 
dredging site (Figure 7).  The closest gauge is located at the north end of Inlet Island (04233500, 
Latitude 42°26'45", Longitude 76°30'45" NAD27, drainage area 143 square miles).  Water 
elevation above mean sea level is recorded at this site; there are no discharge data associated with 
this station. 

Another gauging station on the Cayuga Inlet is located on left bank 0.8 mi upstream from Enfield 
(formerly Butternut) Creek, and 5.0 mi south of Ithaca, and measures the discharge from a 
drainage area of 35.2 square miles. This gauging station does not include the flow from Sixmile 
Creek, which enters the Inlet farther downstream.  

A third USGS gauging station is located on Fall Creek, on the left bank in Forest Home, 0.2 mi 
east of Ithaca, 0.5 mi upstream from Cornell University dam, and 2.2 mi upstream from mouth.  
This gauge measures discharge from a drainage area of 126 square miles. 

 

 

 

Source: USGS 04233000 CAYUGA INLET NEAR 
ITHACA NY 

Latitude 42°23'35", Longitude 76°32'43" NAD27, 
Tompkins County, NY, Hydrologic Unit 04140201, 
Datum of gage: 437.16 feet above sea level NGVD29 

Monthly Discharge (cfs) 
(Calculation Period: 

1937-04-01 to 2007-09-30) 
 Mean Range 

Jan 39 6.32 – 130.9 
Feb 48 11.8 – 113.2 
Mar 89 25 – 182.1 
Apr 87 21.8 – 309.7 
May 51 15.7 – 131.9 
Jun 29 5.47 – 162.5 
Jul 16 3.77 – 57.4 

Aug 13 3.24 – 66.2 
Sep 13 2.98 – 104.3 
Oct 21 3.76 - 106 
Nov 32 4.56 – 112.3 
Dec 41 6.09 - 118 

Source: USGS 04234000 FALL CREEK NEAR 
ITHACA NY 

Latitude 42°27'12", Longitude 76°28'23", NAD27, 
Tompkins County, NY, Hydrologic Unit 04140201, 
Datum of gage: 795.13 feet above sea level NGVD29 

Monthly Discharge (cfs) 
(Calculation Period: 

1925-03-01 to 2007-09-30) 
 Mean Range 

Jan 197 38.4 - 574.7 
Feb 218 44.1 - 594.9 
Mar 411 160.4 - 1037 
Apr 410 100 - 1313 
May 210 62 - 532.4 
Jun 123 25.6 - 615.3 
Jul 77 14.9 - 608.4 

Aug 55 8.93 - 280.2 
Sep 68 7.09 - 560.8 
Oct 105 9.57 - 593.9 
Nov 180 16.5 - 496.9 
Dec 210 31.9 - 554.8 
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 Figure 7.  Location of USGS Gauging Stations in the Vicinity of the Project Area  

04233500 CAYUGA 
INLET (CAYUGA LAKE) 

AT ITHACA NY 

04234000 FALL CREEK 
NEAR ITHACA NY 

04233000 CAYUGA 
INLET NEAR ITHACA 

NY 
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13.  Existing Sediment Quality and Texture Records for Project Area Waterways 

The NYSDEC provides guidance for evaluating the quality of dredge material in the Technical 
and Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 5.1.9 In-Water and Riparian Management of Sediment 
and Dredged Material (NYSDEC 2004).  There are three classes of dredge material defined in 
TOGS 5.1.9 based on levels of contamination; the guidance document outlines how to manage 
dredge material in each class. 

 Class A is defined as sediment with no appreciable contamination 

 Class B is defined as sediment with moderate contamination and potential chronic 
toxicity to aquatic life 

 Class C is defined as sediment with a high level of contamination and potential acute 
toxicity to aquatic life. 

Sediment samples were collected from four locations by NYSDEC in 200112, and from 16 
locations by ERM in 2008 (Figure 8).  When the results were screened against the Sediment 
Quality Threshold Values to evaluate disposal options for dredged material, the material was 
generally within Class A range with the exception of a few values in the low end of the Class B 
range (Tables 10 and 11; Appendix B): 

Table 10.  Analytes detected in Cayuga Inlet sediments exceeding TOGS 5.1.9 Class A Sediment 
Quality Threshold Values. 

Location ID     CLI03T CLI03B CLI04T Ich-2 
Sample Date    8/12/2003 8/12/2003 8/12/2003 Nov. 2008 

Sample Depth (ft) TOGS 5.1.9 0-3.6 3.6-4.0 0-2.2 6-10 
Chemical Name Class A Class B         
Metals          

Copper <33 33 - 207(270) 38.7 33.2 35.1 16 
Lead <33(47) 33(47) - 166(218) 77.4 59.8 54.1 11 

           
PAHs          

Total PAHs* <4 4 - 35(45) 1.79 2.34 16.6 8.53 
           
PCBs          

Total PCBs* <0.1 0.1 - 1 0.071 0.110 0.054 U 0.0294 
Concentration units in mg/kg (ppm). Samples collected August 2003 by NYSDEC; samples collected November 2008 by 
ERM. 
* indicates the sum of detected parameters
Shaded values exceed the Class A Sediment Quality Threshold Values (TOGS 5.1.9).  Other analytes were tested in these 

and other samples; no other analytical results exceeded the Threshold Values.
 

                                                 
12 Cayuga LWRP, pg 124 
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Table 11.  Physical Characteristics of Cayuga Inlet sediments, 2001 
Sample Location CLI01 CLI02 CLI03 CLI04 
Sample Depth (ft) 0-3.4 3.4-4.4 0-1.6 1.6-2.0 0-3.6 3.6-4.0 0-2.9 
Solids (%) 61.4 87.4 62.8 61.1 51.3 67.4 61.9 
Volatile Solids (%) 3 3.8 3.2 4.4 6.1 2.4 9.2 

 

The sediments are low in organic content; organic carbon comprises about 3% of the material by 
weight. As a result, minimal odor is anticipated during the hydraulic dredging and dewatering 
operation.  Previous dredging operations in the Inlet and Flood Control works did not produce 
objectionable odors. 
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Figure 8.  Sediment Sampling Locations, Southern Tributaries to Cayuga Lake.   
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14.  Manmade Structures or Infrastructure On or Adjacent To Dredging and 
Disposal Sites 

There are several manmade structures and infrastructure in the vicinity of the dredging project 
(Figure 9), including the Ithaca Area Wastewater Treatment Facility which is located adjacent to 
the Farmer’s Market on Third Street.  This 13 million gallon per day facility serves the City of 
Ithaca and extended area in the Towns of Ithaca and Dryden. 

The City of Ithaca has more than 300 acres of waterfront open space including Stewart Park, 
Fuertes Bird Sanctuary, Newman Golf Course, Cass Park, and the Allan H. Treman State Marine 
Park.13 

 Stewart Park – buildings, playground equipment, Cascadilla Boathouse, picnic (or large) 
pavilion, dance pavilion (offices, storage, public restrooms). 

 Newman Golf Course – city-owned, 9-hole public course; clubhouse; gravel access road; 
City sanitary sewer pump house. 

 Cass Park – formerly Ithaca’s municipal airport, created from flood control channel 
dredge spoils; playground; skating rink; swimming pool; tennis courts; athletic fields; 
picnic pavilion; exercise trail. 

 Allan H. Treman State Marine Park – 413 boat marina, boat launch with parking for 109 
car/trailers and 30 parking spaces for seasonal dry-slip rentals; comfort station; Hog Hole 
natural area with managed tall grassland; Hangar Theater. 

The Cayuga Waterfront Trail is another infrastructure element in the vicinity of the dredging 
project, consisting of both existing and proposed elements (Figure 9). 

 

                                                 
13 Cayuga Lake LWRP, pg. 65 

Cass Park Ballfield. 
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 Figure 9.  Selected Structures and Infrastructure in the Project Area  
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15.  Adjacent Land and Water Uses 

The City of Ithaca is a complex, multi-dimensional urban center (Figure 10).  The dominant land 
use along the waterfront is public recreation and preserved natural areas.  Large lowland areas 
were created by filling marshlands, resulting in publicly owned recreational land that preserves 
the waterfront and improved the space for public use and enjoyment.14 

In 1970, completion of the flood control channel created Inlet Island, a mixed-use area with 
commercial, light industrial and marine development, with public recreation and some residential 
uses.  Between Inlet Island and Cayuga Lake, the western side of Cayuga Inlet is primarily used 
for public recreation; the eastern side of the Inlet is a mixture of uses including light industrial, 
service, commercial and recreational.15 

Fall Creek has natural banks, and is bordered by Cornell’s Biological Field Station, the Newman 
Golf Course, Stewart Park, Ithaca High School, and single-family residences.  Cascadilla Creek 
has been channelized as it traverses the City, and is bordered primarily by dense single-family 
housing with some commercial development.  Sixmile Creek has also been channelized through 
the City’s residential neighborhoods; in contrast, the upper reaches of the Creek, which serves as 
the City water supply, are surrounded by predominately undeveloped conservation land.16 

The Cayuga Inlet has the highest concentration of boat traffic in the county due to its four 
marinas:  McPhersons, Johnson’s Boat Yard, Ithaca Boating Center, and Allan H. Treman State 
Marine Park.  There are additional marina slips in the Old Port Harbor area, with transient 
docking at Old Port and along the eastern edge of Inlet Island.  Cornell University and Ithaca 
College have boathouses on the Inlet and engage in interscholastic crew racing.  The Cascadilla 
Boat Club provides opportunities for high school students and adults to participate in muscle-
powered boating activities.17 

 

                                                 
14 Cayuga Lake LWRP, pg. 27 
15 Cayuga Lake LWRP, pg. 27 
16 Cayuga Lake LWRP, pg. 30 
17 Cayuga Lake LWRP, pg. 71-72 

Newman Golf Course 
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Figure 10.  Land and Water Uses Adjacent to the Project Area 
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16.  Historic and Archaeological Resources 

Archaeologists believe that hunting bands arrived in the Cayuga Lake area approximately 12,000 
years ago.  By 1,000 AD, prehistoric groups had established sedentary villages and practiced 
horticulture.  The area was likely populated by Native Americans prior to the arrival of European 
settlers.18  Much of the area in the vicinity of the Cayuga Inlet has been disturbed due to 
development over the past few centuries (Figure 11).  Areas that are undisturbed should be 
investigated for possible archaeological interest. 

National Register of Historic Places: 

 Lehigh Valley Railroad Station – corner of West Buffalo St. and Taughannock Blvd. in 
the City of Ithaca. 19  Presently operating as a bank.  

 Cascadilla Boat House – built in 1896 at the confluence of Fall Creek and Cayuga Lake.  
Purchased by the City in 1923 for inclusion in Stewart Park.20 

Urban Area historic resources: 

 Stewart Park – open to the public in 1894.  Includes the dance pavilion (home of Wharton 
Studios 1915-1919).  Purchased by the City in 1921.21 

 Newman Golf Course – built between 1933 and 1935 on a former city ash dump.22 

 Johnson’s Boat Yard – covered boat slips still in use at Johnson’s are visible in 
photographs from the mid-1930’s.23 

 Steamboat Landing – major steamboat landing site prior to 1893; located at the Farmer’s 
Market at the confluence of Cascadilla Creek and Cayuga Inlet.24 

 Lookout Point – located at the north end of Inlet Island, it contains a portion of the 
original Erie Canal wall.25 

 

                                                 
18 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 55 
19 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 55 
20 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 57 
21 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 59 
22 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 59 
23 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 61 
24 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 61 
25 Personal Communication, Lisa Nicholas, City of Ithaca Department of Planning and Economic 
Development. 
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Figure 11.  Historical and Archaeological Resources Adjacent to the Project Area   
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17.  Topography and Hydrology Including Potential Flood Zones and Frequency of 
Inundation 

The Cayuga Lake Watershed is located in a glacial valley.  Dramatic increases in elevation and 
steep slopes that define the watershed’s gorges begin north of Tompkins and extend to the 
southern end of the lake.  The steepest slopes are west of the Cayuga Inlet, increasing in elevation 
approximately 300 feet over a distance of less than 3,000 feet.  East of the Cayuga Inlet, the 
terrain is relatively flat adjacent to the lake and within the City of Ithaca, with increasing slope 
and elevation southward away from the lake.26 

The Cayuga Lake watershed covers 785 square miles.  The quality and quantity of water in 
Cayuga Lake depend on water from its tributaries and from precipitation falling on the watershed.  
In Tomkins County, the Cayuga Lake watershed is divided into 12 sub-watersheds, the largest of 
which is Fall Creek (128 square miles).  Other principal tributaries in the vicinity of the City of 
Ithaca are the Cayuga Inlet, and Sixmile Creek, and Cascadilla Creek.27 

Within the City of Ithaca, both 100-year and 500-year floodplains have been mapped.  The 100-
year floodplain extends along the entire water edge within the City, a distance of approximately 
100 feet from the water’s edge.  Larger areas of this floodplain are located near Hog Hole; Cass 
Park; Negundo Woods; Newman Golf Course; Lighthouse Woods; Stewart Park; and the Fuertes 
Bird Sanctuary.  The 500-year floodplain within the City of Ithaca is located east of the Cayuga 
Inlet, and in Cass Park28 (Figure 12). FEMA is currently in the process of updating their flood 
maps, which may alter the floodplain boundaries.  

 

                                                 
26 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 5 
27 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 5 
28 Cayuga Lake LWRP pg. 8-10 
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Figure 12.  Topography, Wetlands and Flood Zones Adjacent to the Project Area   
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18.  Natural Resources That Might Be Affected By Project Operations 

Several areas within the project boundary and potential dewatering sites are designated as unique 
natural areas (Figure 13).  These include: 

 The Hog Hole 

The Allan H. Treman State Marine Park contains a natural area referred to as “The Hog 
Hole”.   Originally open water in Cayuga Lake, the pond and associated wetlands were 
formed over the past 50 years as material removed during dredging operations was 
deposited off the southern shoreline of the lake. The pond is fed from the south by 
Williams Brook and several stormwater run-off outlets that flow from the highlands west 
of the park, and connects directly to Cayuga Lake.  The size of the "Hog Hole" pond 
ranges from approximately one acre during the winter months, when the water level in 
Cayuga Lake is down, to approximately three acres the remainder of the year when the 
lake returns to its mean elevation. The "Hog Hole" wetland area makes up approximately 
one quarter of the park property and qualifies for wetland protection under Article 24 of 
the New York State Environmental Conservation Law (NYSDEC, 1990).  Fishing and 
wildlife observation are pursued in the wetland area.29 

 Cornell Biological Station 

The Biological Station, intended to provide Cornell students and researchers with access 
to Cayuga Lake, has long been regarded as botanically significant by University faculty. 
The lakeside forest, in conjunction with other neighboring natural areas (the Fuertes Bird 
Sanctuary at Stewart Park and Hog Hole across the inlet) at this end of Cayuga Lake, 
provides important bird habitat, especially for migrating species.  The 15-acre site was 
donated by Bradford Almy, George Baker, and Henry St. John in 1907.30 

 Stewart Park Woods (Fuertes Bird Sanctuary) 

Sometime around 1915, 55 acres south of Renwick Park (predecessor to Stewart Park) 
were set aside as a bird sanctuary and maintained by the Cayuga Bird Club. This area was 
named after the club's president Louis Agassiz Fuertes following his death in 1927 and 
became known as Fuertes Bird Sanctuary.31  In recent years, birders have visited this 
area, also referred to as the Renwick Sanctuary, primarily to view nesting Great Horned 
Owls.  The large sycamores and cotttonwoods in the sanctuary provide nesting 
opportunities for a variety of cavity-nesting birds.32 

                                                 
29 Pg. E-24.  Allan H. Treman State Marine Park, Final Master Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, 

1996. 
30 http://www.plantations.cornell.edu/our-gardens/natural-areas/lighthouse 
31 http://www.ci.ithaca.ny.us/index.asp?Type=B_BASIC&SEC=%7B57A54192-8D67-436A-AB03-

1BFA1DCB5145%7D&DE=%7B947DD3B1-E164-4768-9B9D-8D49298134C9%7D 
32 http://www.birds.cornell.edu/cayugabirdclub/birdingsites.htm 
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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. 



A-10 
 

• 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 



 

 

 
39 

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.  



 

 

 
40 

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.] 
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• 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. 
 
 
 
 




