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Introduction 
This environmental report summarizes the results of several environmental assessments completed in 
support of the planning, preliminary design, and permitting of the Marcy Nanocenter Interconnection 
Project (Project). The report is a supplement to the preceding New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation’s (DEC’s) Full Environmental Assessment Form (EAF), which is completed for 
the project in support of the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR) process. 
The appendices to this report are the technical reports addressing the primary environmental issues of 
concern for the transmission line, specifically wetlands and waterbodies, protected species, historic 
architectural resources, archaeological resources, aesthetic resources/visual impacts, noise, and 
electromagnetic frequency effects. 

1.1 Project Location 
The proposed project is located in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York, as shown in Figure 1. 

1.2 Project Description 
Mohawk Valley EDGE (MV EDGE) is proposing to design, permit, and construct a new electrical 
transmission line to bring power to the Mohawk Valley EDGE (MNC) site in Marcy, New York - a state-of-
the-art semiconductor manufacturing campus adjacent to the State University of New York’s Polytechnic 
College of Nanoscale Science and Engineering (CNSE). MV EDGE, CNSE, and Fort Schuyler Management 
Corporation (FSMC) have partnered with ams AG, an Austrian company, to construct, staff, and operate 
a new state-of-the-art 300 mm enabled wafer fabrication facility (“FAB C”) in support of the company’s 
high performance semiconductor operations. The ams AG development represents a first phase of the 
overall MNC development. ams AG has experienced an increase in demand for these advanced 
manufacturing nodes and building this new wafer fabrication facility will enable ams AG to reach their 
development goals. Initial site preparation work has commenced on the project with the FAB C and 
support facilities to be completed for tool installation by the end of third quarter of 2017.  Construction 
of the transmission line is anticipated to begin in Fall 2016 and conclude in Spring 2017. 

This report pertains only to the transmission line portion of a complete power delivery solution for MNC 
and the imminent ams AG development. The power delivery solution is a collaborative effort between 
EDGE and National Grid consisting of a new, double-circuit 115 kV interconnection from National Grid’s 
Edic Substation to a new 115 kV - 34.5 kV substation (MNC Substation) located in the northwestern 
portion of the MNC Substation (i.e., Farmer Parcel). The MNC Substation is being sited on the Farmer 
Parcel as a part of the broader MNC Planned Development alongside a newly proposed “flex” space 
development designed to support the ams AG facility and other semiconductor operations that are 
attracted to support full build-out of the Marcy Nanocenter site. National Grid’s proposed Edic 
Substation modifications include the addition of two, 345 kV – 115 kV autotransformers with 
appropriate controls and protection, and yard expansion. MV EDGE is separately seeking approval from 
the Town of Marcy for the new MNC Substation apart from the associated transmission lines. Similarly, 
National Grid is also independently seeking permits and approvals for the Edic Substation modifications. 
EDGE and National Grid are making a concerted effort to coordinate design, permitting, and 
construction activities to facilitate the Town of Marcy’s review of the project and to meet the ams AG in-
service target date. 
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Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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The Project will introduce new transmission lines travelling from the Edic Substation, 1.4 miles 
southwest to the proposed MNC substation. Two circuits on separate structures are proposed instead of 
one circuit because of the power delivery and quality requirements of the end users. Semiconductor 
manufacturing facilities require redundant electrical systems to protect against potential outages. 
The transmission system being proposed consists of two separate circuits of 115 kV conductors. 
There are five wires per circuit, three phases/three separate conductors (A, B, C), one optical ground 
wire (OPGW), and one overhead ground wire (OHGW). Each circuit will utilize two-bundle 1192.5 kcmil 
45/7 ACSR “Bunting” conductors. A 7/16 inch EHS shield wire (OHGW) and 48-fiber OPGW will be 
installed for each circuit.  

There are 17 structures per circuit proposed for a total of 34 structures. The new structures for the 
transmission lines are wooden H-frame and on reinforced concrete caisson foundations with the 
exception of the northernmost structures just outside of the Edic Substation and where large structure 
loads or height requirements warrant it. These structures will be three-pole or weathering steel poles. 
Beginning at the Edic Substation, the two new 115 kV circuits will run approximately 150 feet away from 
and parallel to the existing Edic Substation to the Porter Substation bus tie circuit. Both new circuits will 
extend southeast prior to Gridley Creek and cross over the National Grid 115 kV Boonville-Porter 1 and 2 
circuits between existing flex tower 249 and dead-end tower 250. Cross span support structures may 
require steel poles, due to height requirements for the crossing. After the crossing, the circuits will 
intersect the west side of the National Grid 115 kV Yahnundasis-Porter #3/Oneida-Porter #7/Porter-
Terminal #6 right-of-way (ROW). The first MNC Interconnection 115 kV circuit will be offset 100 feet 
from the National Grid 115 kV Yahnundasis-Porter #3/Oneida-Porter #7 transmission lines, which are 
currently supported by steel flex towers. The new circuits will cross over Hazard Road continuing to 
parallel the National Grid transmission ROW for approximately 2,000-feet before entering the newly 
proposed MNC Substation.  

The proposed transmission lines will occupy new ROW for its entire length. The new ROW will be 
200 feet wide for approximately 3,300 feet from the takeoff structures at the Edic Substation to the 
point where it parallels existing National Grid transmission ROW. When parallel to existing ROW, the 
Project ROW is 150 feet wide. Project ROW widths are dictated by National Grid Standards and typical 
industry practices.  

The proposed ROW alignment was chosen based upon many important factors and consideration. 
Minimization of environmental impacts, landowner input, site topography, design criteria as determined 
by utility standards, and construction feasibility were all considered in selecting the ROW alignment. 
Environmental issues were assessed during a comprehensive environmental routing study (Appendix A). 
Construction feasibility and utility industry design standards were considered throughout the 
preliminary design process and discussed in the Engineering Report. Landowner input was obtained 
from EDGE during outreach to discuss property acquisition for the Project.  

The ROW crosses eight parcels of land located in a predominately forested and rural area, with 
residential land use scattered throughout (Table 1). New easements will be obtained from the property 
owners for the new ROW with the exception of National Grid and the State of New York. EDGE may 
acquire one private property as part of the project and discussions with that private property owner are 
underway. The ROW was aligned based on input from several of these property owners obtained during 
EDGE’s outreach efforts. 

Table 1. Identification of Properties Crossed by the Proposed Project Right-of-Way 

Property Identification Number Owner Name 

278.000-2-39 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp (National Grid) 

278.000-2-36 Van Hatten Revocable Trust 
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Table 1. Identification of Properties Crossed by the Proposed Project Right-of-Way 

Property Identification Number Owner Name 

293.000-1-20 John and Patricia Pletl 

293.000-1-12 Robert and Jeanette Cooney 

293.000-1-56 Theodore Kubinski 

293.000-1-57 Chad Bogan 

293.000-1-48.1 SUNY Poly (State of New York) 

293.000-1-48.2 MV EDGE 

 

Construction of the Project requires that the ROW be cleared of all vegetation to adhere to National 
Grid standards and utility industry best management practices. Structures to support the conductors will 
be installed within the ROW and the ROW will be maintained for the life of the new facility in 
accordance with National Grid’s ROW maintenance program requirements and federal, state, and local 
regulations. No new permanent roads, buildings, or other utility infrastructure is proposed to be 
installed within the ROW other than the structures and conductors associated with the Project. National 
Grid will take ownership of the transmission lines upon completion of construction. 
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Existing Conditions, Anticipated Impacts, and 
Mitigation 
This section provides a description of the baseline environmental conditions present along the proposed 
Project ROW. It also identifies and characterizes anticipated impacts to environmental resources, where 
relevant. Impact avoidance and mitigation measures are discussed where applicable.  

2.1 Impact on Land 
Very minor physical changes to the land within the Study Area are anticipated. Minor, localized grading 
of work areas around each structure are expected. Transmission structures will be embedded into the 
earth (approximately 36-inch diameter foundation hole). However, no significant cutting or filling is 
required to construct the Project. Temporary access roads and workspaces will be restored to pre-
existing contours and grades following construction.  

Soils in the area were evaluated based on the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey. There are six soil series present along the proposed ROW. 
Of these, the Kendaia silt loam, 3 to 8% slopes, is the most dominant. Soil drainage in the proposed 
ROW is generally somewhat poorly drained and soil textures are primarily silt loams. Table 2 lists the soil 
series found in the study area and their characteristics. In the central portion of the Project, within the 
limits of construction, the land has slopes of up to 45%. Figure 2 illustrates the results of the online soil 
survey for the area.  

Table 2. Soils in Study Area 

Mapping Unit Series 
Slope 

(%) Drainage1 Hydric2 

Potentially 
Hydric3 

22 Udorthents, smoothed - MWD No Yes 

111D Lansing silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes 12-25 WD No No 

111E Lansing silt loam, 25 to 45 percent slopes 25-45 WD No No 

136A Kendaia silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 0-3 SPD No Yes 

136B Kendaia silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes 3-8 SPD No Yes 

790C Conesus silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes 8-15 MWD No No 

Notes: 
1 Soil drainage is represented by the following abbreviations: “ED”=excessively drained, “SED”=somewhat excessively 
drained, “WD”=well drained, “MWD”=moderately well drained, “SPD”=somewhat poorly drained, “PD”=poorly drained, and 
“VPS”=very poorly drained. 

2 “Yes” indicates this soil is listed as containing 66% or more hydric components within the map unit as listed on the USDA 
Web Soil Survey. 

3“Yes” indicates this soil is listed as containing 1% to 65% hydric components within the map unit as listed on the USDA Web 
Soil Survey.  

Mitigation Measures 

Construction of the new transmission line will disturb more than 1-acre of land. Coverage under the 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) State Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity 
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(GP-0-10-001) will be required for the Project. The General Permit requires preparation of a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that addresses stormwater quantity and quality mitigation along with 
erosion and sediment control measures. The SWPPP has been developed to identify site-specific 
measures to be adhered to during the construction phase that will minimize impacts on and from 
stormwater runoff and erosion and sedimentation (Appendix B). The SWPPP is subject to review by and 
approval from the Town of Marcy as municipality subject to the requirements of the NYSDEC SPDES 
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s). 
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Figure 2. Soils Map of the Project Area 
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2.2 Impact on Water Resources 

2.2.1 Soils, Streams, and Wetlands 
EDR conducted a wetland and waterbody survey of the proposed ROW (Study Area) in accordance with 
federal guidelines in January 2016. The results of this survey are summarized below and the Wetland 
Delineation Report can be found in Appendix C.  

Existing Conditions 

Nine wetlands, totaling approximately 2.48 acres, were identified in the Study Area. The identified 
wetlands consist of emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested communities. Additionally, six streams were 
identified in the Study Area, totaling approximately 1,195 linear feet. These streams are primarily 
intermittent, but also include perennial and ephemeral channels. Three streams are directly adjacent to 
wetland complexes, while three are not associated with delineated wetlands. Most of the streams in the 
Study Area are intermittent streams characterized by flowing water for only a portion of the year. 
The primary functions provided by these wetlands and streams appear to include maintaining surface 
water flows, water quality improvement, recharging groundwater supplies, storm water detention, flood 
abatement, wildlife habitat, and nutrient cycling. Many of the delineated wetlands flow off-site and 
appear to be connected to larger wetland systems, which may provide additional functions and values.  

All streams and wetlands in the Study Area appear to have surface water connections to other waters of 
the United States, and therefore are likely to be considered jurisdictional by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. However, none of the delineated wetlands 
or streams fall under state jurisdiction pursuant to Article 24 or Article 15 of the Environmental 
Conservation Law. The approximate location of wetlands identified through field review are depicted in 
Figures 6 and 7 of Appendix C.  

Anticipated Impacts 

The Project will have the potential to affect seven wetlands and six streams that occur in the ROW. 
These are wetland and waterbodies assumed to be under the jurisdiction of the USACE. The limits of 
disturbance do not include any State-protected water bodies (NYSDEC, 2016). Table 2 from the Wetland 
Delineation Report (Appendix C) and shown below lists the wetlands and streams delineated within the 
ROW and estimates the area (wetland) and length (stream) of the resource within the ROW likely to be 
impacted by the Project. 

An estimated 2.48 acres of wetland and 1,195 linear of feet of streams will be temporarily impacted by 
the Project. An estimated 0.09 acres of wetland and 0 linear feet of streams will be permanently 
impacted by the Project. Temporary impacts will occur during Project construction and operation from 
the clearing of vegetation within the ROW to meet construction access needs as well as adhere to utility 
industry standards for clearances and removal of potential hazards to the transmission line (e.g., trees). 
Approximately, 0.96 acres of forested wetland will be converted due to vegetation clearing but no 
permanent filling of forested wetlands is being proposed. Permanent impacts to one Palustrine 
Emergent (PEM) wetland (0.09 acres) are anticipated because of the installation of structures within the 
wetland (Wetland H). 

Temporary, construction-related impacts to wetlands and waterbodies within the ROW will also be 
limited to the placement of timber mats and other crossing practices within these resource areas along 
access routes. No permanent access roads are proposed. Temporary workspaces and equipment/ 
material laydown areas will not be located in wetlands or waterbodies. Therefore, no permanent filling 
of wetlands and waterbodies is anticipated. 
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EDGE is submitting an application to the USACE Buffalo District to modify its existing Individual Permit 
under the Clean Water Action Section 404 for the MNC Project as a whole. It is anticipated that the 
USACE will authorize the impacts from the transmission line under this existing permit. 
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Table 2. Delineated Wetlands and Streams 

Delineation 
ID1 

Wetland 
Present 

Stream 
Present Wetland Type2 

Wetland 
Acreage 

Within ROW 
Stream 
Type3 

Linear Feet 
of Stream 

within ROW 
NYSDEC 

Stream Class Stream Name 
Federal 

Jurisdiction4 

State 
Jurisdiction5 

C No Yes - - RIN 344 - Unnamed Tributary of 
Gridley Creek 

Yes No 

D Yes No PFO/PSS/PEM 0.48753 - - - - Yes No 

E Yes No PEM/Wet 
Meadow 

0.094 - - - - Yes No 

F Yes No PSS 0.0958 - - - - Yes No 

G No Yes - - RUP 168 C Gridley Creek Yes No 

H Yes No PSS 1.0773 - - - - Yes No 

I Yes Yes PFO/PEM 0.4877 RIN 128 - Unnamed Tributary of 
Gridley Creek 

Yes No 

L No Yes - - RIN 395 - Unnamed Tributary of 
Gridley Creek 

Yes No 

M No Yes   EPHEM ST 158 - Unnamed Tributary of 
Gridley Creek 

Yes No 

N Yes No PEM 0.250 - - - - Yes No 

P Yes No PEM 0.014 EPHEM ST  - - Unnamed Tributary of 
Gridley Creek 

Yes No 

Total    2.48  1,195     

Notes: 
1 Field ID assigned by EDR. Wetlands identified as A, B, J, and K are located outside the Study Area, and are not addressed in this report. 

2 Wetland community types noted are based upon the Cowardin et al (1979) classification system: PFO=Palustrine Forested, PSS=Palustrine Scrub-Shrub, PEM=Palustrine 
Emergent, and OW=Open Water. 

3 Stream types noted are based upon the Cowardin et al (1979) classification system: RIN=Riverine Intermittent Stream, RUP=Riverine Perennial Stream, EPHEM ST=Ephemeral 
Stream 

4 Based on visual observation of hydrologic connectivity in the field and review of available spatial data. Final jurisdictional determination to be made by the USACE 

5 Based on existing NYSDEC mapping of freshwater wetlands 
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This Project would cross two streams, Gridley Creek and an intermittent, unnamed tributary to 
Gridley Creek. The overhead lines would result in minimal impacts to the bed, banks, and adjacent 
riparian vegetation as sediment and erosion control measures will be put in place and best management 
practices (BMPs) followed during construction. However, removal of forested overstory along the 
stream would result in great solar exposure and loss of cover, which could have an adverse effect on fish 
and other aquatic organisms. 

Mitigation Measures 

The Project has adopted the following mitigation measures to avoid and minimize impacts to freshwater 
wetlands and streams within the ROW: 

 The transmission line was designed to avoid wetlands and the placement of permanent structures in 
wetlands. 

 No permanent access roads are proposed. Temporary access roads will avoid wetlands where 
possible.  

 The Project will follow a SWPP developed in conformance with the SPDES General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Appendix B) and submit a Notice of 
Intent to NYSDEC in conformance with conditions of the General Permit. 

 Timber matting will be applied within all wetlands for vehicle and equipment access. 

 Temporary equipment crossings and best management practices will be applied for all stream 
crossings. 

2.3 Impact on Ecological Resources 
EDR conducted a routing analysis in 2014 to evaluate environmental baseline conditions in the general 
vicinity of the Project. The findings of this analysis pertaining to ecological resources are in shown in the 
following subsections. The entire Routing Alternatives Analysis can be found in Appendix A.  

2.3.1 Plant Communities 

Existing Conditions 

Plant community types along the ROW were evaluated based on interpretation of aerial photography 
and limited field verification by EDR staff. All of the major plant communities found within the ROW are 
common to New York State. Successional shrubland is the dominant community type within ROW, while 
forest land, agricultural land, developed/disturbed, and successional old-field communities all occur to a 
lesser extent.  

Anticipated Impacts 

Conversion of forests and shrublands to maintained ROW will occur as a result of the Project. Negligible 
fragmentation of forest will occur in the area of Gridley Creek. Because the new ROW is immediately 
adjacent to existing electrical transmission ROW, minor impacts to plant communities in the area are 
expected.  

2.3.2 Invasive Plant Species 

Existing Conditions 

Limited field survey conducted by EDR in Fall 2014 identified the following invasive species within select 
portions of the Study Area: garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata), common buckthorn, multiflora rose, and 
Morrow’s honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii). These invasive species were chiefly observed around 
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residential yards, substations, transmission line corridors, and disturbed roadside communities. These 
areas have generally experienced a high degree of disturbance and human activity, which likely has 
increased the spread and establishment of invasive species. 

Anticipated Impacts 

Creation of the new ROW increases the possibility of the introduction or spread of invasive plant species 
along the new transmission corridor. Required vegetation clearing along the ROW will result in some 
level of control of invasive plant species within the Study Area. 

2.3.3 Fish and Wildlife 
Fish and wildlife resources in the Study Area were identified through review of existing data sources, 
correspondence with the New York Natural Heritage Program (NYNHP), and limited on-site field surveys 
conducted by EDR personnel. Specific information on fish and wildlife resources in the Study Area is 
presented below and organized into sub-sections focused on birds, mammals, fish, reptiles and 
amphibians, listed threatened and endangered species, and wildlife habitat. 

Birds 

Existing data sources were consulted and on-site field surveys were conducted to determine what types 
of bird species can be expected in the Study Area. Within the Study Area, 81 different species were 
observed. The majority of the species identified are common birds, typical of the agricultural, forest, 
wetland, and successional habitats found within and adjacent to the Study Area. 

Data from the Audubon’s Christmas Bird Count (CBC) provides an overview of the birds that inhabit the 
region during early winter. Counts take place on a single day during a three-week period around 
Christmas, when birdwatchers comb a 15-mile (24 kilometer) diameter circle in order to tally up all bird 
species and individuals observed. The Clinton count circle is centered approximately 20 miles southwest 
of the Study Area. The number of wintering species observed in January 2015 totaled 58 different 
species. 

On-site observations were limited, due to the site visit occurring in the winter season (December). Bird 
species observed on-site included American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), broad-winged hawk 
(Buteo platypterus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Canada goose (Branta canadensis), and 
northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis). 

It is important to note that there are no designated Important Bird Areas (IBAs) in proximity to the Study 
Area. The nearest IBA is Cowaselon Creek Watershed Area, located approximately 24 miles west of the 
Study Area (Audubon New York, 2013). There are also no NYSDEC-designated Bird Conservation Areas 
(BCA) in proximity to the Study Area. The nearest BCA is Three Mile Bay, located approximately 42 miles 
west of the Study Area (NYSDEC, 2014). 

Mammals 

Due to a lack of existing on-line data regarding mammals in the Study Area, the occurrence of 
mammalian species was documented entirely through on-site field surveys and an evaluation of 
available habitat. Field surveys conducted by EDR documented the presence of 10 common species in 
the Study Area, through direct visual observation of species or signs of their occurrence (e.g., tracks or 
scat). These species include raccoon (Procyon lotor), long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), white-tailed 
deer (Odocoileus virginianus), woodchuck (Marmota monax), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), eastern 
coyote (Canis latrans), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), and eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis). Species 
not observed, but likely to occur in the area include gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), American 
mink (Neovison vison), beaver (Castor canadensis), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), porcupine 
(Erethizon dorsatum), and a variety of small mammals, such as mice and shrews. Various bat species are 
also likely to occur in the Study Area (specific endangered bat species are discussed below in the 
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Threatened and Endangered Species section). All of the mammal species documented on-site are 
common and widely distributed throughout New York State. 

Reptiles/Amphibians 

Reptile and amphibian presence in the Study Area was determined primarily through review of 
The Amphibians and Reptiles of New York State (Gibbs et al., 2007). This book is based on the New York 
State Amphibian and Reptile Atlas, a 10-year survey (1990 through 1999) designed to document the 
geographic distribution of the state’s herptofauna (NYSDEC, 2007). Based on this data source, along with 
documented species ranges and existing habitat conditions, it is estimated that approximately 18 reptile 
and amphibian species could occur in the Study Area, including gray tree frog (Hyla versicolor), American 
bull frog (Rana catesbeiana), northern leopard frog (Lithobates pipiens), American toad (Anaxyrus 
americanus), painted turtle (Chrysemys picta), common snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina), red-
spotted newt (Notophthalmus viridescens), dusky salamander (Desmognathus fuscus), northern two-
lined salamander (Eurycea bislineata), northern redback salamander (Plethodon cinereus), and common 
garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis). All of these species are common and widely distributed throughout 
New York State. 

Fish 

No existing fisheries data were reviewed or aquatic surveys conducted, however ponds and streams in 
the ROW likely support native and stocked fish populations. Multiple streams flow throughout the Study 
Area and are likely to support a cold-water fish community, including species such as brook trout 
(Salvelinus fontinalis), brown trout (Salmo trutta ), creek chub (Semotilus atromaculatus), and slimy 
sculpin (Cottus cognatus). In addition, ponds and beaver impoundments in the vicinity of the Study Area 
are likely to support a warm-water fish community (e.g., bass, sunfish, and shiners). 

2.3.4 Threatened, Endangered and Special Concern Species. 
The potential presence of state or federally-listed threatened and endangered (T&E) species in the Study 
Area was determined based on review of information included in the New York State Breeding Bird Atlas 
(NYSDEC, 2014) and the New York State Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (NYSDEC, 2014), correspondence 
with the NYNHP, and on-line review of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NYSDEC web sites. 

State and Federal Protected Species 

Existing Conditions 

The USFWS Information Planning and Conservation (IPAC) System is an online tool that assists applicants 
in determining the possible occurrence of federally-listed, proposed, and candidate rare species in a 
particular area. The lists include all such species known to occur in a given county, as well as those likely 
to occur there. A search conducted with this webtool for the Study Area on March 29, 2016, determined 
that Northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis septentrionalis) may be present in the vicinity of the 
Project. Appendix D presents the IPaC Trust Resources Report. Details about the NLEB follow. 

The USFWS recently announced that the NLEB is now protected as a threatened species under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), primarily due to the threat posed by white-nosed syndrome, which is a 
fungal disease that has devastated many bat populations. This listing became effective on May 4, 2015, 
along with an interim 4(d) rule that provides some level of flexibility for specific activities that take place 
within NLEB habitat. For areas of the country affected by white-nose syndrome, the measures provided 
in the interim 4(d) rule exempt “take” (a term under the ESA that includes harming, harassing or killing a 
listed species) resulting from certain activities. These activities include forest management practices, 
maintenance, and limited expansion of transportation and utility ROW, removal of trees and brush to 
maintain prairie habitat, and limited tree-removal projects, provided these activities protect known 
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maternity roosts and hibernation caves. The interim 4(d) rule also exempts take resulting from removal 
of hazardous trees, removal of NLEB from human dwellings, and research-related activities.  

During the warmer months, NLEBs roost in living or dead trees or shrubs with diameter breast height 
(DBH) measurements of 3 inches or greater, which also have exfoliating bark cracks, crevices, and 
hollows. This species prefers locations with small openings in the forest canopy to allow roost trees 
exposure to extended periods of direct sunlight and warmth. A variety of tree species are used for 
roosting, and size and structure of the roost tree are more important than species. Refer to 
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/ for additional information on the species and 
the USFWS listing (USFWS, 2016b).  

There are no NLEB critical habitats, wildlife refuges or fish hatcheries reported by USFWS in the Study 
Area.  

An Indiana Bat Mist Net Survey at the proposed MNC site by Normandeau Associates for MV EDGE was 
completed in June 2011. No Indiana bats or NLEB were collected during that survey. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects migratory birds and their nests and eggs. Table 3 lists the 
species of migratory birds designated Birds of Conservation Concern by the USFWS. Depending on the 
presence of these species in the Study Area, they may have the potential to be affected by construction-
related activities, primarily during nesting and breeding season, within the ROW. 

Table 3. Species of Migratory Birds designated by the USFWS 

Species Name 

American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

Black-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus erythropthalmus 

Blue-winged Warbler Vermivora pinus 

Canada Warble Wilsonia canadensis 

Golden-winged Warbler Vermivora chrysoptera 

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi 

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus 

Pied-billed Grebe Podilymbus podiceps 

Prairie Warbler Dendroiac discolor 

Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus 

Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus 

Upland Sandpiper Bartramia longicauda 

Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii 

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina  

 

A written request for information regarding state-listed threatened and endangered species and unique 
or significant natural communities was sent to the NYNHP. According to the response letter dated 
December 2, 2015, no state-listed threatened or endangered species of plants or significant natural 
communities have been documented within, or adjacent to, the Study Area (as noted in correspondence 
presented in Appendix D). However, NLEB is considered “threatened” by New York State. 

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/
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Anticipated Impacts 

Vegetation clearing along the proposed ROW has the potential to adversely impact NLEB. If NLEB are in 
the Study Area during construction, then tree removal poses a threat to bats using those trees for 
roosting. The migratory birds (Birds of Conservation Concern) listed in Table 3 are transient to this area 
and are not likely to be found in the vicinity of the Project for any extended period of time. Only the bald 
eagle and short-eared owl may be observed with any frequency but generally in the winter for the short-
eared owl. Vegetation clearing along the ROW during migratory bird nesting season could temporarily 
disturb those species passing through Study Area. No adverse impacts or incidental takes of NLEB or 
migratory birds are anticipated because of the proposed migration measures the Project will adhere to 
mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measures 

Proposed mitigation measures follow:  

 Vegetation clearing along the ROW will occur outside of peak bird breeding season. 

 Tree clearing will follow the USFWS recommended conservation measures (e.g., no tree clearing 
during the NLEB pup season [June 1 - July 31]). 

2.4 Impact on Agricultural Resources 

2.4.1 Existing Conditions 
The Project lies near (within 500 feet) of one or more Agricultural Districts created pursuant to Article 
25-AA of the New York State Agriculture and Markets Law. With the exception of the Kubinski parcel 
(TAX ID 293-01-56) located south of Hazard Road abutting the MNC property, the Project does not cross 
any Agricultural Districts. The closest active farming operation is the Kubinski Farm, located southeast of 
the Project at the corner of Edic Road and Mulaney Road, approximately 500 feet away, across Edic 
Road, from the proposed Project’s ROW.  

2.4.2 Anticipated Impacts 
The proposed ROW will cross directly over the Kubinski parcel on Hazard Road, which is a designated 
Agricultural District. Otherwise, the Project will not impact agricultural operations or active farming. 
Minor physical change to the land within the proposed ROW will occur as the land where 
the transmission lines are to be installed is currently undeveloped, fallow pasture or woodland. 

2.4.3 Mitigation Measures 
EDGE is currently negotiating the purchase of the Kubinski Property (approximately 1.58 acres) on 
Hazard Road for purposes of creating the new ROW and constructing the Project. This property abuts 
existing power lines that cut across the Marcy Nanocenter site.  A completed Oneida County Agricultural 
Data Statement is being submitted along with the Site Plan Application to the Town of Marcy. 

2.5 Impact on Aesthetic Resources 
EDR completed a Visual Impact Assessment of the Project in April 2016. The full report is presented in 
Appendix E and a summary of the findings follows.  

2.5.1 Existing Conditions 
Based on established visual impact assessment methodology, the Study Area for proposed transmission 
lines typically includes the area within a 0.5 to 1.0 mile radius of the proposed facilities. Based on site-
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specific topographic and land use conditions, the visual Study Area for the proposed Marcy Nanocenter 
Transmission Lines was defined as a 1-mile radius around the proposed center line of the new ROW. This 
area covers approximately 5.9 square miles, and falls primarily within the Town of Marcy. Approximately 
0.18 square miles of the visual Study Area is located within the Town of Deerfield. 
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Figure 3. Agricultural Districts located in the Project Area 
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The visual Study Area for the Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line is located in the 
Mohawk section of the Appalachian Plateaus physiographic province of New York State (Fenneman and 
Johnson, 1946). The Study Area is characterized by considerable topographic relief with elevations 
ranging from approximately 430 feet above mean sea level (amsl) along New York State Route 49 in the 
southern portion of the Study Area to approximately 1,100 feet amsl on the hilltop along Glass Factory 
Road in the northeastern portion of the Study Area. A gradually rising hill between Route 49 and the top 
of Glass Factory Road is the dominant topographic feature within the Study Area, bisected by the incised 
stream valley surrounding Gridley Creek in the central portion of the Study Area. 

Vegetation cover/land use within the 1-mile radius Study Area is a mix of undeveloped forest, open 
agricultural land, suburban and commercial development, and utility infrastructure. The central portion 
of the visual Study Area, including the Project site itself, is characterized by a forested stream valley with 
reverting agricultural fields on adjacent uplands, interrupted by numerous intersecting transmission 
lines. Residential and commercial development is concentrated in the west and southwestern portions 
of the Study Area. Suburban residential development also occurs in cul-de-sacs and along road frontage 
in the northern and southern portions of the Study Area. The SUNY Poly campus, and associated athletic 
facilities, occupy a relatively large area in the southeastern portion of the visual study area. 

2.5.2 Anticipated Impacts 
The Visual Impact Assessment for the Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project 
allows the following conclusions to be drawn:  

1. Viewshed mapping and field verification indicate that areas with views of some portion of the 
Project will be limited to less than 25% of the 1-mile radius Study Area. This is due to the modest 
height of proposed Project components and the substantial screening provided by surrounding 
forest, street, and yard vegetation. Open or partially screened views are generally confined to an 
area within 0.33 mile of the Project site. 

2. Topographic viewshed analysis indicates that views of the substation could potentially be available 
from the majority of the visually sensitive resources and areas of intensive land use that occur 
within the 1-mile radius Study Area. However, vegetation viewshed analysis and field review suggest 
that views of the Project from almost all of these sensitive sites (with the exception of a few 
adjacent residences and roads) will be fully or significantly screened by foreground vegetation 
and/or structures, or obscured by the effects of distance. 

3. Simulations of the proposed Project indicate that the visibility and visual impact of the Project will 
be variable, based largely on the degree of vegetative screening, existing utility infrastructure, and 
distance of the viewer from the Project. However, open views of the Project are generally not 
available beyond 0.33 mile, and of six simulations of the Project (all prepared from viewpoints with 
open views toward the Project site), two were significantly obscured by existing utility 
infrastructure, and all included one or more existing overhead transmission lines. Open, 
unobstructed views of the Project are only available from the areas immediately adjacent to the 
Project site (i.e., along Edic and Hazard Roads within 650 feet of the Project). 

4. Evaluation by a licensed EDR landscape architect indicates that the Project’s overall contrast with 
the visual/aesthetic character of the area will range from minimal to strong. Insignificant to minimal 
contrast was noted for two of the six viewpoints evaluated in this study. The minimal (or lack of) 
contrast noted for these views is representative of those portions of the Study Area where views of 
the Project also include major substation facilities. From most locations where the Project will be 
visible, it is expected to result in minimal to moderate visual impact. However, strong contrast was 
noted for one viewpoint that was located immediately adjacent to the Project and represented 
“worst case” Project visibility. Such views will only be available from a few locations directly on or 
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adjacent to the proposed ROW. Ground-level views from the vast majority of roads, homes and 
yards within the Study Area will include substantially more screening.  

5. As indicated by the results of this analysis, the visual impact of the proposed Project will generally 
be restricted to those sites within 0.33 mile of the Project site that have an unobstructed line of 
sight toward the proposed transmission line. This is due primarily to the modest height of the 
proposed facility and the abundance of forest vegetation that surrounds the line in most locations. 

Mitigation for Aesthetic Resources 

1. The feasibility and possible benefits of additional mitigation measures follow. 

a. Design and Siting. Siting the Project adjacent to existing transmission line ROWs that are well 
screened from the majority of scenic resources within the Study Area minimizes its visual 
impact. Utilizing structure spacing, design and color that are more consistent with the existing 
transmission structures on the ROW is not possible given the varying designs of the existing 
structures, and the reliability/redundancy needs of the end user, which require two single circuit 
lines. 

b. Camouflage. The brown color of the new wood pole and self-weathering steel structures 
generally minimizes contrast with surrounding vegetation under most conditions. Use of 
alternate materials, such as galvanized steel, could reduce color contrast and visual weight when 
the structures are viewed against the sky. However, this material would increase color contrast 
when the structures are viewed against a vegetated backdrop. Because most of the proposed 
structures do not extend substantially above the adjacent tree tops, and since wood poles 
minimize color contrast with existing background vegetation, this is considered the best material 
for reducing visual impact in most situations. 

c. Low Profile Structures. Single circuit H-frame structures are being proposed for the new line to 
provide reliability and redundancy to the end user, in case of an outage. This structure design 
also minimizes the height of the new structures to the extent practicable. Additional reductions 
in structure height is not feasible given the line clearance/safety requirements of the Project. 
The only way to accommodate lower structures would be to shorten span length and install 
additional structures, which would likely increase visual impact. 

d. Downsizing. The size of the proposed Project (dimensions and voltage) is necessary to achieve 
Project purpose and need (i.e., providing an adequate and reliable supply of energy to the 
MNC). Therefore, downsizing is not a feasible mitigation alternative.  

e. Alternate Technologies. Alternate technologies do not exist that would substantially reduce the 
visibility and visual impact of the proposed transmission line. The overall visibility and visual 
impact of the Project has been significantly reduced by proposing to install the line in an area 
that is well screened by forest vegetation and/or runs parallel to existing transmission lines.  

f. Lighting. The transmission line is not tall enough to require aviation obstruction lights, and no 
additional lighting (beyond that required at the substations at either end of the line) will be 
required.  

g. Maintenance. Use of wood and self-weathering steel prevents the need for repainting of towers 
as part of transmission line maintenance. Maintenance of the ROW will be conducted on a 
regular basis to assure the electrical security of the line and remove any debris that is illegally 
disposed in the area. 

h. Offsets. Correction of an existing aesthetic problem within the viewshed is a viable mitigation 
strategy for projects that result in significant adverse visual impact. However, the analysis 
presented herein indicates that adverse visual impact will be very localized to the areas 
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immediately adjacent to the Project site. Therefore, offset mitigation does not appear to be 
warranted. 

2.6 Impact on Historic and Archaeological Resources 
EDR completed a Historic Architectural Resources Survey and a Phase 1 Archaeological Survey in 
April 2016. This work provides a thorough assessment on the findings of historic and archaeological 
resources in the Study Area. The full survey reports are provided in Appendices F and G and a summary 
of the survey findings follows.  

2.6.1 Historic Resources 

Existing Conditions  

The Historic Architectural Resources Survey (EDR, 2016) identified cultural resources in the Study Area., 
The survey used a Study Area of approximately 3.5 square miles. The five resources shown below were 
found within the Study Area. They were inventoried as part of the historic resources survey and are 
recommended NRHP-eligible: 

 Salem Church (circa 1859) and Cemetery (circa 1830), associated with the early-to-mid Welsh 
settlement of the Town of Marcy 

 The George Kunkle Farmstead (6018 Morris Road), a late nineteenth century residence with 
accompanying barns and silo, associated with an early family of the Town of Marcy 

 Evergreen Cemetery (circa 1839), an approximately 1-acre cemetery associated with the settlement 
of the community of Maynard and the resting place of several prominent former Marcy residents 

 The Henry Edic Farmstead (5519 Edic Road), a two-story Italianate residence with bank barn and 
agricultural outbuildings, associated with the Edic family, one of the founding families of the Town 
of Marcy 

 9589 River Road (Sharyn’s Place), a one-story mid-century streamline modern diner that embodies 
the distinctive characteristics of the American diner prototype 

Anticipated Impacts  

EDR concluded that construction of the Project will not require the demolition or physical alteration of 
any buildings or other potential historic resources. No direct physical impacts to historic-architectural 
resources will occur as a result of the Project. The Project’s potential effect on a given historic property 
would be a change (resulting from the introduction of transmission poles) in the property’s visual 
setting, which is considered an indirect effect. However, the presence of existing transmission lines 
located within and immediately adjacent to the Study Area have already significantly altered the 
viewshed, so that the location of additional transmission infrastructure would not pose a significant 
change in the existing visual setting. The proposed Project will not result in a substantial increase in the 
area where the transmission line is visible.  

Overall, any visual impacts of the proposed Project have been limited to the extent possible by 
construction adjacent to an existing ROW, with additional clearing in areas of significant previous 
transmission infrastructure. The presence of existing forest vegetation will continue to significantly 
screen the Project from public vantage points, and the proposed dark brown color of the replacement 
structures will generally blend well with the surrounding landscape. Therefore, no significant adverse 
visual impacts are anticipated from the proposed action. 

Mitigation for Historic Resources 

None recommended. 
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2.6.2 Archaeological Resources  

Existing Conditions 

EDR conducted a Phase 1 archaeological survey and reviewed previous Phase 1 and Phase 2 
archaeological investigations included in portions of the Project APE. This Survey can be found in 
Appendix G. No potentially significant archaeological sites located within the Project APE were found.  

Anticipated Impacts 

Construction of the Project will not affect any potentially significant archaeological resources and no 
additional archaeological investigations should be required for the proposed project. 

Mitigation for Archaeological Resources  

None recommended. 

2.7 Impact on Energy Resources 
The Project is being developed to supply power from the regional electrical grid to the MNC. The 
forecasted, aggregate electric demand for MNC (at build out) is 320 MW. Based on proprietary power 
flow and system impact studies conduct by National Grid, this forecasted electric demand can be met 
provided upgrades to Edic Substation are completed. No new generation resources are proposed for this 
Project. This project represents the means for transmitting power to an end user (MNC).  

2.8 Impact on Transportation 

2.8.1 Existing Conditions 
The Project occupies a relatively small area and is intersected by only one road, Hazard Road. The 
Project may be accessed from Hazard Road and may be used temporarily during construction. However, 
access to the Project during and after construction is anticipated to occur from the National Grid 
property where the Edic Substation is located and from the MNC property. Ongoing and scheduled 
construction at the MNC site generates the dominant impact on transportation in the immediate Project 
area. Primary construction related traffic will make use of the Marcy-SUNY Parkway that was built as 
part of the Marcy Nanocenter project. River Road, Route 49, the New York State Thruway and NYS Route 
8/12 are the major roadways that will funnel construction-related traffic to the site. 

2.8.2 Anticipated Impacts 
Minor increase to local vehicle traffic is anticipated during construction but will likely be insignificant to 
ongoing and planned MNC construction activities. Construction vehicles will be accessing the Project 
area during allowed working hours for a period of three months or less. The greater proportion of 
Project construction will occur away from existing roadways with the exception of the transmission line 
crossing of Hazard Road. Localized, short-term (i.e. one week or less) interruption to traffic along Hazard 
Road will result from the installation of conductors for the Project. 

2.8.3 Mitigation Measures 
Construction of the Project will adhere to local regulations for the use of heavy equipment and 
construction activities. Any scheduled interruptions to local traffic will be reviewed with local authorities 
prior to the commencement of activity. 
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2.9 Impact from Electromagnetic Fields and Noise  
Electromagnetic field (EMF) and noise associated with new transmission lines are issues typically raised 
by neighbors and community members. CH2M evaluated the EMF for the proposed transmission line in 
order to determine the potential levels associated with the project. CH2M also reviewed the potential 
for audible noise from corona effects. 

2.9.1 Electric and Magnetic Fields from the Marcy Nanocenter Interconnection 
Dual-Circuit 115-kV Line Project 

Electric transmission lines produce EMF when they are in operation. Electric and magnetic fields are 
caused by different aspects of the operation of a transmission line and are evaluated separately.  

Electric fields are produced whenever a conductor is connected to a source of electrical voltage. 
An example of this is the plugging of a lamp into a wall outlet in a home. When the lamp is plugged in, 
a voltage is induced in the cord to the lamp, which causes an electric field to be created around the cord 
regardless of whether the lamp is turned on or off (NIEHS, 2002). 

Magnetic fields are produced whenever an electrical current flows in a conductor. In the lamp example, 
if the lamp is turned on allowing electricity to flow to the lamp, a magnetic field is created around the 
lamp cord in addition to the electric field. When the lamp is turned off, there is no magnetic field. 

Modeling Methodology 

The configuration of the Project was modeled for EMF and audible noise using EMF Workstation: 
ENVIRO (Version 3.52), a Windows-based model developed by the Electric Power Research Institute 
(EPRI). ENVIRO is a program that is commonly used to predict the EMF produced by linear transmission 
lines such as those in the Project.  

To perform this modeling, information from the design team (TRC) on the proposed design was 
reviewed. This included projected electrical power flows, operating voltage, conductor size, the 
horizontal and vertical location of each conductor, conductor sag, and conductor phasing. The modeling 
was conducted for two power flows: design power flow (2,796 amperes) and average power flow 
(117 amperes), with the conductor elevation representing the maximum sag (22.7 feet from the 
ground). Table 4 and 5 present the data modeled for the Project. 

Table 4. Projected Electrical Power Flows, Conductor Size and Type, and Operating Voltage 

Circuit Voltage 115 kV 

Conductor Number/Type Double-bundled (13.5-inch horizontal separation) 1192.5-kcmil ACSR “Bunting”a 

Design Current Flow (Amperes) 2,796 

Average Current Flow (Amperes) 117 

Note: 
a 7/16EHS conductor was used for the two ground wires. “Bunting” conductor  
is 1.302 inches in outside diameter. 

 

Table 5. Conductor Height and Horizontal Location, Conductor Sag, and Conductor Phasing 

Structure Circuit 
Phase 

(left to right) 
Horizontal Location 

(feet) 
Vertical Location 

(feet) 

Single Pole Circuit 1 Grounda -20.25 32.7 
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Table 5. Conductor Height and Horizontal Location, Conductor Sag, and Conductor Phasing 

Structure Circuit 
Phase 

(left to right) 
Horizontal Location 

(feet) 
Vertical Location 

(feet) 

A -33.75 22.7 

B -20.25 22.7 

C -6.75 22.7 

Circuit 2 

Grounda 20.25 32.7 

A 6.75 22.7 

B 20.25 22.7 

C 33.75 22.7 

Note: 
a The ground wires are placed above the B component of each circuit. The vertical distance for the conductors A/B/C and 
ground wires is the minimum ground clearance for the line. 

 

Portions of the Project ROW will parallel the existing National Grid Porter-Terminal and Yahnundasis – 
Porter 115-kV transmission lines in the area. Where this occurs, the ROW from the existing lines will be 
merged with the ROW from the proposed Project, creating an expanded, combined ROW. The space 
between the existing and proposed lines will not be evaluated for EMFs because limits for EMF levels are 
established for the outer edges of ROWs. The shared space between the lines within the combined ROW 
is understood not to be subject to these limits. The EMFs produced at the edge of the ROWs by the 
power-lines in the proposed corridors will be dominated by the line closest to each corresponding edge 
of the ROW. As a result, this evaluation will only concern the potential EMFs at both edges of the ROW 
for the Project where there is no expanded ROW (no existing parallel lines) and the edge of the ROW 
characterized by the Project line where there is an expanded ROW due to existing parallel lines.  

The design data were input into the ENVIRO program to produce the lateral EMF profiles plotted in the 
graphs presented in Figures 4 and 5 under the Modeling Results section. The accuracy of the modeling 
depends on the accuracy of the input data (i.e., if the average phase current is higher than what was 
modeled, so will the resulting magnetic fields). 

Modeling Results 

Electric Fields. Electric fields depend on voltage, not the amperage in power flow. Therefore, the electric 
field is the same for a line regardless of the amperage specified by the average or design power flow. 
This is demonstrated in Figure 4, where the electric field modeling results for the proposed Project and 
its configuration are presented. ROW boundaries are indicated by a vertical, black dashed line. 
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Figure 4. Modelled Electric Field from the 115kV Project 

 

As seen in Figure 4, the maximum electric fields occur directly under the lines and have a value of 
2.6 kilovolts per meter (kV/m). These predictions are for locations where the conductors have sagged 
closest to the ground (22.7 feet above ground surface). The electric field decreases dramatically as the 
distance from the line increases. At 55 feet from the center-line, the electric field has decreased from 
over 2.5 kV/m to below the regulatory limit of 1.6 kV/m. 

At the edge of the ROW (minimum of 75 feet from the center-line), the electric fields produced by the 
Project where the new transmission lines are the primary influence on the magnetic fields will be less 
than 0.6 kV/m. This value is below the 1.6 kV/m limit established by opinion No. 78-13 (in Cases 26529 
and 26559), effective June 19, 1978, that created the State of New York Public Service Commission’s 
interim standard for an electric field strength of 1.6 kV/m at the edge of the ROW as calculated at one 
meter above ground, with the line at rated voltage.  

These modeled electric field values can also be compared to typical electric field values for household 
appliances. At a distance of 1 foot, a coffee pot has a typical electric field of 0.03 kV/m. At a distance of 
1 foot, an electric blanket has a typical electric field of 0.25 kV/m whereas next to the blanket wires, 
the electric field is in the range of 1.75 kV/m (EPRI, 1985). 

Magnetic Fields.  

Unlike electric fields, magnetic fields depend on the amperage in power flow. Therefore, the magnetic 
field is different between the design peak and average power flows provided by TRC, as is demonstrated 
in Figure 5. ROW boundaries are indicated by a vertical, black dashed line. 

As seen in Figure 5, the maximum magnetic fields occur directly under the lines where the conductors 
have sagged closest to the ground and have a value of 755 milli Gauss (mG) modeling the peak power 
load and 32 mG modeling the average power load. Magnetic fields decrease dramatically as the distance 
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from the line increases. At 100 feet from the center-line, the magnetic field is 98 mG (peak power load) 
and 4 mG (average power load).  

 

Figure 5. Modelled Magnetic Field from the 115kV Project 
 

At the edge of the ROW (minimum of 75 feet from the center-line), the magnetic fields created by the 
Project will be 182 mG for the peak load and less than 8 mG for the average power load. The predicted 
magnetic fields at the edges of the ROW created by the Project where the transmission line is the 
primary influence on the magnetic fields, will be less than the State of New York’s guideline for magnetic 
fields at ROW edges of 200 mG for both amperage loading scenarios modeled (State of New York Public 
Service Commission, 1990).  

These values can be compared to typical magnetic field values for household appliances. At a distance of 
1 foot, a refrigerator has a magnetic field range of 0.3 to 3 mG and a vacuum cleaner has a magnetic 
field range in the range of 20 to 200 mG. Similarly, at a distance of 6 inches, an electric hair drier has a 
magnetic field in the range of 1 to 700 mG (NIEHS, 2002). 

2.9.2 Corona Audible Noise from the Marcy Nanocenter Interconnection Dual-
Circuit 115-kV Line Project 

Corona is the electrical ionization of the air that occurs near the surface of the energized conductor and 
suspension hardware as a result of very high electric field strength. Corona may result in audible noise 
produced by the transmission lines.  

The amount of corona produced by a transmission line is a function of the voltage of the line, the 
diameter of the conductors, the locations of the conductors in relation to each other, the elevation of 
the line above sea level, the condition of the conductors and hardware, and the local weather 
conditions. Corona typically becomes a design concern for transmission lines at 345 kV and above and is 
less noticeable from lines like those proposed by the Project that are operated at lower voltages. 
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The electric field gradient is greatest at the surface of the conductor. Large-diameter conductors have 
lower electric field gradients at the conductor surface and hence, lower corona than smaller conductors. 
The conductors chosen for the Project transmission lines will have relatively large diameters and thus a 
reduced potential to create audible noise.  

Irregularities (such as nicks and scrapes on the conductor surface or sharp edges on suspension 
hardware) concentrate the electric field at these locations and thus increase the electric field gradient 
and the resulting corona at these locations. Similarly, foreign objects on the conductor surface, such as 
dust, sea salt crystals or insects, can cause irregularities on the surface that are a source for increased 
corona.  

Corona noise also increases at higher elevations (e.g., mountain passes or high plains areas such as 
Colorado) where the density of the atmosphere is less than at sea level. The Project transmission lines 
were modeled with an elevation of 800 feet (244 meters).  

Raindrops, fog, and condensation accumulated on the conductor surface are also sources of surface 
irregularities that can increase corona. During fair weather, the quantity of condensed water droplets is 
usually low and the corona effect is correspondingly lower. However, during wet weather, the quantity 
of water droplets increases (for instance due to rain drops standing on the conductor) and corona 
effects are therefore increased. Accordingly, during wet or foul weather conditions, the conductor will 
produce the highest amount of corona noise. However, during heavy rain, the noise generated by the 
falling rain will typically be greater than the noise generated by corona and may mask the audible noise 
from the transmission line.  

Corona produced on a transmission line can be reduced by the design of the transmission line and the 
selection of hardware and conductors used for the construction of the line. For instance, the use of 
conductor hangers that have rounded rather than sharp edges and no protruding bolts with sharp edges 
will reduce corona. The conductors themselves can be made with larger diameters and handled so that 
they have smooth surfaces without nicks, burrs, or scrapes in the conductor strands. 

The Project is of a relatively low voltage and therefore low corona. The audible noise is predicted to be 
less than 20 decibels on an A-weighted scale (dBA) at the edge of the ROW under the conservative foul 
weather conditions. Table 6 provides a comparison of typical environmental sound levels and it can be 
seen that levels of less than 20 dBA are considered to be very quiet. 
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Table 6. Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment and Industry 

Noise Source 
At a Given Distance 

A-Weighted Sound Level 
in Decibels Qualitative Description 

Carrier deck jet operation 140  

 130 Pain threshold 

Jet takeoff (200 feet) 120  

Auto horn (3 feet) 110 Maximum vocal effort 

Jet takeoff (1000 feet) 
Shout (0.5 feet) 

100  

N.Y. subway station 
Heavy truck (50 feet) 

90 Very annoying 
Hearing damage (8-hour,  
continuous exposure) 

Pneumatic drill (50 feet) 80 Annoying 

Freight train (50 feet) 
Freeway traffic (50 feet) 

70 to 80  

 70 Intrusive 
(Telephone use difficult) 

Air conditioning unit (20 feet) 60  

Light auto traffic (50 feet) 50 Quiet 

Living room 
Bedroom 

40  

Library 
Soft whisper (5 feet) 

30 Very quiet 

Broadcasting/Recording studio 20  

 10 Just audible 

Note: 
Adapted from Table E in Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts. New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, February 2001. 

 

The audible noise from the Project will be less than 20 dBA under the conservative foul weather 
conditions. Levels less than 20 dBA are considered to be very quiet. 

2.9.3 EMF and Noise Conclusions 
Project-specific EMF modeling shows that electric and magnetic fields decrease quickly with distance 
from the proposed transmission lines. At the edge of the ROW (a minimum of 75 feet from the center 
line of the pole), the magnetic field is below the regulatory limit for magnetic fields when considering 
the peak power load and the magnetic field at no point will exceed the ROW edge limit even directly 
beneath the conductors for the average power load. At the edges of the proposed ROW that are 
influenced by the Project, the magnetic fields will be 182 mG for the peak load and less than 8 mG for 
the average power load. For comparison, at a distance of 1 foot, a vacuum cleaner has a magnetic field 
range of 20 to 200 mG. At 55 feet from the center-line of the pole, the predicted electric field is below 
the regulatory limit for electrical fields at edges of the proposed ROW that are influenced by the Project, 
where the electric fields will be less than 0.6 kV/m. For comparison, next to the wires of an electric 
blanket, the electric field is in the range of 1.75 kV/m. 
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The predicted EMF values for the Project at the edges of the ROW that are influenced by the proposed 
lines are less than the State of New York’s requirements for EMFs, which are 1.6 kV/m for electric fields 
and 200 mG for magnetic fields. 

2.10 Impact on Growth and Character of Community or 
Neighborhood 

The Project is not expected to have adverse impacts to the growth and character of the surrounding 
community. It is sited near or immediately adjacent to existing electrical transmission infrastructure and 
is consistent with these dominant use in the area. Moreover, as documented in the April 2016 Visual 
Impact Analysis (Appendix E), views of the Project from immediately adjacent viewpoints will be the 
most impacted. Therefore, residents that frequent the area will notice a change in the landscape but 
viewshed impacts greatly diminish as distance away from the Project increases. 

The Project does not involve the construction of permanent roads or structures and in of itself will not 
generate sprawl or secondary growth impacts. However, the proposed transmission lines are consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan, which plans for this type of 
development in the area. It is expected that the MNC will have a significant and positive change on the 
growth and character of the community and neighborhood.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

Environmental Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR), as 

a subconsultant to CH2M Hill Engineers, P.A. (CH2M), was retained by the Mohawk Valley Economic Development 

Growth Enterprises Corporation (MV EDGE) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with the 

construction of a new 345 kV transmission line to serve the proposed Marcy Nanotechnology Center (Nanocenter) in 

the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York (Figure 1). The proposed transmission line will be required to provide 

electrical power in support of a computer chip fabrication facility anticipated to be built on the Marcy Nanocenter site.  

In consultation with CH2M and MV EDGE, EDR identified five routing alternatives for the proposed transmission line.  

Based on review of existing mapping and databases, along with site reconnaissance, we then evaluated environmental 

resources/concerns associated with each of these alternates, to determine which would result in the fewest 

environmental impacts and environmental permitting requirements.  Environmental resources evaluated as part of this 

analysis included water resources (wetlands, streams, and floodplains), ecological resources (vegetation, wildlife and 

listed threatened and endangered species), visual resources, and cultural resources (archeological and historic 

resources). 

 

The presence and extent of water resources along the various routes is generally a direct correlation to the likely extent 

and complexity of federal and state wetland and stream permitting.  The presence of water resources also raises 

potential design and logistical concerns, as avoidance or protection of these resources could result in changes in the 

proposed location and design of the line, as well as increased cost associated with special construction techniques or 

required mitigation.   

 

The presence of sensitive ecological resources, particularly state or federally-listed threatened and endangered (T&E) 

species, has the potential to complicate all environmental review and permitting efforts (Article VII, State Environmental 

Quality Review [SEQR], wetland/stream permitting).  A federal wetland permit will not be issued without U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE) determination that the Project will comply with Federal Endangered Species Act (i.e., it 

will not result in a “take” of a federally-listed species).  The presence of such species could therefore require 

consultation between the USACE and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS), and also raises the prospect of 

seasonal work restrictions, or if such restrictions cannot be accommodated, the possibility of needing an Incidental 

Take Permit from the USFWS and an Article 11 Permit from the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC).  These scenarios can have significant cost and schedule implications. 

 

Project visibility and potential visual impact on sensitive resources/receptors has the potential to complicate the 

Project’s environmental review process and increase concern/opposition to the Project from local officials and the 
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public.  Adverse visual impact can also result in the need for Project redesign, screening, and other mitigation 

measures, all of which can have significant cost implications. 

 

Impacts on cultural resources can, in almost all cases, be mitigated through Project relocation, redesign, data recovery, 

or off-set mitigation.  As with the other impacts described above, impacts to cultural resources have the potential to 

complicate the environmental review and permitting process (e.g., a federal wetland permit will not be issued unless 

the Project is determined to be in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act).  In addition, impact avoidance 

and mitigation measures often have significant costs implications. 

 

While the presence of any of the resources described above does not necessarily represent “a fatal flaw”, the 

cumulative number, size, and sensitivity of these resources along an alternative route will have an effect on its viability, 

in terms of the time and cost associated with obtaining environmental approvals and permits.  While wetland permitting 

and T&E species might have the most significant permitting/regulatory implications, visual and cultural impacts can at 

times present comparable difficulties if they result in lengthy/complicated agency negotiations, strong public opposition 

or substantial cost increases.   

 

The permitting implications of the various alternatives evaluated in this analysis are summarized in Section 6.0 

(Results) of this report. 

 

2.0 STUDY AREA 
 
The study are for this analysis is a 3.5 square mile area located in the northeast portion of the Town of Marcy, New 

York (Figure 2).  This area represents the entire area that could accommodate a 345 kV or 115 kV dual circuit 

transmission line running between the Marcy Nanocenter site and either National Grid’s Edic Substation or the New 

York Power Authority’s (NYPA) Marcy Substation at the Clark Energy Center.  This area is a mix of undeveloped land, 

residential development, roads and utility infrastructure.  Undeveloped land includes a mix of second growth forest and 

successional old-field and shrubland.  Forest land is concentrated in the northwestern and southwestern portions of 

the Study Area.  Developed portions of the Study Area primarily include residential development along the frontage of 

major roads and in some residential subdivisions.  This type of development is concentrated along Glass Factory Road, 

Morgan Road, Cavanaugh Road, Morris Road, Church Road, and Ray Road.  Other roads within the Study Area 

include Edic Road and Hazard Road, which have a lower density of residential development.  The Study Area also 

includes an abundance of utility infrastructure.  Major substations include National Grid’s Edic and Porter Substation 

and NYPA’s Marcy Substation.  High voltage transmission lines within 2 miles of project site include National Grid’s 

Yahnundasis-Porter #3 115kV, Porter-Terminal 115kV, Porter-Stittville (Boonville) 115kv, Edic-Clay 345kV, Porter-Edic 

230kV, Edic-Volney 345kV Lines and NYPA’s Edic-Clay 345kV and Edic-Marcy 345kV Lines.   
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2.1 ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 
 
Within the Study Area, EDR, in consultation with CH2M and MV EDGE, identified five different routing alternatives for 

a transmission line that could supply power to the Nanocenter site from either National Grid’s Edic Substation or 

NYPA’s Marcy Substation.  The location of these alternatives within the Study Area is illustrated in Figure 3.  Brief 

descriptions in each of the alternatives is presented below. 

 
2.1.1 Edic Substation Alternatives 
 
2.1.1.1 Route A – Edic Substation Overland Route 
 
This route would proceed directly from the Edic Substation to the proposed Nanocenter Substation site in a southwest 

direction.  Just over 1.0 mile in length, this route would cross two parcels of private land between National Grid’s Edic 

property and the Marcy Nanocenter site (see Table 1).  It would include a slight angle to allow crossing of a steep 

ravine at a relatively narrow location.  This route could accommodate either an overhead or an underground installation.  

For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that an overhead 345 kV line along this route would require a 275-

foot wide right-of-way (ROW), while an underground line of the same voltage would require a 40-foot wide ROW (15-

foot permanent easement and 25-foot temporary construction easement).  An overhead 115 kV line following this route 

would require a 150-foot wide ROW and an approximately 5 acre expansion of the Edic Substation.  Route A is 

generally well removed from areas of residential development.  It includes one road crossing (Hazard Road) and the 

crossing of two existing transmission lines (National Grid’s Porter-Stittville 115kV and Yahnundasis-Porter 115kV lines). 

 

2.1.1.2 Route B – Edic Substation Roadside Route 
 
Route B would exit the Edic Substation in a southeasterly direction until it intersects with Edic Road.  It would then 

follow Edic Road to a point just before its intersection with Hazard Road, where it would turn to the west and follow 

Hazard Road, before turning to the southwest and crossing Hazard Road onto the Marcy Nanocenter site.  This 

alternative would be approximately 1.4 miles in length.  Due to its location within or adjacent to a public road that 

includes residential frontage development, it is assumed that this route would require an underground installation 

(within a 40-foot wide ROW) to minimize land acquisition needs, visual impact on adjacent residents, and conflicts with 

existing road and utility infrastructure.  If this alternative stayed within the ROW it would only have to cross one private 

parcel between the Edic Substation and the Nanocenter site (at the corner of Edic and Hazard Roads).  If this was not 

possible, a total of up to 14 private parcels would need to be crossed where they front on Edic and Hazard Roads.  

Route B would cross under several existing National Grid transmission lines connected to the Edic and Porter 

Substations. 
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2.1.2 Marcy Substation Alternatives 
 
2.1.2.1 Route C – Marcy Substation Overland Route 
 
This alternative would start at NYPA’s Marcy Substation and proceed west across Glass Factory Road before angling 

south across a large parcel of undeveloped land, to National Grid’s Edic-Volney 345 kV transmission corridor.  It would 

then follow the existing transmission corridor in a southeast direction toward the Edic Substation.  Before reaching the 

substation, Route C would leave the Edic-Volney transmission corridor and head southwest, across another large 

undeveloped portion of land, before crossing Hazard Road and entering the Nanocenter Site in approximately the same 

location as Route A.  This alternative would be approximately 2.9 miles in length and would cross 17 parcels of private 

land.  It would also include two road crossings and three transmission line crossings (including National Grid’s Edic-

Volney 345 kV, Edic-Clay 345 kV, Porter-Stittville 115 kV, and Yahnundasis-Porter 115 kV lines).  Due to its greater 

length and relatively remote location, Route C is assumed to be an overhead 345 kV installation on a 275-foot wide 

ROW. 

 

2.1.2.2 Route D – Marcy Substation Roadside Route 
 
Route D would exit NYPA’s Marcy Substation and head south, running parallel to the existing Porter-Adirondack/Marcy-

New Scotland/Edic-Marcy/Marcy-New Windsor transmission corridor.  Upon reaching Church Road, it would angle 

across the existing transmission ROW to Glass Factory Road at its intersection with Edic Road.  It would then follow 

Edic Road along the route described above for Route B.  Alternative Route D would be approximately 2.7 miles in 

length.  It is assumed that a transmission line following Route D would need to be an underground installation within a 

40-foot wide ROW, to minimize land acquisition needs, visual impact on adjacent residents, and potential conflicts with 

existing utility infrastructure (including the required crossing of multiple existing overhead high-voltage transmission 

lines).  Three different roads would also have to be crossed under this alternative.  Like Route B, the number of 

properties involved would depend on whether or not this alternative could be sited within existing road and utility ROW.  

If the line cannot be confined to these existing ROWs, up to 21 parcels of private land might have to be crossed under 

this alternative.  

 

2.1.3 Clay-Edic Tap Route 
 
2.1.3.1 Route E – Edic-Clay Interconnection/Substation Overland Route 
 
This alternative would require sectionalization of NYPA and National Grid’s Clay-Edic 345 kV transmission lines two 

make a dual circuit interconnection to the Marcy Nanocenter.  If the power were to be transformed to 115kV then a 

new substation near the Edic-Clay ROW would be needed.  This substation would be approximately 5 acres in size, 

and located on the south side of the Clay-Edic line ROW, west of the Edic Substation (Risucci Property).  From the 
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new substation, Route E would run along the same alignment as Route C between the Clay-Edic line and the proposed 

Nanocenter Substation Site.  This route would be just under 1.0 mile in length and would cross only two properties.  It 

would include crossings of two existing transmission lines (National Grid’s Porter-Stittville 115 kV and Yahnundasis-

Porter 115 kV transmission lines) and a single road crossing (Hazard Road).  The transmission line following Alternate 

Route E could be an overhead 345 kV installation on a 275-foot wide ROW or a 115 kV overhead line on a 150-foot 

wide ROW. 
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Table 1.  Tax Parcels Crossed by Alternative Routes. 

Alternatives 

 Route A Route B Route C Route D Route E 
293.000-1-12 
(Robert W. 
Cooney) 

293.000-1-55 
(Richard F. Wishart) 

293.000-1-12 
(Robert W. Cooney) 

293.000-1-55 
(Richard F. Wishart) 

293.000-1-12 
(Robert W. Cooney) 

278.000-2-36 
(Van Hatten 
Revocable Trust) 

293.000-1-54 
(Murad J. Mimassi) 

278.000-2-40 
(Arthur Risucci) 

293.000-1-54 
(Murad J. Mimassi) 

278.000-2-40 
(Arthur Risucci) 

278.000-2-39 
(Niagara Mohawk 
Power Corp) 

293.000-1-52 
(Mary Ann [Zabko] Geer) 

278.000-2-18.2 
(Todd C. Mull) 

293.000-1-52 
(Mary Ann [Zabko] 
Geer) 

 

 
293.000-1-16.1 
(Alexander F. Kolano) 

278.000-2-18.3 
(Donna L. Booth) 

293.000-1-16.1 
(Alexander F. Kolano) 

 

 
293.000-1-20 
(John H. Pletl) 

278.000-2-17.10 
(John Grieco) 

293.000-1-20 
(John H. Pletl) 

 

 
293.000-1-18 
(Theodore C. Kubinski) 

278.000-2-50.2 
(Rebecca Wells) 

293.000-1-18 
(Theodore C. Kubinski) 

 

 
293.000-1-19 
(Dennis Coughlin) 

278.000-2-15.1 
(John Dellerba) 

293.000-1-19 
(Dennis Coughlin) 

 

 
293.000-1-21 
(Kevin R. Strife) 

278.000-2-15.3 
(Joseph Ruggiero) 

293.000-1-21 
(Kevin R. Strife) 

 

 
293.000-1-22 
(Paul G. Strife) 

278.000-2-14 
(Sharon E. Eghigian) 

293.000-1-22 
(Paul G. Strife) 

 

 
278.000-2-36 
(Van Hatten Revocable 
Trust) 

278.000-2-15.5 
(David Eghigian) 

278.000-2-36 
(Van Hatten Revocable 
Trust) 

 

 
278.000-2-39 
(Niagara Mohawk Power 
Corp.) 

278.000-2-15.6 
(Sharon Eghigian) 

278.000-2-39 
(Niagara Mohawk 
Power Corp.) 

 

 
278.000-2-37 
(Beth A. Hoy) 

278.002-1-1.1 
(Michael L. Zielenski) 

278.000-2-37 
(Beth A. Hoy) 

 

 
278.000-2-38 
(Edna L. Martin) 

278.002-1-49 
(Nabhane M. Karam) 

278.000-2-38 
(Edna L. Martin) 

 

 
278.000-2-58 
(Unknown) 

263.000-1-50.1 
(Ray Fancett) 

278.000-2-58 
(Unknown) 

 

  
263.000-1-46 
(Joseph Cifarelli) 

278.000-2-29 
(New York Power 
Authority) 

 

  
278.002-1-2 
(Joseph Cifarelli) 

278.000-2-25 
(Niagara Mohawk 
Power Corp) 

 

  
263.000-1-36 
(New York Power 
Authority) 

278.000-2-26 
(Humane Stevens-
Swan) 

 

   
279.000-2-16.2 
(Unknown) 

 

   
279.000-2-16.3 
(New York Power 
Authority) 

 

   
278.002-2-2 
(Unknown) 

 

   
263.000-1-36 
(New York Power 
Authority) 
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3.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
To evaluate environmental and cultural resources that could be impacted by the various alternatives described above, 

EDR consulted various sources of existing information and conducted reconnaissance-level field investigations. 

Initially, only Routes A and B were under consideration in this evaluation.  Routes C, D, and E were subsequently 

identified through correspondence between CH2M, MV EDGE and NYPA representatives. As a result, initial 

investigations, including reconnaissance-level field investigations, were restricted to properties along Routes A and B.  

 

3.1 BACKGROUND DATA COLLECTION 
 
Various databases and agencies were consulted to identify sources of existing data, including the following: 

 

 ESRI aerial imagery  

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on-line database 

 National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping 

 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Freshwater Wetland mapping 

 NYSDEC stream mapping 

 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), Oneida 

County Soil Survey data 

 New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) databases 

 New York Geographic Information System (GIS) Clearinghouse database 

 NYSDEC Environmental Resource Mapper 

 

Additional published and on-line data sources consulted as part of this investigation are listed in Section 8.0 of this 

report (References). 

 

EDR also contacted the New York Natural Heritage Program (NHP) to obtain information on the documented 

occurrence of listed threatened and endangered species in the vicinity of the Study Area, and submitted Project 

information to the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to determine if any culturally sensitive sites had 

been documented in the area (Appendix A). 

 

 

3.2 PRELIMINARY FIELD STUDIES 
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3.2.1 Ecological Survey 
 
In December, 2014, an EDR Ecologist examined the routes of Routes A and B in the field.  This investigation involved 

walking those portions of Route A between the Edic Substation and the proposed Marcy Nanocenter Substation site 

where landowner permission had been obtained (three out of four parcels along the route).  A windshield survey of 

Route B was conducted along Edic and Hazard Roads.  All wildlife, plant species, and ecological communities observed 

along each route were documented with field notes and photos.  In addition, the presence of any areas that could 

represent potential habitat for listed threatened and endangered species with the potential to occur in the area (based 

on the results of background data collection) was also documented.  No field investigation of portions of Routes C, D 

and E that do no overlap with, or come in proximity to, the routes of Route A and B was conducted, due to a lack of 

landowner permission for access to properties along these routes. 

 

3.2.2 Wetland Inventory 
 
Concurrent with the ecological field survey described above, an EDR Ecologist performed an inventory of wetlands 

and streams along Route Routes A and B.  Approximate wetland boundaries were identified in the field, marked with 

surveyor’s flagging, and located using a Trimble Geoexplorer 6000 series global positioning system (GPS) with 

reported sub-meter accuracy.  Wetland and stream characteristics were documented with photos and field notes.  As 

with the ecological survey, a field inventory of wetlands and streams was not conducted on those portions of Routes 

C, D and E that do not overlap with, or come in proximity to, the route of Routes A and B. 

 

3.2.3 Phase 1A Cultural Resource Investigation 
 
EDR also prepared a Phase 1A Cultural Resources Investigation to document and evaluate the Project’s potential 

effect on previously identified cultural (historic and archeological) resources located in the vicinity of the Study Area, 

and provide an archeological sensitivity assessment for each alternative.  The Phase 1A survey included: 

  

1. A review of the OPRHP and New York State Museum (NYSM) archeological site files to identify previously 

recorded archeological sites located within the Study Area of the proposed alternatives routes.  

2. A review of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and NYSOPRHP’s on-line State Preservation 

Historical Information Network Exchange (SPHINX) or Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) 

inventory of previously identified historic-architectural resources to determine if any historic structures are 

located within, or immediately adjacent to, the Study Area.  

3. A literature review of previous cultural resources survey reports conducted in the Project vicinity. 

4. Historical research, with particular emphasis on cartographic (map) sources.  



Alternatives Analysis Proposed Marcy Nanocenter  9 

5. A reconnaissance-level site visit to document existing conditions, confirm the presence of previously identified 

cultural resources, and assess the level of previous disturbance or other factors that could affect the 

archeological sensitivity of the area. 

 

The results of the Phase 1A cultural resources survey are presented in a report included as Appendix A to this 

alternative analysis.  This report includes an evaluation of the archeological sensitivity of the Study Area and 

recommendations regarding the need, if any, for field investigations or other additional cultural resources work in 

association with the Project. 

 

4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
4.1 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
4.1.1 Vegetation 
 
Plant Communities 
 
Plant community types along the alternate routes within the Study Area were evaluated based on interpretation of aerial 

photography and limited field verification by EDR staff.  All of the major plant communities found within the Study Area 

are common to New York State.  Successional shrubland is the dominant community type within the Study Area, while 

forest land, agricultural land, developed/disturbed, and successional old-field communities all occur to a lesser extent.  

Brief descriptions are provided below for each of these terrestrial plant communities.  Wetland communities, including 

riparian corridors and floodplains are described in Section 4.2.  Ecological and water resources are illustrated in Figure 

4 and the photo log included in Appendix C. 

 

Forest - Forests located within and adjacent to the Study Area resemble the beech-maple mesic forest and the 

hemlock-northern hardwood forest communities described in the Ecological Communities of New York State (Edinger 

et. al., 2014). The hemlock-northern hardwood forest community is described as a mixed forest that typically occurs on 

middle to lower slopes of ravines, on cool, mid-elevation slopes, and on moist, well-drained sites. Sites most readily 

matching such a description closely follow the steep slopes along Gridley Creek and three unnamed tributaries found 

within the Study Area. In any one stand, tree species tend to vary somewhat, but dominant or co-dominant species in 

most locations include eastern hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), American beech (Fagus grandifolia), sugar maple (Acer 

saccharum), red maple (Acer rubrum), black cherry (Prunus serotina), white pine (Pinus strobus), and yellow birch 

(Betula alleghaniensis). Canopy cover is quite dense in most areas, resulting in a relatively open understory. When 

present, common shrub species include, mapleleaf viburnum (Viburnum acerifolium), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora) 

and raspberries (Rubus spp.). The herbaceous layer is dominated by various fern species including common wood 
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fern (Dryopteris intermedia), sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), mountain wood fern (Dryopteris campyloptera), and 

christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides).  

 

Beech-maple mesic forest communities occur along more moderate to gentle gradients and south-facing slopes within 

the Study Area, and generally radiate outwards from the hemlock-northern hardwood forest communities bordering the 

streams in the ravines. This is a northern hardwood forest with American beech and sugar maple co-dominating the 

canopy. Other common associate species within the tree stratum include yellow birch, black cherry, hop hornbeam 

(Ostrya virginiana), and shagbark hickory (Carya ovata).  Characteristic shrubs in the understory include multiflora 

rose, raspberries, witch hazel (Hamamelis virginiana), and gray dogwood (Cornus racemosa). Tree seedlings of sugar 

maple and American beech are often abundant in the understory as well. In the herbaceous layer, wood ferns, sensitive 

fern, and christmas fern are the most abundant species, with partridgeberry (Mitchella repens), Trillium species,  old-

field cinquefoil (Potentilla simplex), and New England aster (Sympyotrichum novae-angliae) also present. 

 

Successional Old-field - Successional old-fields are meadows dominated by grasses and forb species. Typically, these 

areas were once active agriculture and pasture land that has been abandoned, allowing for certain pioneer species to 

populate the area. Within the Study Area, successional old-field communities occur adjacent to established roadways, 

on utility ROWs, amidst residential areas, and adjacent to retired farmsteads.  Characteristic herbaceous species 

encountered within this community included Canada goldenrod (Solidago canadensis), wrinkle-leaf goldenrod 

(Solidago rugosa), giant goldenrod (Solidago gigantea), timothy (Phleum pretense), bluegrasses (Poa spp.), old-field 

cinquefoil, and New England aster. Some shrub species were present, however at relatively low cover percentages 

(approximately 5-10%). Characteristic shrub species included gray dogwood, arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum), 

common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), raspberries, multiflora rose, and some 

willow species (Salix spp.). 

 

Successional Shrubland - Successional shrubland is the most dominant community type within the Study Area. This 

community type was most often found within the ROWs of existing transmission lines, or along the edges of young 

forested areas, successional old-fields, and active agriculture.  Shrubland areas within the Study Area typically occur 

on managed ROWs, shallow poorly drained soils, moderate to steep slopes, or other areas that limited previous 

agricultural use. Herbaceous species similar to those found in successional old-fields occur in this community, however, 

shrub species, such as bush honeysuckle (Lonicera maackii), wild raisin (Viburnum nudum), common buckthorn, 

English hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), and staghorn sumac dominate this community. 

 

Agricultural Land - Agricultural land is common within the Study Area, although it does not occur on any of the 

alternative routes under consideration in this study. Row crops (corn), hay fields, and pastureland dominate this 



Alternatives Analysis Proposed Marcy Nanocenter  11 

community.  Corn and hay are typically rotated on a regular basis, therefore, the percentage of each specific agricultural 

type at any one time is variable.  Pastureland is the most common agricultural community found within the Study Area 

and is primarily used for the grazing of dairy cows. Pastureland is characterized by mixed grasses and broad-leafed 

herbaceous species, including red clover (Trifolium pretense), English plantain (Plantago lanceolata), and common 

dandelion (Taraxacum officinale). 

 

Disturbed/Developed - Disturbed/developed land consists of a combination of several "cultural communities" as defined 

in the Ecological Communities of New York State (Edinger et. al., 2014). Disturbed/developed lands occur throughout 

the Study Area, and are characterized by the presence of moderate density residential housing, commercial buildings, 

electrical substations, parking lots, paved and unpaved roads, and maintained lawns.  Vegetation in these areas is 

often either non-existent or, when present, highly managed (i.e., mowed lawns or landscaped yards).  Vegetation in 

these areas is typically comprised of robust (often non-native) herbaceous species such as common dandelion, field 

thistle (Cirsium discolor), lesser burdock (Arctium minus), and various upland grasses (Poa sp.).  

 

Invasive Plant Species  
 
An invasive species is an organism that has been purposefully or accidentally introduced outside its original geographic 

range, and is able to proliferate and aggressively alter its new environment, potentially causing harm to the economy, 

environment, or human health. Populations of invasive species typically establish most readily in places where the 

ground has been disturbed, thereby exposing the soil.  Limited field survey conducted by EDR in the fall of 2014 

identified the following invasive species within select portions of the Study Area: garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata), 

common buckthorn, multiflora rose, and Morrow’s honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii). These invasive species were 

chiefly observed around residential yards, substations, transmission line corridors, and disturbed roadside 

communities. These areas have generally experienced a high degree of disturbance and human activity, which likely 

has increased the spread and establishment of invasive species. 

 

Significant Natural Communities/Rare Plant Species 

 

The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Planning and Conservation (IPAC) System is an online tool to assist 

applicants in determining the possible occurrence of federally-listed, proposed, and candidate rare species in a 

particular area.  The lists include all such species known to occur in a given county, as well as those likely to occur 

there.  A search of this website was conducted for the Study Area on November 28, 2014, and it was determined that 

no federally-listed, proposed, or candidate species of plants have been documented in the Study Area. 
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A written request for information regarding state-listed threatened and endangered species and unique or significant 

natural communities was sent to the New York Natural Heritage Program (NYNHP).  According to the response letter 

dated October 27, 2014, no state-listed threatened or endangered species of plants or significant natural communities 

have been documented within, or adjacent to, the Study Area (see Appendix B). 

 

Reconnaissance-level ecological surveys conducted by EDR personnel during the fall of 2014 indicated that common 

ecological communities dominate the surveyed portions of the Study Area.  No listed threatened and endangered plant 

species, or unique/significant natural communities that typically support such species, were observed on site.   

 

4.1.2 Fish and Wildlife 
 
Fish and wildlife resources within the Study Area were identified through review of existing data sources, 

correspondence with the NYNHP, and limited on-site field surveys conducted by EDR personnel.  Specific information 

on fish and wildlife resources within the Study Area is presented below, organized into sub-sections focused on birds, 

mammals, fish, reptiles and amphibians, listed threatened and endangered species, and wildlife habitat. 

 
Birds  

Existing data sources were consulted and on-site field surveys was conducted to determine what types of bird species 

can be expected within the Study Area.  Sources of information included the following: 

 

 NYS Breeding Bird Atlas (BBA). 

 Audubon Christmas Bird Count (CBC). 

 On-site observations by EDR ecologists during the fall of 2014. 

 

The NYS Breeding Bird Atlas (BBA) is a comprehensive, statewide survey that indicates the distribution of breeding 

birds within 5-km by 5-km survey blocks across the state (McGowan & Corwin, 2008).  The Study Area is located within 

BBA blocks 4777A, 4777B, and 4778D.  The number of species observed in these survey blocks during the Atlas 2000 

project (covering the years 2000-2005) was 71 and 72, respectively, for a cumulative total of 81 different species.  The 

majority of the species identified in the BBA are common birds, typical of the agricultural, forest, wetland, and 

successional habitats found within and adjacent to the Study Area.   

 
Data from the Audubon’s Christmas Bird Count (CBC) provides an overview of the birds that inhabit the region during 

early winter.  Counts take place on a single day during a three-week period around Christmas, when birdwatchers 

comb a 15-mile (24 km) diameter circle in order to tally up all bird species and individuals observed.  The Clinton count 
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circle is centered approximately 20 miles southwest of the Study Area.  The number of wintering species observed on 

January, 2015 totaled 58 different species. 

 
On-site observations were limited, due to the site visit occurring within the winter season (December).  Bird species 

observed on-site included American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), broad-winged hawk (Buteo platypterus), red-tailed 

hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Canada goose (Branta canadensis), and northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis). 

 
It is important to note that there are no designated Important Bird Areas (IBAs) in proximity to the Study Area.  The 

nearest IBA is Cowaselon Creek Watershed Area, located approximately 24 miles west of the Study Area (Audubon 

New York, 2013).  There are also no NYSDEC-designated Bird Conservation Areas (BCA) in proximity to the Study 

Area.  The nearest BCA is Three Mile Bay, located approximately 42 miles west of the Study Area (NYSDEC, 2014). 

 

Mammals 

Due to a lack of existing on-line data regarding mammals within the Study Area, the occurrence of mammalian species 

was documented entirely through on-site field surveys and an evaluation of available habitat. Field surveys conducted 

by EDR documented the presence of 10 common species within the Study Area, through direct visual observation of 

species or signs of their occurrence (e.g., tracks or scat).  These species include raccoon (Procyon lotor), long-tailed 

weasel (Mustela frenata), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), woodchuck (Marmota monax), striped skunk 

(Mephitis mephitis), eastern coyote (Canis latrans), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), and eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus 

carolinensis).  Species not observed, but likely to occur in the area include gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), 

American mink (Neovison vison), beaver (Castor canadensis), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), porcupine (Erethizon 

dorsatum), and a variety of small mammals, such as mice and shrews. Various bat species are also likely to occur 

within the Study Area (specific endangered bat species are discussed below in the Threatened and Endangered 

Species section).  All of the mammal species documented on-site are common and widely distributed throughout New 

York State.   

 

Reptiles/Amphibians 

Reptile and amphibian presence within the Study Area was determined primarily through review of The Amphibians 

and Reptiles of New York State (Gibbs et al., 2007).  This book is based on the New York State Amphibian and Reptile 

Atlas, a 10-year survey (1990 through 1999) designed to document the geographic distribution of the state’s 

herptofauna (NYSDEC, 2007).  Based on this data source, along with documented species ranges and existing habitat 

conditions, it is estimated that approximately 18 reptile and amphibian species could occur within the Study Area, 

including gray tree frog (Hyla versicolor), American bull frog (Rana catesbeiana), northern leopard frog (Lithobates 

pipiens), American toad (Anaxyrus americanus), painted turtle (Chrysemys picta), common snapping turtle (Chelydra 

serpentina), red-spotted newt (Notophthalmus viridescens), dusky salamander (Desmognathus fuscus), northern two-
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lined salamander (Eurycea bislineata), northern redback salamander (Plethodon cinereus), and common garter snake 

(Thamnophis sirtalis).  All of these species are common and widely distributed throughout New York State.   

 
Fish 

No existing fisheries data were reviewed or aquatic surveys conducted, however ponds and streams within the Study 

Area likely support native and stocked fish populations. Multiple streams flow throughout the Study Area, and are likely 

to support a cold-water fish community, including species such as brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), brown trout (Salmo 

trutta ), creek chub (Semotilus atromaculatus), and slimy sculpin (Cottus cognatus).  In addition, ponds and beaver 

impoundments in the vicinity of the Study Area are likely to support a warm-water fish community (e.g., bass, sunfish, 

and shiners).   

 
Threatened, Endangered and Special Concern Species 

The potential presence of state or federally-listed threatened and endangered (T&E) species within the Study Area was 

determined based on review of information included in the New York State Breeding Bird Atlas (NYSDEC, 2014) and 

the New York State Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (NYSDEC, 2014), correspondence with the NYNHP, and on-line 

review of USFWS and NYSDEC websites. 

 

Correspondence from the NYNHP dated October 27, 2014 indicate no records of rare or state-listed animals or 

significant natural communities at or in immediate vicinity to the Study Area (see Appendix B).  The NYSDEC’s 

Environmental Resource mapper and Nature Explorer also both indicate that no rare species have been documented 

as occurring in the vicinity of the Study Area. However, three birds-listed by the NYSDEC as species of special concern 

(sharp-shinned hawk, Cooper’s hawk, and vesper sparrow) were recorded in the 2000-2005 BBA. A discussion of each 

of these species is presented below. 

 

 Sharp-shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus) – The sharp-shinned hawk is a small hawk that occurs in a wide 

range of woodland and forest types.  Sharp-shinned hawks prefer to forage within forest and along the forest 

edge, and are not found where trees are scarce or scattered, except potentially during migration. This species 

breeds only in dense stands of trees, and the loss of wooded areas and the fragmentation of habitat as a 

result of commercial or agricultural development puts this species at risk. 

 

 Cooper’s Hawk (Accipiter cooperii) – Cooper’s hawk is a medium-sized hawk that closely resembles the 

sharp-shinned hawk described above.  Like sharp-shinned hawks, Cooper’s hawks are forest birds, however 

this species has been frequently documented in residential areas and suburbs where broadleaf deciduous 

trees dominate the canopy. This hawk nests in a wide range of woodland and forest types, and prefers to 
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forage within forest and along the forest edge. In the State of New York, the loss of wooded areas and the 

fragmentation of habitat as a result of commercial or agricultural development puts this species at risk. 

 

 Vesper Sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus) - The vesper sparrow is a large to medium-sized grassland sparrow 

that prefers successional old-fields, grassy plains, native prairies, pastures, and haylands. The vesper 

sparrow mainly forages on the ground, eating insects and seeds from plants common within grassland habitat. 

This species has experienced significant declines as forest regeneration and farmland abandonment 

progresses in the Northeast.  

 

The USFWS IPAC System indicates the possible presence of the following federally-listed species of mammal within 

the Study Area: Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) - Endangered, and Northern Long Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) – 

Threatened (please note, the USFWS recently announced that this species is listed at Threatened, and this listing will 

become effective on May 4, 2015). A discussion of each of these species is presented below. 

 

 Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) - The Indiana bat is a state and federally-listed endangered bat species endemic 

to in New York State. This species’ range is generally restricted to elevations below 900 above mean sea 

level. Typically, the Indiana bat hibernates in caves or mines in the winter months and roosts under bark or in 

tree crevices in the late spring, summer, and early fall. Suitable summer habitat for the Indiana bat consists 

of a wide variety of forested and wooded habitats, which are utilized for roosting, foraging and migration. This 

species has also been documented in adjacent and interspersed non-forested habitats such as emergent 

wetlands and the edges of open fields and pastures. Habitat selected by Indiana bats tends to contain potential 

roost sites, which typically include living or dead trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of 5 inches or 

greater, with exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, and hollows. It appears that roost tree size and structure are 

more important to Indiana bat selection than any individual species of tree. Roosts are warmed by direct 

exposure to solar radiation and trees exposed to extended periods of direct sunlight are more preferred than 

roosts in shaded areas (USFWS, 2014a). Other areas used by this species are linear features such as 

fencerows, riparian forests, and other wooded corridors. These wooded areas can be dense or loose clusters 

of tree stands with varying amounts of canopy closure. Individual trees may also be considered suitable roost 

sites if they exhibit the characteristics stated above and are also located within 1,000 feet of other 

forested/wooded habitat.  Streams associated with floodplain forests, and impounded water bodies (ponds, 

wetlands, reservoirs, etc.) provide an abundant supply of flying insects. As such, these areas have been found 

to provide optimal foraging habitat for Indiana bats (USFWS, 2014a). 
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 Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) – The USFWS recently announced that the northern long-

eared bat is now protected as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), primarily due 

to the threat posed by white-nosed syndrome, which is a fungal disease that has devastated many bat 

populations.  This listing becomes effective on May 4, 2015, along with an interim 4(d) rule that provides some 

level of flexibility for specific activities that take place within northern long-eared bat habitat.  The USFWS has 

opened a 90-day public comment period to accept input on the interim 4(d) rule through July 1, 2015, and 

anticipates finalizing this rule by the end of 2015.  For areas of the country affected by white-nose syndrome, 

the measures provided in the interim 4(d) rule exempt “take” (a term under the ESA that includes harming, 

harassing or killing a listed species) resulting from certain activities. These activities include forest 

management practices, maintenance and limited expansion of transportation and utility ROW, removal of 

trees and brush to maintain prairie habitat, and limited tree-removal projects, provided these activities protect 

known maternity roosts and hibernation caves. The interim 4(d) rule also exempts take resulting from removal 

of hazardous trees, removal of northern long-eared bats from human dwellings, and research-related 

activities.  See http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nlba/ for additional information on the 

USFWS listing of this species.   

 

During the warmer months, northern long-eared bats roost in living or dead trees or shrubs with DBH 

measurements of 3 inches or greater which also have exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, and hollows.  This 

species prefers locations with small openings in the forest canopy to allow roost trees exposure to extended 

periods of direct sunlight and warmth.  Capture data from New York State suggest that northern long-eared 

bats may also be found in younger forest types (USFWS, 2013).  Much like the Indiana bat, a variety of tree 

species are used for roosting, and size and structure of the roost tree are more important than species. 

 

Based on review of the New York State Reptile and Amphibian Atlas, no state or federally-listed threatened or 

endangered reptiles or amphibians are documented as occurring within the Study Area. 

 
4.2 WATER RESOURCES 
 
The Study Area is approximately 1.5 miles north of the Mohawk River, and is located within the Mohawk River Drainage 

Basin (USGS Hydrologic Unit 02020004), which makes up approximately 25% of the larger Hudson River Drainage 

Basin.  On-site surface waters and wetlands resources are described below. 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nlba/
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4.2.1 Surface Waters 
 
Streams within the Study Area include Gridley Creek, three unnamed tributaries to Gridley Creek, two unnamed 

tributaries to Crane Creek, and one unnamed tributary to the Mohawk River.   All on-site streams eventually drain into 

the Mohawk River.  

 
Under Article 15 of the Environmental Conservation Law (Protection of Waters), the NYSDEC has regulatory jurisdiction 

over any activity that disturbs the bed or banks of protected streams.  Any stream, or particular portion of a stream, 

that has been assigned by the NYSDEC any of the following classifications or standards is considered a protected 

stream: AA, AA(t), A, A(t), B, B(t) or C(t) (6 NYCRR Part 701).  A classification of AA or A indicates that the best use 

of the stream is as a source of water supply for drinking, culinary or food processing purposes; primary and secondary 

contact recreation; and fishing.  The best usages of Class B waters are primary and secondary contact recreation and 

fishing.  The best usage of Class C waters is fishing and non-contact activities, and Class D waters represent the 

lowest classification standard.  Streams designated (t) indicate that they support trout, and also include those more 

specifically designated (ts) which support trout spawning. All streams within the Study Area are classified by the 

NYSDEC as class C streams and are not subject to Protection of Waters regulations.  However, all perennial and 

intermittent streams in the Study Area are also protected by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act.  There are no streams regulated by Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (i.e., 

navigable waters) within the Study Area  

 

Stream Descriptions 

Stream observed within the Study Area are generally located at the bottom of deeply incised gorges that were created 

over time as surface waters cut through the shale and limestone bedrock.  Perennial streams tend to be 20 to 40 feet 

wide, with a moderate to fast flow of water, and a substrate of cobble, gravel and areas of exposed Utica shale bedrock.  

At the time of the field investigation, water within the channels of perennial stream averaged 6 to 36 inches deep.  

Gridley Creek is also identified by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain mapping as having a 

100-year floodplain. The Gridley Creek floodplain is contained entirely within the ravine associated with this stream 

(see Figure 4). 

 

Intermittent streams were also observed during field investigation of Alternative Routes A and B. These streams were 

primarily low-gradient drainage features that meander through wetlands, agricultural fields, residential areas, and 

successional old-fields.  Most of these streams are less than 10 feet wide with variable substrates, and vegetative 

cover characteristics. Some streams have well-defined and abrupt banks, while the banks of others transition gradually 

into adjacent wetland vegetation. 
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According to aerial photography review and interpretation, there is one small farm pond/open water feature within the 

Study Area, which is adjacent to a residential structure and appears to be man-made.  Water depths in such ponds are 

typically 4 feet or more, although this has not been field verified.   

 

4.2.2 Wetlands 
 
Wetlands within the Study Area were identified through aerial photography interpretation, review of state and federal 

wetland mapping, review of mapped hydric soils, and reconnaissance-level field evaluations along Alternative Routes 

A and B. 

 

Mapped Wetlands  
 
Review of NYSDEC Freshwater Wetland mapping indicates that no state-regulated wetlands occur within the Study 

Area, and therefore NYSDEC jurisdiction under Article 24 of the Environmental Conservation Law is not anticipated. 

National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping includes only one mapped wetland, a freshwater pond totaling 0.28 acre 

(USFWS, 2014), which is mentioned above in the Surface Waters discussion.  Figure 4 shows the location of all 

mapped wetlands within the Study Area.   

 

Hydric Soils 

Review of the National Hydric Soil List for New York State, in conjunction with Oneida County Soil Survey mapping for 

the Study Area, indicates that potentially hydric Lyons soils cover approximately 1.7 percent of the Study Area (NRCS, 

2015).  It is worth noting that although soil series may be generally classified as hydric or potentially hydric on existing 

databases, this does not necessarily reflect actual on-site conditions.  

 

Field Review 
 
During early December of 2014, EDR conducted a reconnaissance-level field review of Alternative Routes A and B, 

which included the identification of streams and wetlands in the vicinity of these proposed transmission line routes.  

Please note that the extent of these resources, as discussed and depicted within this report, are approximate only.  

Detailed on-site delineations during the growing season would be required to determine the exact boundaries of 

wetlands within the Study Area.  

 

Wetland Descriptions 
 
In general, wetlands identified within the Study Area exist as one or a combination of the following types: 1) emergent 

wetland, 2) scrub-shrub wetland, or 3) forested wetland, as defined by the Cowardin classification system (Cowardin, 
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et al., 1979).  The approximate location of wetlands identified through field review are depicted in Figure 4. Descriptions 

of each of the general wetland communities observed on-site are presented below. 

 

Emergent wetland – The majority of the wetlands found along Alternative Routes A and B were characterized 

as emergent or are partially emergent.  Emergent wetlands, or marshes, typically occur where surface water 

collects in shallow basins or along the edges of waterbodies.  These wetlands are dominated by herbaceous 

vegetation, and generally characterized by soils that remain saturated or inundated throughout the year.  

Some of the emergent wetlands observed on-site are best described as wet meadows.  Wet meadows are 

usually found in poorly drained, low-lying areas.  They resemble grasslands or successional old-fields, and 

are typically drier than marshes, except during periods of seasonal high water.  They generally lack standing 

water for most of the year, though snow melt, stormwater runoff, and/or a high water table allows the soil to 

remain saturated for a significant portion of the growing season.  Emergent wetlands observed on-site are 

dominated by plants such as cattail (Typha latifolia), sedges (Carex spp.), rushes (Juncus spp.), green bulrush 

(Scirpus atrovirens), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), late goldenrod (Solidago gigantea), wool 

grass (Scirpus cyperinus), Joe-pye weed (Eutrochium maculatum), and boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum).  

Evidence of wetland hydrology in the emergent wetlands included standing surface water, drainage patterns, 

saturated soils, microtopographic relief, a high water table, and redoximorphic soil features indicative of 

inundation events. 

 
Scrub-shrub wetland – A portion of the wetlands observed on-site are dominated by scrub-shrub vegetation, 

and are characterized by dense stands of shrub species less than 20 feet tall, including willows (Salix spp.), 

silky dogwood (Cornus amomum), red osier dogwood (Cornus stolonifera), gray dogwood (Cornus racemosa), 

speckled alder (Alnus incana), and common elderberry (Sambucus nigra). Herbaceous vegetation in these 

areas includes sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), ostrich fern (Matteuccia struthiopteris), tearthumb 

(Persicaria arifolia), field horsetail (Equisetum arvense), and various sedges.  Evidence of wetland hydrology 

included a high water table, saturated soils, microtopographic relief, and redoximorphic soil features.   

 
Forested wetland – Forested wetland communities are dominated by trees that are 20 feet or taller, but also 

include an understory of shrub and herbaceous species.  Forested wetlands observed on-site included a mix 

of hydrophytic trees such as green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), American elm (Ulmus americana), red 

maple (Acer rubrum), black willow (Salix nigra), and eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoids), with an understory 

of saplings of the above-mentioned species and shrubs, such as dogwoods or willows.  Herbaceous species 

in forested wetlands include sedges, sensitive fern, royal fern (Osmunda regalis), late goldenrod, wool grass, 

and sphagnum moss.  Evidence of wetland hydrology in the forested wetlands included water marks on trees, 

moss trim lines drainage patterns, saturated soils, microtopographic relief, and redoximorphic soil features.  
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Although on-site investigations were only conducted in association with Alternative Routes A and B (due to lack of 

property access), and NYSDEC and NWI mapping indicates the presences of very few wetlands in the area, field 

review and aerial photo interpretation suggests that other portions of the Study Area are likely to contain wetlands 

regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, some of which may be sizeable.  Additional field investigations 

would be required to determine the location and extent of additional wetlands within the Study Area.   

 
4.3 AESTHETIC RESOURCES 
 
As part of EDR’s background data review, potential visually sensitive resources within the Study Area were identified.  

The presence of resources that could be considered significant from both a statewide and local perspective was 

evaluated.  This evaluation involved review of 15 resource categories identified by NYSDEC Visual Policy (NYSDEC, 

2000) as aesthetic resources of statewide significance.  The results of this review are as follows: 

 

 

1. Properties on or eligible for inclusion in the National or State Register of Historic Places [16 U.S.C. § 470a et 

seq., Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law Section 14.07]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

2. State Parks [Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law Section 3.09]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

3. National or State Heritage Areas/Urban Cultural Parks [Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law 

Section 35.15]; 

The Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor (state) covers the entire Study Area.  The Mohawk Valley Heritage 

Corridor covers eight counties and was designated a heritage corridor by New York State because of the 

centuries of history in the area, including Iroquois encounters with fur-traders and missionaries, European 

settlement, colonial wars, the Erie Canal, and industrialization. 

 

4. The State Forest Preserve [NYS Constitution Article XIV]; Adirondack and Catskill Parks]; 

None within the Study Area. 
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5. National Wildlife Refuges [16 U.S.C. 668dd], State Game Refuges and State Wildlife Management Areas 

[ECL 11-2015]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

6. National Natural Landmarks [36 CRF Park 62]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

7. The National Park System, Recreation Areas, Seashores, Forests [16 U.S.C. 1c]; 

None within the Study Area 

 

8. Rivers designated as National or State Wild, Scenic or Recreational [16 U.S.C. Chapter 28, ECL 15-2701 et 

seq.]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

9. A site, area, lake, reservoir or highway designated or eligible for designated or eligible for designation as 

scenic [ECL Article 49 or DOT equivalent] and APA Designated State Highway Roadside] 

None within the Study Area. 

 

10. Scenic Areas of Statewide Significant [of Article 42 of Executive Law]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

11. A State or federally designated trail, or one proposed for designation [16 U.S.C. Chapter 27 or equivalent]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

12. Adirondack Park Scenic Vistas; [Adirondack Park Land Use and Development Map]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

13. State Nature and Historic Preserve Areas; [Section 4 of Article XIV of the State Constitution]; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

14. Palisades Park; [Palisades Interstate Park Commission]; 

None within the Study Area. 
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15. Bond Act Properties purchased under Exceptional Scenic Beauty or Open Space category; 

None within the Study Area. 

 

EDR also conducted reconnaissance-level field review and consulted existing databases to identify potential aesthetic 

resources of local significance within the Study Area.  Results of this review indicate that the only resources within the 

Study Area that could be considered visually sensitive from a local perspective are areas of relatively high density 

residential development.  No local park or recreational facilities, cemeteries, or scenic areas were identified within the 

Study Area.  The locations of identified visually sensitive resources are illustrated in Figure 5. 

 

4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
As part of the Phase 1A Cultural Resources Investigation, EDR conducted a file review of the NYSOPRHP Cultural 

Resource Information System (CRIS) (NYSOPRHP, 2015) to collect information concerning previously reported 

archeological sites located within the Project Study Area.  This database indicates that there is one previously reported 

archeological site located within the Study Area, as described in Table 1 and depicted on Figure 5. 

 

Table 2.  Archeological Sites Located Within the Study Area. 

Site 

Identifier 

Site 

Name 

Time 

Period 

Site 

Description 

Distance 

from Project 

A065-13-000029 Glass Factory Site Early 19th Century 
Welsh Immigrant 

Glass Factory 

0.0 

(Within Study Area) 

 

The Glass Factory Site (A065-13-000029) is an historic archeological site located east of the intersection of Glass 

Factory Road near the intersection with Church Road.  The site is the former location of two glass factories, the first of 

which was constructed in 1809 by Welsh immigrants.  The factories employed up to 300 people at the height of 

production in the nineteenth century (Fagan, 1979). 

 

As indicated on Figure 5, four previously reported archeological sites (A065-13-000100, A065-13-000101, A065-13-

000102, A065-13-000121) are located to the southwest, on the Marcy Nanocenter site immediately adjacent to the 

Study Area.  These sites represent historic farmstead artifact scatters and building foundations, and pre-contact Native 

American lithic manufacture and camp sites.   

 

EDR also reviewed the NYS CRIS database to identify significant historic buildings and/or districts located within 1 mile 

of the Project.  This investigation revealed that there are no properties listed or determined eligible for listing on the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) within or immediately adjacent to the Study Area. 
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Historic maps were reviewed to identify the location of map-documented structures (MDS) within the Study Area.  

These maps included the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida County, New 

York, and the 1955 South Trenton, NY USGS topographic quadrangle map.  The MDS shown on these maps are 

generally located adjacent to existing roadways, and in some instances represent existing buildings and/or farms.  In 

other instances, the MDS represent abandoned, significantly deteriorated and/or demolished structures that now may 

be represented only by archeological remains.  Potential archeological resources associated with these MDS could 

include residential and/or farmstead sites, wherein the complete residential and/or agricultural complex consisting of 

foundations, structural remains, artifact scatters, and other features, would constitute an archeological site.  In other 

locations more limited remains of these sites, perhaps represented by only a foundation or an artifact scatter, may be 

extant.   

 

Due to its proximity to numerous recorded prehistoric Native American archeological sites, as well as the proximity to 

Gridley Creek, undisturbed portions of the Project Study Area are considered to have a moderate potential for the 

presence of prehistoric Native American archeological resources.  The presence of abundant natural resources, 

including a source of fresh water, would have made it an attractive place to settle for prehistoric populations.  In addition, 

areas located in the immediate vicinity (within approximately 200 feet) of MDS locations should be considered as having 

a very high potential for the presence of historic-period archeological resources.  The remaining portions of the Study 

Area exhibit minimal likelihood for significant historic period archeological sites to be present. 

 

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVE ROUTES  
 
Potential environmental impacts associated with each of the routing alternatives under consideration in this study are 

summarized in Table 3 below.  The environmental impacts are described in greater detail in the narrative that follows.  

Permitting implications of the various alternatives are discussed in Section 6.0. 

 

Table 3.  Comparison of Potential Impacts of Alternative Routes. 

Constraints 
Alternative Routes 

Associated 
Substation 

A B C1 D1 E1 Sub. A Sub. E1 

Approximate Length (Miles) 1.1 1.4 2.9 2.7 0.9 - - 

Number of Road Crossings 1 1 2 3 1 - - 

Number of T-Line Intersections 2 1 3 5 2 - - 

Forested Impacts  
(Acres within ROW) 

275’ ROW -14.3 
150’ ROW - 10.6 

40’ ROW -2.9 

0.2 44.8 2.2 
275’ ROW - 15.3 
150’ ROW - 7.3 

0.02 0.0 

Successional Scrubland 
Impacts (Acres within ROW) 

275’ ROW - 4.9 
150’ ROW - 2.4 
40’ ROW - 0.4 

0.0 17.5 1.1 
275’ ROW - 6.9 
150’ ROW - 4.5 

3.1 4.2 
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Constraints 
Alternative Routes 

Associated 
Substation 

A B C1 D1 E1 Sub. A Sub. E1 

Successional Old-field 
Impacts (Acres within ROW) 

275’ ROW - 12.6 
150’ ROW - 5.3 
40’ ROW - 1.4 

0.9 16.1 0.6 
275’ ROW - 9.9 
150’ ROW - 5.6 

1.88 0.8 

Disturbed/Developed Area 
Impacts (Acres within ROW) 

275’ ROW - 0.2 
150’ ROW - 0.2 
40’ROW - 0.1 

5.8 13.2 9.3 
275’ ROW - 1.5 
150’ ROW - 0.5 

0.0 0.0 

Approximate Wetlands 
Impacts (Acres within ROW)  

275’ ROW - 4.2 
150’ ROW - 2.2 
40’ ROW - 0.6 

0.4 3.8+ 0.3+ 
275’ ROW - 4.6+ 
150’ ROW - 2.8+ 

3.4 0 

Stream Impacts  
(Linear Feet within ROW) 

275’ ROW - 580 
150’ ROW - 436 
40’ROW - 112 

20 2100 90 
275’ ROW – 370 
150’ ROW -240’ 

0.0 0.0 

Steep (>15%) Slopes  
(Acres within ROW) 

275’ ROW - 3.4 
150’ ROW - 1.7 
40’ ROW - 0.5 

0.2 7.5 0.2 
275’ ROW - 5.33 
150’ ROW - 2.5 

0.0 0.0 

Visual Impacts (Miles visible) 257’ ROW - 0.7 
150’ ROW - 0.7 
40’ ROW - 0.0 

- 1.5 - 
275’ ROW - 0.4 
150’ ROW - 0.4 

- - 

1Portions of these routes were evaluated through desktop analysis only. 

 

5.1 ROUTE A - EDIC SUBSTATION OVERLAND ROUTE 
 
This route would proceed directly from the Edic Substation to the proposed Nanocenter Substation site in a southwest 

direction, as depicted in Figure 3.  Just over 1.0 mile in length, this route would cross two parcels of private land and 

would require the establishment of an entirely new ROW corridor.  Depending on the type of installation proposed, this 

corridor could vary in width from 40 feet to 275 feet.  Installation of a 115 kV line along this route would also require 

expansion of the Edic Substation (assumed to require approximately 5 acres). 

 

5.1.1 Potential Impacts to Ecological Resources 
 
Plant Communities 

Through use of Geographic Information System (GIS) software, approximate impacts to plant communities (forest, 

successional shrubland, successional old-field, and developed/disturbed) were quantified for this alternative under 

three different scenarios; a 275-foot wide overhead 345 kV ROW, a 150-foot wide 115 kV overhead ROW, and a 40-

foot wide (15-foot permanent, 25-foot temporary) buried 345 kV ROW.  For a 345 kV overhead line, this alternative 

would impact approximately 14.3 acres of forest, 4.9 acres of successional shrubland, 12.6 acres of successional old-

field, and 0.2 acre of developed/disturbed land.  Permanent impacts would be limited to conversion of 14.3 acres of 

forest to successional communities.  No agricultural cover types would be impacted by this alternative as currently 

proposed.  For a 115 kV overhead line (and associated substation expansion) this alternative would impact 

approximately 10.6 acres of forest, 2.4 acres of successional shrubland, 5.3 acres of successional old-field, and 0.2 
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acre of disturbed developed land.  Permanent impacts would include conversion of a 10.6 acres of forest to 

successional communities along the ROW and conversion of 5 acres of successional communities to built facilities at 

the substation expansion site.  For an underground installation, approximately 2.9 acres of forest, 0.4 acre of 

successional shrubland, 1.4 acres of successional old-field and 0.1 acre of disturbed/developed land would be 

temporarily impacted during construction.  The only permanent impact would be conversion of 1.1 acres of forest to 

successional communities within the 15-foot wide permanent easement. 

 

Significant Natural Communities/Rare Plant Species 

Agency correspondence and reconnaissance-level ecological surveys conducted during the fall of 2014 revealed that 

common ecological communities dominate the route of Route A. Therefore, this alternative is not anticipated to result 

in impacts to significant natural communities or rare plant species. However, this would need to be confirmed during 

more detailed studies in support of the next phase of the Project.  

 

Fish and Wildlife 

Potential impacts to fish and wildlife are associated primarily with the degree of disturbance or loss of habitat incurred 

as a result of Project construction.  Fish and wildlife impacts also include short-term effects resulting from physical and 

noise disturbance during construction, however, such impacts are largely temporary.  Overall wildlife impacts along 

Route A are expected to be relatively proportional to the degree of habitat alteration that will result from the 

establishment of an entirely new ROW.  As described above for plant communities, this will occur primarily in forested 

portions of the route, where permanent loss of forest habitat could range from 1.1 to 14.3 acres, depending on the type 

of transmission line installed. 

 

Threatened, Endangered, Special Concern Species 

The forest and successional shrubland along Alternative Route A includes numerous trees in excess of 3 inches DBH.  

Trees with exfoliating bark, crevices or cavities that are over 3 inches DBH represent potential roosting habitat for 

northern long-eared bat and Indiana bat.  Thus, removal of such trees would result in a loss of potential habitat for 

these listed species, and could result in direct mortality of roosting bats, unless conducted during the hibernation 

season (October 31 – March 31). 

 

As mentioned previously, Cooper’s hawk and the sharp-shinned hawk, both prefer forest habitat for foraging and 

nesting.  Route A would require the disturbance of up to 14.3 acres of forest land. As such, potential adverse impacts 

to both hawks could occur as a result of ROW clearing.  Therefore, as with the listed bats discussed about, potential 

impacts to these special concern species are largely related to the degree of forest clearing and forest conversion 

associate with this alternative. 
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Impacts to the vesper sparrow are not anticipated under this alternative.  Forest clearing and maintenance of early 

successional communities along this alternative route, may in fact expand habitat for this grassland bird. However, an 

overhead transmission line (both structures and wires) could present a minor collision hazard to flying birds during 

periods of low ceiling, poor visibility or mating behavior. 

 

5.1.2 Potential Impacts to Water Resources 
 
Wetlands 

Based on an analysis of Alternative Route A relative to mapped wetland boundaries and approximate wetland 

boundaries identified in the field, it appears that up to 4.2 acres of wetland could occur within the ROW of an overhead 

line along this route (assuming a ROW width of 275 feet).  The 150-foot wide ROW for a 115 kV line, and the area 

required for the associated substation expansion, would include approximately 5.6 acres of wetland.  Approximately 

0.6 acre of wetland would occur within the ROW of an underground installation along this route (assuming a 40-foot 

wide ROW). These wetlands include emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested cover types.  

 

Impacts to wetlands associated with construction of the proposed transmission line would primarily be temporary.  

Permanent impacts associated with the placement of structures and access roads in wetlands are often avoidable, and 

generally small.  However, expansion of the Edic Substation to the southwest under the 115 kV scenario would result 

in the loss of approximately 3.4 acres of scrub-shrub and emergent wetland.  If expansion of the substation could be 

relocated, or reduced in size, these permanent wetland impacts could be reduced.  Long-term impacts to wetlands 

would also occur as a result of permanently converting forested wetlands to either scrub-shrub or emergent cover 

types.  Assuming construction of an overhead line along Alternative Route A, a total of approximately 2.1 acres of 

forested wetlands could be cleared along the proposed 275-foot wide ROW and 1.1 acres for the 150-foot wide ROW 

and substation expansion under a 115 kV scenario.  An underground installation would result in less than 0.1 acre of 

forested wetland conversion. 

 

Streams 

Route A would cross two streams; Gridley Creek and an intermittent unnamed tributary to Gridley Creek.  The route of 

Route A would include up to approximately 580 linear feet of stream (assuming a 275-foot wide ROW).  A 150-foot 

wide ROW would include approximately 436 linear feet of stream, and a 40-foot ROW would include 112 linear feet of 

stream.  If the streams are spanned by the overhead line, impacts to the bed, banks, and adjacent riparian vegetation 

would be minimal, assuming sediment and erosion control measures are put into place and best management practices 

(BMPs) are followed during construction.  However, removal of forested overstory along the streams would result in 

greater solar exposure and loss of cover, which could have an adverse effect on fish and other aquatic organisms.  An 
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underground installation would have a direct impact on streams if the line were installed by open trenching.  These 

impacts would include disturbance of the stream bed and banks, as well as possible downstream siltation impacts.  

However, these impacts could be minimized using temporary dewatering techniques or directional drilling. 

 

Floodplains 

The 275-foot wide ROW of Route A includes approximately 1.2 acres of the Gridley Creek 100-year floodplain.  A 150-

foot wide ROW would include 0.7 acre of floodplain, and a 40-foot wide ROW would include 0.2 acre.  If this area is 

spanned by the overhead lines, impacts to the Gridley Creek floodplain (other than tree clearing) would be avoided.  

Impacts of an underground installation would be largely temporary (disturbance during construction) and could be 

avoided through directional drilling. 

 

5.1.3 Potential Impacts to Aesthetic Resources 
 
Aesthetic impacts occur when the cleared ROW, overhead lines, and/or structures of a transmission line substantially 

alter the character or scenic quality of a view, or affect viewer activities in the surrounding area (e.g. recreational parks, 

residential areas). The significance of the impact is directly related to the quality of the view and the sensitivity of the 

viewer.  However, based on likely concern/opposition from nearby residents and local officials, any new overhead line 

could significantly complicate permitting efforts. 

 

In order to evaluate potential aesthetic impacts, a reconnaissance-level field review was conducted to determine the 

general aesthetic character of the Study Area and the degree to which any proposed transmission line alternative would 

be visible from any visually sensitive resource within the Study Area.  Because the area does not include any park, 

recreational, or designated scenic areas, this analysis focused on residential areas and public roads that traverse the 

Study Area.  Measurements were made to estimate the length of each alternative route that could potentially be viewed 

from such areas by reviewing USGS 7.5 minute topographic maps and aerial imagery using GIS software (ArcGIS, 

Version 10.1).  Through this review of aerial imagery and USGS topographic maps, an overhead line along Route A 

was estimated to be partially visible to local residences for approximately 0.7 mile of its overall length.  The most visible 

location would be the crossing of Hazard Road.  This would be the only area where the cleared ROW associated with 

an underground installation might be visible along this route. 

 

5.1.4 Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
Proposed construction of Route A will include ground disturbing activities that could impact potential archeologically 

sensitive areas.  However, these activities are not proposed to impact any previously identified archeologically sensitive 

areas.  Alternative Route A exhibits a minimal likelihood of significant historic period archeological sites being present 
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where the route is located adjacent to previously disturbed road crossings, steep slopes, and residential frontage 

development.  Review of the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida County, 

New York, and the 1955 South Trenton, NY USGS topographic quadrangle map does not indicate the presence of any 

MDS along Alternative Route A.  There are no other indications of potential archeological resources along this route, 

and no known historic structures will be visually impacted as a result of this alternative. 

 

5.2 ROUTE B - EDIC SUBSTATION ROADSIDE ROUTE 
 
Route B would be approximately 1.4 miles in length and would run adjacent to Hazard Road and Edic Road, between 

the Nanocenter Substation and Edic Substation.  Due to its location within or adjacent to a public road that includes 

residential frontage development, it is assumed to be an underground installation within a 40-foot wide ROW (15-foot 

wide permanent easement and 25-foot wide temporary easement). 

 

5.2.1 Potential Impacts to Ecological Resources 
 
Plant Communities 

This alternative would impact approximately 0.2 acre of forest, 0.9 acre of successional old-field, and 5.8 acres of 

developed/disturbed land. No agricultural cover or successional shrubland would be impacted by this alternative as 

currently proposed.  Permanent conversion of forest would be less than 0.1 acre. 

 

Significant Natural Communities/Rare Plant Species 

Agency correspondence and reconnaissance-level ecological surveys conducted during the fall of 2014 revealed that 

common ecological communities dominate the route of Route B. Therefore, this alternative is not anticipated to result 

in impacts to significant natural communities/rare plant species. However, this would need to be confirmed during more 

detailed studies in support of the next phase of the Project. 

 

Fish and Wildlife 

As indicated in the discussion of potential plant community impacts, Route B, would impact approximately 0.2 acre of 

forest habitat, 0.9 acre of successional old-field habitat, and 5.8 acres of developed/disturbed land.  Consequently, it 

would have very little impact on terrestrial wildlife habitat.  It would also not result in the construction of any above 

ground structures that could result in avian collision impacts.  Consequently, wildlife impacts are expected to be 

temporary and relatively minor for this alternative.  Given the fact that construction will occur within, or adjacent to, a 

public road ROW, wildlife use of this area is limited, and what little undeveloped habitat is available along this route will 

generally return to the conditions that existed prior to any disturbance.  
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Threatened, Endangered, Special Concern Species 

Construction of Route B would require limited removal of trees. Some of these trees have a DBH over 3 inches, and 

thus represent potential roosting habitat for northern long-eared bats and Indiana bats.  However, very few such trees 

exist along this route, and use of these trees as bat roosts is unlikely, since the route occurs within, or adjacent to yards 

and public road ROW.   This location also eliminates potential forest fragmentation concerns for special concern hawk 

species.  Clearing of trees and maintenance of early successional vegetation along this alternative route would have 

no impact on habitat for vesper sparrow. 

 

5.2.2 Potential Impacts to Water Resources 
 

Wetlands 

Approximately 0.4 acre of wetlands will occur within the 40-foot wide ROW of Route B.  These wetlands are all emergent 

cover types.  Because this alternative is envisioned as an underground installation, impacts to these wetlands will be 

temporary and restricted to the period of construction.  After construction, these wetlands would be allowed to return 

to their preconstruction condition. 

 

Streams 

Alternative Route B would cross one stream (Gridley Creek) along an established public road corridor.  The ROW for 

Route B would include approximately 20 linear feet of stream. Assuming an underground installation along this route, 

direct impacts to this portion of Gridley Creek would be anticipated during construction.  These impacts would include 

disturbance to the stream bed and banks, clearing of streamside vegetation, and potential downstream siltation 

impacts.  However, such impacts could be largely avoided if the line was installed using temporary dewatering or 

directional drilling techniques, and by retaining streamside buffers. 

 

Floodplains 

Review of flood zone mapping indicates that Route B includes approximately 0.2 acre of the Gridley Creek 100-year 

floodplain.  Because the installation is anticipated to be underground, floodplain impacts would be associated with 

temporary construction-related disturbance, and could be avoided through directional drilling.  No long-term impacts to 

the floodplain are anticipated. 

 

 

5.2.3 Potential Impacts to Aesthetic Resources 
 
Due to its location within or adjacent to a public road that includes residential frontage development, Route B is 

assumed to be an underground installation that will require minimal removal of trees and no significant above ground 
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structures.  Therefore, other than temporary impacts during construction, no visual impacts to adjacent residences are 

anticipated. 

 

5.2.4 Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
Proposed construction of Route B will include ground disturbing activities.  However, these activities are not proposed 

to impact any previously identified archeologically sensitive areas.  Alternative Route B exhibits a minimal likelihood 

for significant historic period archeological sites to be present given its proximity to previously disturbed roadside and 

residential frontage development.  No known historic structures which will be visually impacted as a result of this 

alternative. 

 

5.3 ROUTE C - MARCY SUBSTATION OVERLAND ROUTE 
 
This alternative would start at NYPA’s Marcy Substation and would run approximately 2.9 miles to the Marcy 

Nanocenter site.  Due to its greater length and relatively remote location, Route C is anticipated to be an overhead 

installation on a 275-foot wide ROW. 

 

5.3.1 Potential Impacts to Ecological Resources 
 
Plant Communities 

Route C would impact approximately 44.8 acres of forest, 17.5 acres of successional shrubland, 16.1 acres of 

successional old-field, and 13.2 acres of developed/disturbed land. No agricultural land would be impacted by this 

alternative.  Permanent impact to forest land (i.e., conversion to successional communities) is greatest along this 

alternative route. 

 

Significant Natural Communities/Rare Plant Species 

Agency correspondence and reconnaissance-level ecological surveys conducted during the fall of 2014 revealed that 

common ecological communities dominate the Study Area.  Although this was not confirmed along significant portions 

of Route C, this alternative is not anticipated to result in impacts to significant natural communities or rare plant species. 

However, this would need to be confirmed during supplemental field studies in support of the next phase of the Project. 

 

 

Fish and Wildlife 

Potential impacts to fish and wildlife are associated primarily with the degree of disturbance or loss of habitat incurred 

as a result of Project construction.  Fish and wildlife impacts also include short-term effects resulting from physical and 

noise disturbance during construction, however, such impacts are largely temporary.  Overall wildlife impacts along 
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Route C are expected to be relatively proportional to the degree habitat alteration that will result from the establishment 

of additional cleared ROW.  As described above this will occur primarily along forested portions of the route, where 

loss of forest habitat is estimated at approximately 44.8 acres. 

 

Threatened, Endangered, Special Concern Species 

The forest land and successional shrubland along Alternative Route C includes numerous trees in excess of 3 inches 

DBH that could represent potential roosting habitat for northern long-eared bats and Indiana bats.  Removal of such 

trees would result in a loss of potential habitat for these listed species, and could result in direct mortality of roosting 

bats, unless conducted during the hibernation season.  

 

Because Alternative Route C would require the disturbance of approximately 44.8 acres forest land, both sharp-shinned 

and Coopers hawks could be impacted by ROW clearing.  Therefore, as with the listed bats discussed about, potential 

impacts to these special concern species are largely related to the degree of forest clearing and forest conversion 

associate with this alternative. 

 

Impacts to the vesper sparrow are not anticipated under this alternative.  Forest clearing and maintenance of early 

successional communities along this alternative route, may in fact expand habitat for this grassland bird. However, a 

new overhead transmission line (both structures and wires) could present an additional hazard to flying birds during 

periods of low ceiling, poor visibility or mating behavior. 

 

5.3.2 Potential Impacts to Water Resources 
 

Wetlands 

Based on field evaluation of portions of this route that overlap, or are in proximity to, Route A, along with review of 

existing mapping and aerial photos, it is estimated that at least 3.8 acres of wetland occur within the ROW of Route C 

(assuming a ROW width of 275 feet). These wetlands include emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested cover types.  

Because a field inventory of wetlands and streams was not conducted along significant portions of Route C, it is quite 

possible that wetlands impacted by this alternative would be larger than the approximated 3.8 acres.  However, based 

on this estimate, a total of at least 2.6 acres of forested wetlands could be cleared and permanently converted to other 

wetland cover types along the proposed 275-foot wide ROW. 

 

Streams 

Route C would cross three major streams; Gridley Creek, a perennial unnamed tributary to Gridley Creek, and a 

perennial unnamed tributary to Crane Creek.  The 275-foot wide ROW of Route C would include a total of approximately 
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2,100 linear feet of stream corridor.  Assuming the streams are spanned by the overhead line, impacts to the bed, 

banks, and adjacent riparian vegetation within the ravines would be minimal.  However, construction could result in 

temporary siltation impacts, and removal of forested overstory along the streams would result in greater solar exposure 

and loss of cover, which could have an adverse effect on fish and other aquatic organisms.   

 

Floodplains 

Based on FEMA mapping, the ROW of Route C includes approximately 2.5 acres of the Gridley Creek 100-year 

floodplain.  Assuming this area is spanned by the overhead line, impacts to the Gridley Creek floodplain would be 

limited to tree clearing. 

 

5.3.3 Potential Impacts to Aesthetic Resources 
 
Through review of aerial imagery and USGS topographic maps, ROUTE C was estimated to be visible to local 

residences for approximately 1.5 miles of its overall length. Route C would also cross Hazard Road, Morris Road, and 

Morgan Road, where the cleared ROW and overhead structures would be clearly visible to drivers and adjacent 

residents.  Because of its overall length, overhead construction, multiple road crossing and substantial portions 

occurring outside a previously cleared ROW, Route C is likely to have the greatest visual impact of all the alternatives 

under consideration in this analysis. 

 

5.3.4 Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
Proposed construction of Route C will include ground disturbing activities.  However these activities are not likely to 

impact any previously identified archeologically sensitive areas.  Alternative Route C exhibits a minimal likelihood of 

significant historic period archeological sites being present where the route is located adjacent to existing transmission 

line ROW, previously disturbed road crossings, steep slopes, and residential frontage development.  However, review 

of the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida County, New York, and the 1955 

South Trenton, NY USGS topographic quadrangle map indicates the presence of MDS along portions of Route C.  

Potential archeological resources associated with these MDS are presumably representative of a former residential 

and/or farmstead site.  There are no other indications of potential archeological resources along this route.  Additional 

on-site investigation would be necessary to determine potential impacts to archeological resources.  No known historic 

structures will be visually impacted as a result of this alternative. 

 

5.4 ROUTE D - MARCY SUBSTATION ROADSIDE ROUTE 
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Route D would be approximately 2.7 miles in length, and is assumed to be an underground installation that would have 

a 40-foot wide ROW, and follow existing transmission and public road corridors between the Marcy Substation and the 

Nanocenter site.  Three different roads would also have to be crossed under this alternative. 

 

5.4.1 Potential Impacts to Ecological Resources 
 
Plant Communities 

Route D would impact approximately 2.2 acres of forest, 1.1 acre of successional shrubland, 0.6 acre of successional 

old-field, and 9.3 acres of developed/disturbed land. No agricultural cover types would be impacted by this alternative 

as currently proposed. 

 

Significant Natural Communities/Rare Plant Species 

Agency correspondence and reconnaissance-level ecological surveys conducted during the fall of 2014 revealed that 

common ecological communities dominate the Study Area.  Although this was not confirmed along substantial portions 

of Route D, this alternative is not anticipated to result in impacts to significant natural communities/rare plant species 

due to its location in primarily disturbed/developed areas along public roads.  However, this would need to be confirmed 

during supplemental field studies in support of the next phase of the Project.  

 

Fish and Wildlife 

As indicated in the discussion of potential plant community impacts, Route D, would impact approximately 2.2 acres of 

forest habitat, 1.1 acres of successional shrubland habitat, 0.6 acre of successional old-field habitat, and 9.3 acres of 

developed/disturbed land.  Consequently, it would have relatively little impact on undisturbed terrestrial wildlife habitat.  

Permanent loss of forest habitat would be limited, and would occur exclusively in areas adjacent to cleared road and 

transmission ROW.  Thus forest fragmentation impacts associated with this alternative would be minimal.  It would also 

not result in the construction of any above ground structures that could result in collision impacts.  Consequently, 

wildlife impacts are expected to be temporary and relatively minor for this alternative.  Given the fact that construction 

will occur within, or adjacent to, residential yards, existing transmission corridors, and public road ROW, wildlife use of 

this area is limited.  

 

Threatened, Endangered, Special Concern Species 

The forest land and successional shrubland along Route D includes trees in excess of 3 inches DBH that could 

represent potential roosting habitat for northern long-eared bats and Indiana bats.  Removal of such trees would result 

in a loss of potential habitat for these listed species, and could result in direct mortality of roosting bats, unless 

conducted during the hibernation season.  However, as mentioned above, these trees occur in a narrow band along 

the edge of an existing cleared transmission corridor.  Therefore, impacts to Cooper’s hawk and sharp-shinned hawk, 
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which prefer dense forest habitat, are likely to be minor.  Impacts to the vesper sparrow are not anticipated under this 

alternative.  Forest clearing and maintenance of early successional communities along this alternative route may 

expand habitat for this grassland bird.  

 

5.4.2 Potential Impacts to Water Resources 

Wetlands 

Based on field evaluation of portions of this route that overlap with Route B, along with review of existing mapping and 

aerial photos, it is estimated that at least 0.3 acre of wetland occur within the ROW of Route D (assuming a ROW width 

of 40 feet). These wetlands include emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested cover types.  Because a field inventory of 

wetlands and streams was not conducted along significant portions of Route D, it is quite possible that wetlands 

impacted by this alternative would be larger than 0.3 acre.  However, based on this estimate, temporary impacts to 

wetlands along this route, and well as any permanent conversion of forested wetlands will be minimal. 

 

Streams 

Route D would cross two streams; Gridley Creek and a perennial un-named tributary to the Mohawk River. Both 

crossings would occur along an established public road corridor (Edic Road).  The 40-foot wide ROW for Route D 

would include approximately 90 linear feet of stream.  Assuming an underground installation along this route, direct 

impacts to this portion of Gridley Creek would be anticipated during construction.  These impacts would include 

disturbance to the bed and banks of the creek, clearing of streamside vegetation, and potential downstream siltation 

impacts.  However, such impacts could be largely avoided if the line was installed using temporary dewatering or 

directional drilling techniques, and by retaining streamside buffers. 

 

Floodplains 

The ROW of Route D includes approximately 0.2 acre of the Gridley Creek 100-year floodplain.  Because the 

installation is anticipated to be underground, no long-term impacts to the floodplain are anticipated. 

 

5.4.3 Potential Impacts to Aesthetic Resources 
 
Due to its location within or adjacent to existing transmission line corridors and public roads that includes residential 

frontage development, Route D is assumed to be an underground installation that will require minimal removal of trees 

and no significant above ground structures.  Therefore, other than temporary impacts during construction, no impact 

to aesthetic resources are anticipated. 

 

5.4.4 Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
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Proposed construction of Route D will include ground disturbing activities, however these activities are not proposed 

to impact any identified archeologically sensitive area.  The portions of Alternative Route D adjacent to previously 

disturbed roadside, existing transmission line ROW, steep slopes, and residential frontage development exhibit minimal 

likelihood for significant historic period archeological sites to be present.  However, review of the 1874 Beers Atlas of 

Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida County, New York, and the 1955 South Trenton, NY USGS 

topographic quadrangle map indicates the presence of MDS along the northern, non-roadside portion of the proposed 

route of Route D.  Potential archeological resources associated with these MDS are presumably representative of 

former residential and/or farmstead sites.  There are no other indications of potential archeological resources along 

this route.  Additional on-site investigation would be necessary to determine potential impacts to archeological 

resources.  No known historic structures will be visually impacted as a result of this alternative. 

 

5.5 ROUTE E – EDIC-CLAY TAP OVERLAND ROUTE 
 
This alternative would involve sectionalizing NYPA and National Grid’s Clay-Edic 345 kV transmission lines west of the 

Edic Substation.  From the point of interconnection with the two transmission lines, Route E would run along the same 

alignment as Route C between the Clay-Edic line and the proposed Nanocenter Substation Site.  This route would be 

just under 1.0 mile in length.  An overhead 345 kV line along this route would require a 275-foot wide ROW.  If the 

voltage were to be transformed from 345kV to 115kV, then a new substation would be constructed to the south of the 

existing Edic-Clay ROW on the Risucci Property, and a 150-foot wide ROW would be required to accommodate an 

overhead 115 kV line along this route. 

 

5.5.1 Potential Impacts to Ecological Resources 
 
Plant Communities 

Assuming that a new 345 line is constructed on a 275-foot wide ROW, Route E would impact approximately 15.3 acres 

of forest, 9.9 acres of successional old-field, 6.9 acres of successional shrubland, and 1.5 acres of developed/disturbed 

land. No agricultural land would be impacted by this alternative.  Impacts to forest land would be permanent, while 

impacts to the other communities on the ROW would be temporary, construction-related impacts.  If a 115 kV line were 

constructed along this route, the 150-foot wide ROW would include 7.3 acres of forest, 4.5 acres of successional 

shrubland, 5.6 acres of successional old-field, and 0.5 acre of disturbed/developed land.  Permanent impacts along 

the ROW would be limited to conversion of 7.3 acres of forest to successional communities.  Permanent conversion of 

plant communities to built facilities at the new substation site would include 3.1 acres of successional shrubland and 

1.9 acres of successional old-field. 

 

Significant Natural Communities/Rare Plant Species 
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Agency correspondence and reconnaissance-level ecological surveys conducted during the fall of 2014 revealed that 

common ecological communities dominate the Study Area.  Although this was not confirmed along portions of Route 

E, this alternative is not anticipated to result in impacts to significant natural communities/rare plant species. However, 

this would need to be confirmed during supplemental field studies in support of the next phase of the Project. 

 

Fish and Wildlife 

Overall wildlife impacts along Route E are expected to be proportional to the degree habitat alteration that will result 

from the establishment additional cleared ROW.  As describe above, this will occur primarily along forested portions of 

the route, where loss of forest habitat is estimated at approximately 15.3 acres, and at the substation where 

approximately 2.1 acres of natural habitat will be converted to built facilities. 

 

Threatened, Endangered, Special Concern Species 

The forest land and successional shrubland along Alternative Route E includes numerous trees in excess of 3 inches 

DBH and could represent potential roosting habitat for northern long-eared bats and Indiana bats.  Removal of such 

trees would result in a loss of potential habitat for these listed species, and could result in direct mortality of roosting 

bats, unless conducted during the hibernation season.  

 

Because Alternative Route E would require the disturbance of approximately 15.3 acres forest land, both sharp-shinned 

and Cooper’s hawks could be impacted ROW clearing.  Therefore, as with the listed bats discussed about, potential 

impacts to these special concern species are largely related to the degree of forest clearing and forest conversion 

associate with this alternative. 

 

Impacts to the vesper sparrow are not anticipated under this alternative.  Forest clearing and maintenance of early 

successional communities along this alternative route, could expand habitat for this grassland bird, but this may be off-

set by the loss of similar habitat at the substation site.  However, a new overhead transmission line (both structures 

and wires) could present an additional hazard to flying birds during periods of low ceiling, poor visibility or mating 

behavior. 

 

 

 

 

5.5.2 Potential Impacts to Water Resources 
 

Wetlands 
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Based on field evaluation of portions of this route that overlap, or are in proximity to, Alternative A, along with review 

of existing mapping and aerial photos, it is estimated that at least 4.6 acres of wetland occur within the 275-foot wide 

ROW and at least 2.8 acres occur within the 150-foot wide ROW.  These wetlands include emergent, scrub-shrub, and 

forested cover types.  Under the 115 kV scenario, the substation footprint of Route E (assuming a 5 acre substation) 

might include additional wetlands, but this has not yet been determined through field review.  Because a field inventory 

of wetlands and streams was not conducted along portions of Route E, it is quite possible that wetlands impacted by 

this alternative would be larger than described above.  However, based on these estimates, a total of at least 3.1 acres 

of forested wetlands could be cleared and permanently lost or converted to other wetland cover types along the 

proposed 275-foot wide ROW.  At least 2.1 acres of forested wetland could be lost on the 150-foot wide ROW, with the 

possibility of additional permanent wetland loss at the associated new substation site. 

 

Streams 

The ROW of Route E would include approximately 370 linear feet of Gridley Creek.  Assuming the stream is spanned 

by an overhead line, impacts to the bed, banks, and adjacent riparian vegetation would be minimal.  However, 

construction could result in temporary siltation impacts, and removal of forested overstory along the stream could result 

in greater solar exposure and loss of cover, which could have an adverse effect on fish and other aquatic organisms.   

 

Floodplains 

FEMA mapping indicates that the ROW of Route E includes approximately 1.9 acres of the Gridley Creek 100-year 

floodplain.  Assuming this area is spanned by the overhead line, impacts to the Gridley Creek floodplain should be 

avoided. 

 

5.5.3 Potential Impacts to Aesthetic Resources 
 
Through review of aerial imagery and USGS topographic maps, Route E was estimated to be visible to local residences 

for approximately 0.4 mile of its overall length. Route E would also cross one public road (Hazard Road) where the 

cleared ROW and overhead structures would be clearly visible. 

 

5.5.4 Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
Proposed construction of Route E will include ground disturbing activities that could impact potential archeologically 

sensitive areas.  However, these activities are not proposed to impact any previously identified archeologically sensitive 

areas.  Alternative Route E exhibits a minimal likelihood of significant historic period archeological sites being present 

where the route is located adjacent to previously disturbed road crossings, steep slopes, and residential frontage 

development.  Review of the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida County, 
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New York, and the 1955 South Trenton, NY USGS topographic quadrangle map does not indicate the presence of 

map-documented structures along Alternative Route E.  There are no other indications of potential archeological 

resources along this route, and no known historic structures will be visually impacted as a result of this alternative.  
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6.0 RESULTS 
 
Based on the analysis of alternative routes described in Section 5.0, it appears that Route C has the greatest potential 

environmental impacts, due primarily to its length and the likelihood that it would be an overhead installation.  This 

combination of factors results in the highest acreage of forest impacts (and therefore also the greatest potential impacts 

to listed threatened and endangered species or suitable habitat for listed species), and potentially the most extensive 

visual impacts (including two overhead road crossings).  Potential impacts to streams and steep slopes are also highest 

under this alternative, although it is anticipated that some of these impacts could be avoided through careful design of 

structure locations and span length.  Potential wetland impacts are less than some of the other alternatives, but have 

not been varied through field review, and are likely to be greater than the those estimated in this analysis. 

 

Route B would appear to have the fewest environmental impacts due to its relative short length, its occurrence within, 

or adjacent to, an existing public road corridor, and its anticipated underground installation.  This combination of factors 

minimizes its impact on forest vegetation (and therefore listed threatened and endangered species and their habitat), 

wetland and streams, and adjacent residents (i.e., visual impacts, along with perceived impacts on health, safety, 

property values, and other factors not considered in this analysis).  Through the use of directional drilling techniques, 

anticipated impacts to wetlands and streams along this route could also be minimized or avoided entirely.  However, 

the environmental benefits of this alternative would need to be weighed against cost, reliability and land control 

considerations. 

 

In terms of permitting implications, the extent of anticipated environmental review and permitting for each alternative 

route is summarized in Table 4 below: 

 

Table 4.  Permitting Implications of Each Alternative. 

Alternate 
Route 

Line Type1 
Article 

VII 
SEQR 

Wetland/Stream 
Permitting 
Difficulty2 

T&E 
Concerns2 

Visual 
Concerns2 

Cultural 
Concerns2 

Overall 
Permitting 
Difficulty3 

A OH 345 kV Yes No 2 3 2 1 2.0 

A OH 115 kV No Yes 3 2 2 1 2.0 

A UG 345 kV Yes No 2 1 1 1 1.25 

B UG 345 kV Yes No 1 1 1 1 1.0 

C OH 345 kV Yes No 2 3 3 2 2.5 

D UG 345 kV Yes No 1 1 1 2 1.25 

E OH 345 kV No4 Yes4 2 3 2 1 2.0 

E OH 115 kV No Yes 25 2 1 1 1.5 
1OH = Overhead UG = Underground 
21 = Low, 2 = Moderate, 3 = High.  Note rating assumes each category is weighted equally, which may not be the case once studies are complete. 
3Average of wetland, T&E, visual and cultural scores. 
4Assumes total distance of line under 1.0 mile, as indicated on Table 3. 
5Degree of wetland permitting difficulty will depend on extent of permanent impacts at substation site 
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As this table indicates, the only alternative routes that would avoid environmental review and approval under Article VII 

is Route A with a 115 kV overhead line and Route E (with either a 115 kV or a 345 kV overhead line).  Any alternatives 

not reviewed by the DPS under Article VII would be reviewed under SEQRA, with the Town of Marcy likely serving as 

the lead agency.   

 

There are no state-regulated wetlands or state-protected streams along any of the alternative routes under 

consideration.  Therefore, Article 24 and Article 15 permitting by the NYSDEC would not be required.  However, 

streams and/or wetlands assumed to be under federal jurisdiction are present along all of the routes.  For those 

alternatives that would involve an expanded substation in an area with known wetlands (Route A with a 115 kV 

overhead line) it is assumed that avoidance of permanent wetland impacts will be difficult, and therefore federal wetland 

permitting could be time-consuming and costly (generally proportional to the acreage of permanent wetland impact).  

Routes that include substantial linear footage of stream channels, or would convert significant acreage of forested 

wetland to other wetland cover types (Route A, C and E with a 345 kV overhead line) will likely face moderate difficulty 

during wetland permitting.  However, for overhead alternatives that do not include substations that would result in 

permanent wetland impacts, careful siting of transmission line structures and access roads should result in these 

alternatives qualifying for Nationwide rather than Individual permits (although this cannot be confirmed without further 

on-site investigation and preliminary design of the transmission line).  Any of the underground routes could have 

wetland impacts, but these would be largely temporary and could be minimized or avoided through directional drilling. 

 

To avoid the need for an Incidental Take Permit or an Article 11 Permit, seasonal restrictions to avoid impacts to Indiana 

bats and Northern long-eared bats (and their habitat) could be required for all of the routes under consideration.  

However, such restrictions might be avoidable by following Route B, if it is determined that the relatively few trees along 

this route can be avoided, or are not suitable as bat roost trees.   

 

Visual impacts are essentially avoided through underground installation, so agency and public opposition based on 

visual effects and associated concerns (property values, health effects, etc.) are likely to be minimal for underground 

installations (Alternate Routes B and D).  An underground installation along Route A would probably result in the least 

opposition, due to the lack of visibility and the route’s greater distance from residences on Edic and Hazard Roads, 

although the cost and/or logistical difficulty of crossing the Gridley Creek ravine could be substantial.  An overhead 

installation along Route C is likely to generate the most public opposition due to its greater length, sizeable structures, 

and proximity to residential areas.  From a visual standpoint the best overhead route would likely be Route E built at 

115 kV.  Utilizing this alternative would require construction of a new substation, but the proposed location west of the 

Edic Substation, would be well-screened from public vantage points, and the lower 115 kV structures would be less 
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visible than 345 kV structures.  However, any overhead design alternative could be considered a significant visual 

concern depending on the level of acceptance by location residents and municipal officials. 

 

Additional investigation of cultural resources would be required for all of the alternatives evaluated, including some 

level of archeological investigation.  However, none appear to intersect resources that could result in significant design 

changes or mitigation costs.  Due to its relatively short length, and location along a previously disturbed quarter, 

Alternative Route B presents the fewest cultural resource concerns.  Routes A and E are also likely to result in a few if 

any Project changes or additional costs due to cultural resource impacts. 

 

Considering the permitting implications described above it appears that Route Routes A or B with an underground 

installation, or an overhead line along Alternative Route E would likely present the fewest permitting challenges and 

generate the least public opposition. 
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Based on the results of EDR’s evaluation of five different routing alternatives for the transmission line to serve the 

Marcy Nanocenter site, it appears that Route B; the underground alternative that a parallels Edic and Hazard Roads, 

would present the fewest environmental impacts and permitting difficulties.  An underground installation along 

Alternative Route A would offer somewhat greater permitting challenges but would likely result in less public opposition 

due to the smaller number of landowners involved, and its greater distance from area homes.  If these alternatives 

prove to be prohibited from a cost perspective, or if acquisition of land rights is problematic, the next best route, from 

an environmental perspective, would be Route E utilizing an overhead 115 kV line (and associated substation 

expansion).  The environmental benefits of this alternative are related primarily to its shorter length, relatively remote 

location, and the shorter structures and narrower ROW associated with a 115 kV line.  Although the benefits of the 115 

kV installation along this route are offset somewhat by the need for a new substation, location of this station to the west 

of the existing Edic Station would minimize adverse visual effects.  Reducing the size of this station could also 

substantially reduce potential forest, wetland and stream impacts. 

 

It should be noted that these conclusions are based on limited fieldwork along Alternate Routes A and B that was 

conducted outside the growing season.  To more accurately access the impacts of each alternative, the following 

recommendations are provided: 

 

1. If still under consideration, conduct reconnaissance-level field review along Alternative Routes C, D, and E 

during the 2015 growing season. 

 

2. If still under consideration, revisit Alternate Routes A and B during the 2015 growing season to refine wetland 

boundaries and descriptions, and allow for identification of additional plant and wildlife species. 

 
3. If the overhead 115 kV option along Alternative Routes A or E are pursued, define the footprint of the 

new/expanded substation to allow more accurate calculation of impacts associated with this component of 

these alternatives. 

 
4. Upon selection of a preferred route initiate a Phase 1B Cultural Resource Survey and formal wetland 

delineations to guide final ROW alignment and preliminary facility design. 
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Archeological Survey Overview: 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.0 Purpose of the Investigation 

On behalf of Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprise (MV EDGE) and CH2MHill, Environmental 

Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering, & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR) prepared a Phase 

1A Cultural Resources Survey for a proposed new 345 kilovolt (kV) transmission line to serve the proposed Marcy 

Nanotechnology Center (Nanocenter) in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York (the Project). The information 

and recommendations included in this Phase 1A cultural resources survey report are intended to assist the New York 

State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) in their review of the proposed Project.   

 

The purpose of the Phase 1A survey is to determine whether previously identified cultural resources (historic and 

archeological sites) are located in the areas that may be affected by the proposed Project, and to evaluate the potential 

for previously unidentified cultural resources to be located in the Project’s area of potential effect (APE).  Background 

research for the Phase 1A survey was conducted under the supervision of a Registered Professional Archeologist 

(RPA) in a manner consistent with the New York Archaeological Council’s 1994 Standards for Cultural Resources 

Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections in New York State (the NYAC Standards; NYAC, 1994).  

The Phase 1A report was prepared in accordance with NYSOPRHP’s Phase 1 Archeological Report Format 

Requirements (NYSOPRHP, 2005).     

 

1.1 Project Location and Description 

EDR, as a subconsultant to CH2M Hill, was retained by the MV EDGE to evaluate the potential environmental impacts 

associated with the construction of a new 324 kV transmission line to serve the proposed Marcy Nanotechnology 

Center (Nanocenter) in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York (Figure 1). The proposed transmission line will 

be required to provide electrical power in support of a computer chip fabrication facility anticipated to be built on the 

Marcy Nanocenter site.  In consultation with CH2M Hill and MV EDGE, EDR identified five routing alternatives for the 

proposed transmission line.   

 

The study area for this analysis is a 3.5 square mile area located in the northeast portion of the Town of Marcy, New 

York (Figure 2).  This area represents the entire area that could accommodate a 345 kV or 115 kV dual circuit 

transmission line running between the Marcy Nanocenter site and either National Grid’s Edic Substation or the New 

York Power Authority’s (NYPA) Marcy Substation at the Clark Energy Center.  The study area is comprised of a mix of 

developed land, residential development, roads and utility infrastructure.  Undeveloped land includes a mix of second 

growth forest and successional old-field and shrubland.  Forestland is concentrated in the northwestern and 

southwestern portions of the study Area.  Developed portions of the study Area primarily include residential 
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development along the frontage of major roads and in some residential subdivisions.  This type of development is 

concentrated along Glass Factory Road, Morgan Road, Cavanaugh Road, Morris Road, Church Road, and Ray Road.  

Other roads within the study area include Edic Road and Hazard Road, which have a lower density of residential 

development.  The study area also includes an abundance of existing utility infrastructure.  Major substations include 

National Grid’s Edic and Porter Substation and NYPA’s Marcy Substation.    

 

EDR, in consultation with CH2M Hill and MV EDGE, identified five different routing alternatives within the study area 

for a transmission line that could supply power to the Nanocenter site from either National Grid’s Edic Substation or 

NYPA’s Marcy Substation.  The location of these alternatives within the study area is illustrated in Figure 3.  Brief 

descriptions of each of the alternatives are presented below: 

 

 Alternative A – Edic Substation Overland Route: This route would proceed directly from the Edic 

Substation to the proposed Nanocenter Substation site in a southwest direction.  Just over 1.0 mile in length, 

this route would cross two parcels of private land between National Grid’s Edic property and the Marcy 

Nanocenter site.  It would include a slight angle to allow crossing of a steep ravine at a relatively narrow 

location.  This route could accommodate either an overhead or an underground installation.  For the purposes 

of this analysis, it was assumed that an overhead 345 kV line along this route would require a 275-foot wide 

right-of-way (ROW), while an underground line of the same voltage would require a 40-foot wide ROW (15-

foot permanent easement and 25-foot temporary construction easement).  An overhead 115 kV line following 

this route would require a 150-foot wide ROW and an approximately 2.5-acre expansion of the Edic 

Substation.  Alternative A is generally well removed from areas of residential development.  It includes one 

road crossing (Hazard Road) and the crossing of two existing National Grid transmission lines. 

 Alternative B – Edic Substation Roadside Route: Alternative B would exit the Edic Substation in a 

southeasterly direction until it intersects with Edic Road.  It would then follow Edic Road to a point just before 

its intersection with Hazard Road, where it would turn to the west and follow Hazard Road, before turning to 

the southwest and crossing Hazard Road onto the Marcy Nanocenter site.  This alternative would be 

approximately 1.4 miles in length.  Due to its location within or adjacent to a public road that includes 

residential frontage development, it is envisioned as an underground installation within a 40-foot wide ROW.  

If this alternative stayed within the road right-of-way (ROW) it would only have to cross one private parcel 

between the Edic Substation and the Nanocenter site (at the corner of Edic and Hazard Roads).  If this was 

not possible, a total of up to 14 private parcels would need to be crossed where they front on Edic and Hazard 

Roads.  Alternative B would cross one existing National Grid transmission line and would run along the edge 

of this line as it enters the Nanocenter property. 



Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey – Marcy Nanocenter – 345kV Transmission Line Route Alternatives           3 

 Alternative C – Marcy Substation Overland Routes: This alternative would start at the NYPA Marcy 

Substation and proceed west across Glass Factory Road before angling south for approximately 0.8 mile, 

across a large parcel of undeveloped land, to National Grid’s Edic-Fitzpatrick 345 kV transmission corridor.  It 

would then follow the existing transmission corridor in a southeast direction toward the Edic Substation.  

Before reaching the substation, Alternative C would leave the Edic-Fitzpatrick transmission corridor and head 

southwest for approximately 1.2 miles, across another large undeveloped portion of land, before crossing 

Hazard Road and entering the Nanocenter Site in approximately the same location as Alternative A.  This 

alternative would be approximately 2.0 miles in length and would cross eight parcels of private land.  It would 

also include two road crossings and three transmission line crossings.  Due to its greater length and relatively 

remote location, Alternative C is envisioned as an overhead 345 kV installation on a 275-foot wide ROW. 

 Alternative D – Marcy Substation Roadside Route: Alternative D would exit the NYPA Marcy Substation 

and head south, running parallel to the existing Marcy-Edic transmission corridor.  Upon reaching Church 

Road, it would angle across the existing transmission ROW to Glass Factory Road at its intersection with Edic 

Road.  It would then follow Edic Road along the route described above for Alternative B.  Alternative D would 

be approximately 2.7 miles in length, and is envisioned as an underground installation within a 40-foot wide 

ROW, due to its proximity to residences and the required crossing of five existing transmission lines.  Three 

different roads would also have to be crossed under this alternative.  Similar to Alternative B, the number of 

properties involved would depend on whether or not this alternative could be sited entirely within existing road 

and utility ROW.  If the line cannot be confined to these existing ROWs, up to 21 parcels of private land might 

have to be crossed under this alternative. 

 Alternative E – Edic-Clay Tap/Substation Overland Route:  This alternative would require building a new 

substation to tap into National Grid’s Clay-Edic 345 kV transmission line.  This substation would be 

approximately 2.5 acres in size, and located on the south side of the Clay-Edic line ROW, west of the Edic 

Substation.  From the new substation, Alternative E would run along the same alignment as Alternative C 

between the Clay-Edic line and the proposed Nonocenter Substation Site.  This route would be just under 1.0 

mile in length and would cross only three properties.  It would include crossings of two existing National Grid 

transmission lines and a single road crossing (Hazard Road).  Similar to Alternative C, the transmission line 

following Alternate Route E is assumed to be an overhead 345 kV installation on a 275-foot wide ROW. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

 

2.0 Geology and Soils 

Oneida County, located in central New York State, is a 1,259 square mile (805,900 acres) area bounded by Lewis 

County to the north, Herkimer County to the east, Otsego and Madison Counties to the south, and Oswego County 

and Oneida Lake to the west.  Oneida County lies within seven physiographic provinces, including the Ontario Lake 

Plane, the Erie-Ontario Lowland, the Allegheny Plateau, the Black River-Mohawk River Lowland, the Tug Hill Plateau, 

the Adirondack Foothills and the Mohawk Valley provinces.  The Black River, Eastern Oswego, Mohawk, West Canada 

Creek and Susquehanna river drainage basins provide dendritic draining to Oneida County.  Oneida Lake, at the 

western edge of Oneida County, is the largest naturally occurring lake, though several smaller lakes are also present.  

Manmade canals and hydropower reservoirs affect the natural drainage patterns.  Elevations within the Project site 

range between approximately 180 and 370 feet AMSL (NRCS, 2008). 

 

EDR reviewed the Soil Survey of Oneida County, New York (NRCS, 2008) for data concerning soils within the Project 

site as well as electronic data for Chautauqua County from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS, 2015).  

The bedrock underlying Oneida County consists primarily of Paleozoic sedimentary rocks, with Proterozoic crystalline 

rock in the Adirondacks.  Soils are primarily poorly sorted, silty alluvial sediments deposited, accumulated and eroded 

by glaciers.  Mapped soils within the Project site (see Figure 4) include 136A and 136B Kendaia silt loams, 790B and 

790C Conesus silt loams, 168B, 168C, 168D and 168E Manlius channery silt loams, and 111C, 111D and 111E 

Lansing silt loams.  The dominant soil types present are Kendaia silt loams, Conesus silt loams, and Manlius channery 

silt loams, together totaling approximately 72% of the site.  

 

A summary of typical characteristics for the mapped soils that comprise a significant portion of the Project site is 

provided in Table 1.  Soil map units within the Project site are depicted in Figure 4. 

 

Table 1.  Project Site Soils. 

Map 
Unit 

Name 

% of 
Project 

Site 

Soil Horizon 
& Depth 

Description 
Slope, 

Drainage, & 
Landform 

136A & 136B 
 
Kendaia 
Silt  
Loam  
 

44% 
 
A: 8%  
B: 36% 

A: 0-9 in (0-23cm) 
B1: 9-13 in (23-33cm) 
B: 13-32in (33-81cm) 
C1: 33-38in (81-97cm) 
C2: 38-72in (97-183cm) 

Very dark grayish brown silt loam 
Brown silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown silt loam 
Brown, firm, gravelly silt loam  
Dark brown, firm, gravelly silt loam 

A: 0-3% slopes 
B: 3-8% slopes 
Poorly drained; 
Footslopes & upland plains; 
Calcareous glacial till   

790B & 790C 
 
Conesus Silt 
Loam 

18% 
 
B: 6% 
C: 12% 

A: 0-7 in (0-18cm) 
B1: 7-13 in (18-33cm) 
B2: 13-24 in(33-61cm) 
B3: 24-35 in (61-89cm) 
B4: 35-42 in (89-107cm) 

Dark brown silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown and brown silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown silt loam 
Brown gravelly silty clay loam 
Dark grayish brown gravelly silt loam 

B: 3-8% slope 
C: 8-15% slopes 
Well drained; 
Gently sloping;  
Glaciated uplands  
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Map 
Unit 

Name 

% of 
Project 

Site 

Soil Horizon 
& Depth 

Description 
Slope, 

Drainage, & 
Landform 

C: 42-72 in (107-183 cm) Dark grayish brown and grayish brown, firm, 
gravelly silt loam  

168B, 168C, 
168D, & 168E 
 
Manlius 
Channery Silt 
Loam 

10% 
 
B: 2% 
C: 6% 
D: 2% 
E: >1% 

A: 0-7 in (0-18cm) 
B1: 7-14 in (18-35cm) 
B2: 14-24 in(35-61cm) 
C: 24-28 in (61-71cm) 
C: 28+ in (71+cm) 

Very dark grayish brown channery silt loam 
Very dark grayish brown; brown channery loam 
Dark yellowish brown very channery silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown, firm channery silt loam 
Very dark gray shale and siltstone bedrock 

B: 3-8% slopes 
C: 8-15% slopes 
D: 15-25% slopes 
E: 25-45% slopes 
Well drained; 
Gently to moderately 
sloped; 
Glaciated uplands 
 

111C, 111D, 
& 111E 
 
Lansing 
Silt  
Loam  
 

9% 
 
C: >1% 
D: 6% 
E: 3% 

A: 0-9 in (0-23cm) 
B1: 9-13 in (23-33cm) 
B2: 13-17 in (33-43cm) 
B3:17-22 in (43-56cm) 
B4: 22-36 (56-91cm) 
C: 36-72 (91-183cm) 

Very dark grayish brown silt loam 
Brown silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown silt loam 
Very dark grayish brown, gravelly silt loam 
Very dark grayish brown silt loam 
Very dark grayish brown, firm, gravelly silt loam 

C:8-15% slopes 
D: 15-25% slopes 
E: 25-45% slopes 
Well drained; 
Gently sloping;  
Glaciated uplands 

747 A &  
747 B 
 
Manheim Silt 
Loam 

5% 
 
B: 3% 
A: 2% 

A1: 0-4 in (0-10cm) 
A2: 4-9 in (10-23cm) 
B1: 9-19 in (23-48cm) 
B2: 19-29 in (48-74cm) 
C1: 29-41 in (74-104cm) 
C2: 41-72 in (104-183cm) 

Very dark grayish brown loam 
Very dark grayish brown & dark brown silt loam 
Dark brown channery silt loam 
Dark brown channery silt loam with brown faces 
Dark grayish brown channery silt loam 
Dark grayish brown gravelly silty clay loam 

A: 0-3% slopes 
B: 3-8% slopes 
Poorly drained; 
Depressions on broad 
plains; 
Glaciated uplands 

267B 
 
Greene Silt 
Loam 

5% 

A: 0-8in (0-20cm) 
B1: 8-18in (20-46cm) 
B2: 18-27in (46-68cm) 
C: 27-39in (68-99cm) 
D: 39+ in (99+cm) 

Very dark grayish brown silt loam 
Brown silt loam 
Dark grayish brown silt loam 
Dark grayish brown gravelly loam 
Black, fractured shale bedrock 

B: 3-8% slopes 
Poorly drained; 
Gently sloping; 
Ridgetops on glaciated 
uplands 

146 
 
Lyons Silt 
Loam 

2% 

A: 0-9 in (0-23cm) 
B1: 9-15in (23-38cm) 
B2: 15-21in (38-53cm) 
B3: 21-30in (53-76cm) 
C: 30-72in (76-183cm) 

Black silt loam 
Dark grayish brown silt loam 
Gray, firm silt loam 
Gray, firm gravelly silt loam 
Dark gray, firm gravelly silt loam 

0-3% slopes 
Deep, nearly level soil; 
Glaciated uplands 

565B 
 
Aurora Silt 
Loam 

1% 

A: 0-7in (0-18cm) 
B1: 7-10in (18-25cm) 
B2: 10-13in (25-33cm) 
B3: 13-19in (33-48cm) 
B4: 19-22in (48-56cm) 
C: 22+in (56+cm) 

Brown silt loam, 5% rock fragments 
Brown silt loam, 3% rock fragments 
Reddish brown silt loam, varying concentrations 
Reddish brown silt loam, varying concentrations 
Reddish brown silt loam, varying concentrations 
Red shale bedrock 

B: 3-8% slopes 
Well drained; 
Gently sloping; 
Glaciated, bedrock-
controlled uplands 

 

 

2.1 Previously Identified Archeological Sites 

EDR conducted a file review of the NYSOPRHP Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) (NYSOPRHP, 2015) 

on January 12, 2015 to collect information concerning previously reported archeological sites located within the Project 

study area.  There is one previously reported archeological site located within the Project study area, as described in 

Table 2 and depicted in Figure 5.        
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Table 2. Archeological Sites Located within the Project Study Area 

Site 
Identifier 

Site 
Name 

Time 
Period 

Site 
Description 

Distance 
from Project 

A065-13-000029 Glass Factory Site Early 19th Century 
Welsh Immigrant Glass 

Factory 
0.0 

(Within Study Area) 

 

The Glass Factory Site (A065-13-000029) is an historic archeological site located within the Project study area, east 

of the intersection of Glass Factory Road near the intersection with Church Road.  The site is the former location of 

two glass factories, the first of which was constructed in 1809 by Welsh immigrants.  The factories employed up to 300 

people at the height of production in the nineteenth century (Fagan, 1979; Sterngass, 2005a). 

 

As indicated on Figure 5, four previously reported archeological sites (A065-13-000100, A065-13-000101, A065-13-

000102, A065-13-000121) are located southwest and immediately adjacent to the Project study area.  These sites 

were identified and investigated during Phase 1 and 2 Cultural Resource Surveys for the MV EDGE Marcy Nanocenter 

Project (Curtin, 1999a; Curtin, 1999b; PCI, 2012a; PCI, 2012b) and three represent artifact scatters and/or building 

foundations associated with historic farmstead sites, and one pre-contact Native American lithic scatter: 

 

 The Edge 2 Prehistoric Site (NYSOPRHP Site A065-13-000100) is a pre-contact Native American lithic scatter 

consisting of four chert flakes.  

 The Goodale-Kauth Site (NYSOPRHP Site A065-13-000101) is an artifact scatter associated with a late-

nineteenth-century through early-twentieth-century farmstead site. 

 The Bemster-Humphrey Site (NYSOPRHP Site A065-13-000102) is an artifact scatter associated with a late-

nineteenth-century through early-twentieth-century farmstead site. 

 The Martin-Deck Site (NYSOPRHP Site A065-13-000121) is a farmhouse foundation, stone-lined well, and 

associated artifact scatter associated with a mid-nineteenth-century through early-twentieth-century 

farmstead site. 

 

2.2 Previously Identified Historic-Architectural Resources  

EDR reviewed the CRIS database maintained by NYSOPRHP to identify significant historic buildings and/or districts 

located within one mile of the Project (CRIS, 2015).  There are no properties listed or determined eligible for listing on 

the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) located within one-mile of the Project study area (see Figure 5).   

 

2.3 Previous Cultural Resource Surveys 

EDR reviewed the CRIS database maintained by NYSOPRHP to identify previous cultural resource surveys undertaken 

within or immediately adjacent to the Project study area.  Three cultural resource surveys have been previously 
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undertaken within or immediately adjacent to the Project study area.  The locations of previously surveyed areas are 

depicted in Figure 5 and brief summaries are provided below: 

 

 A previous Phase 1 archeological investigation was undertaken within a 3.8-acre area within the Project study 

area, undertaken for the New York State Power Authority Marcy South Series Compensation Project (HAA, 

2014).  As part of this investigation, a total of 19 shovel tests were excavated within the 3.8-acre Marcy 

Capacitor location (see Figure 5).  No archeological resources were identified.  

 Phase 1A and 1B archeological investigations were undertaken for the Semi-Conductor Fabricating Facility 

(Marcy Nanocenter Project) in the Town of Marcy (Curtin, 1999a; Curtin, 1999b), immediately south of the 

Project study area (see Figure 5).  A total of 698 shovel tests were excavated, resulting in the identification of 

three historic period archeological sites and two pre-contact Native American sites.  The Edge 1 and Edge 2 

prehistoric sites were both lithic scatters indicative of stone tool manufacture.  Five isolated prehistoric chert 

artifacts were also recorded. 

 Phase 1B and 2 archeological investigations were conducted to assess an additional tract that was not part 

of the original Marcy Nanocenter Project and to assess NRHP eligibility of the five sites identified in the 

previous investigations (PCI, 2012a; PCI, 2012b). The Phase 1B investigation of a 55-acre area included 

pedestrian surface survey and excavation of 666 shovel tests, resulting in the identification of an isolated pre-

contact Native American chert scraper and a historic-period foundation/residential site. The Phase 2 

investigations were conducted at the Bemster-Humphrey Historic Site, Martin-Deck Historic Site, Goodale-

Kauth Historic Site, and Edge 1 and Edge 2 Prehistoric Sites.  No further investigation of any of the sites was 

recommended. 

 

2.4 History of the Project Site 

Archives and repositories consulted during EDR’s research for the Project included EDR’s in-house collection of 

reference materials, and online digital collections of the New York State Library, Ancestry.com, New York Heritage, 

David Rumsey Map Collection, and USGS.  Sources reviewed for the Project included History of Oneida County, New 

York (Durant, 1878), Our County and Its People: A Descriptive Work on Oneida County, New York (Wager, 1896), and 

previous cultural resource surveys conducted within the study area (see Section 2.3).  Historic maps reproduced in the 

report include the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 6), the 1907 Century Atlas of Oneida County, 

New York (Figure 7), and the 1955 USGS South Trenton, NY topographic quadrangle (Figure 8).   

 

The Project is located in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York, just north of the City of Utica.  Prior to European 

settlement of the region, the Oneida Indians occupied the area around Oneida Lake, Oriskany Creek, Sauquoit Creek 

and the Mohawk and Oneida Rivers, taking advantage of the rich natural resources.  The seventeenth century was 
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marked by contact and trade between the Oneida and Dutch, French and English settlersand by 1790, most of the land 

comprising Oneida County had been ceded to the European settlers through the Treaty of Fort Stanwix (1768) and 

Treaty of Fort Schuyler (1788).  Oneida County was created in 1798, formed from Herkimer County (Wager, 1896; 

Thomas, 2005).   

 

In the early-nineteenth century, Oneida County began to grow economically as small textile, lumber and flour mills 

opened along streams.  Industry along the Mohawk River encouraged the growth of Rome and Utica as the dominant 

commercial hubs within the county.  During this period, Utica held a key strategic position for transportation and trade, 

located at the eastern end of the Genesee Road, as well as the middle section of the Erie Canal, which began 

construction in Rome in 1817 and opened in Utica in 1820.  The merging of several smaller railroads into the New York 

Central Railroad in 1853 caused an economic decline in the prosperous city, as it was no longer a terminal 

transportation stop.  Utica began to rely on manufacture of textiles and other products as their economic decline 

continued throughout the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries, but by 1960, even most of Utica’s many textile 

factories had closed (Durant, 1878; Wager, 1896; Thomas, 2005). 

 

Although European travelers and settlers had passed through the area via the Mohawk River in the early eighteenth 

century, the area now comprising the Town of Marcy was initially settled in 1793 by John Wilson, who established a 

farm near Nine Mile Creek.  The Wilson family were instrumental in the early growth of the town and establishing 

agriculture as the dominant industry throughout the nineteenth century (Child, 1869; Durant, 1878).   Additional early 

settlement within the town was focused on the Mohawk River.  The central and northern portions of the town came to 

be inhabited by a considerable population of Welsh settlers, who established a glass factory as early as 1809.  The 

Town of Marcy was formed from Deerfield in 1832, and named in honor of William Marcy, then New York Senator and 

later governor of New York State (as well as the namesake of Mount Marcy in the Adirondack Mountains) (Wager, 

1896; Sterngass. 2005a and 2005b).  The presence of Nine Mile Creek within the town and the Mohawk River along 

the southern border encouraged agricultural growth throughout the early nineteenth century, including the dairy industry 

for which Oneida County became renowned.  The opening of the Utica and Black River Railway and Northern Plank 

Road brought considerable traffic through the town in the mid-nineteenth century.  Following the Civil War, land within 

the town was still predominantly agricultural in nature, with most landowners engaging in agriculture as a profession 

into the twentieth century (Child, 1869; Durant, 1878; Sterngass, 2005a).   

 

The early twentieth century saw the opening of Marcy State Hospital (1919) as well as the construction of the Utica 

Municipal Airport (1929-1959) in Marcy.  The opening of the New York State Thruway in 1954 further encouraged post-

war suburbanization, though the town retained its dominant rural character.  The opening of two correctional facilities 
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as well as a campus of SUNY Institute of Technology contributed to the economic vitality of the Town of Marcy in the 

late twentieth century (Sterngass, 2005; Westerdahl & Clarke, 2005). 

 

Review of historic maps indicates the predominant agricultural character and relatively few changes with the Project 

study area throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  The 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York 

(Figure 6) depicts structures located along major roadways, and large, likely agricultural parcels comprising much of 

the land within the study area.  The 1907 Century Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 7) reflects a similar 

condition to the 1874 Beers map, with several farms noted and identified within the Project study area, including Seavy 

Farm, Glass Factory Hill Farm, and Mohawk Valley View.  The 1955 USGS South Trenton, NY topographic quadrangle 

(Figure 8) shows a considerable number of new structures along roadways within the Project study area, though no 

significant suburban developments or commercial operations are noted.   

 

2.5 Existing Conditions 

Existing conditions within the Project site were observed and photographed during a wetland delineation and 

reconnaissance-level field visit on December 5, 2014.  The field visit included observations and photography from 

public rights-of-way and from property parcels where wetlands delineation were conducted.  Existing conditions within 

the Project study area are shown on Figure 3 and in photographs included in Appendix A.  General observations of 

existing conditions within the Project site include the following: 

 

 Topography within much of the Project study area gently slopes south toward the Mohawk River, which is 

located approximately two miles south of the study area (Photograph 1).  Forested portions of the study area 

adjacent to Gridley Creek exhibit more steeply sloped topography (Photograph 2). 

 Vegetation is comprised of a mix of low successional shrub vegetation throughout much of the undeveloped 

portions of the study area (Photographs 3-4). 

 Forested areas are comprised of fairly dense, young deciduous trees (Photograph 5), with some small streams 

evident (Photograph 6). 

 Gridley Creek runs northwest to southeast through the western portion of the study area, and is surrounded 

by fairly steep banks with a high density of coniferous trees (Photographs 7-8). 

 Existing transmission line rights-of-way are present near the central portion of the study area extending east 

and west from the Edic substation, as well as a right-of-way extending south from the Marcy Substation 

located at the northern end of the Project study area.  The rights-of-way generally pass through cultivated 

fields and successional shrubland (Photograph 9), as well as road crossings (Photograph 10) and wetlands 

(Photographs 11-12). 
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 Scattered agricultural properties are located within the study area, some immediately adjacent to existing 

transmission rights-of-way (Photograph 13).  Several rural residences are also present within the study area 

(Photograph 14). 
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3.0 ARCHEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

 

3.0  Prehistoric Native-American Archeological Sensitivity Assessment 

As described in Section 2.1 of this report, no previously reported pre-contact Native American archeological sites are 

located within the Project study area.  Previous archeological surveys associated with the Marcy Nanocenter Project 

(Curtin 1999a, 199b; PCI 2012a, 2012b), located southwest and immediately adjacent to the Project study area, 

resulted in the identification of two pre-contact Native American lithic scatter sites as well as isolated prehistoric 

artifacts.  Due to its proximity to several recorded prehistoric Native American archeological sites, as well as the 

presence of Gridley Creek, the Project study area should be considered to have a moderate to high potential for the 

presence of prehistoric Native American archaeological resources. The presence of abundant natural resources, 

including a source of fresh water, would have made it an attractive place to settle for prehistoric populations.  

 

3.1 Historic Period Archeological Sensitivity Assessment 

As described in Sections 2.1 and 2.4 and illustrated on historic maps (see Figures 6-8), the Project site has a historic-

period occupation history spanning since at least the early-nineteenth century.  One previously reported historic-period 

archeological site is located within the Project study area.  The Glass Factory Site (A065-13-000029) is an historic 

archeological site located east of the intersection of Glass Factory Road near the intersection with Church Road.   

 

Historic-period archeological sites located within and in the vicinity of the Project site could include settlements, farms, 

or early industrial/agricultural sites (e.g., mills, creameries) dating from the nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries.  

Historic maps were reviewed to identify the location of map-documented structures (MDS) within the Project study 

area.  These maps included the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 6), the 1907 Century Atlas, 

Oneida County, New York (Figure 7), and the 1955 South Trenton, NY USGS topographic quadrangle map (Figure 8).  

The MDS shown on these maps are generally located adjacent to existing roadways, and in some instances represent 

existing buildings and/or farms.  In other instances, the MDS represent abandoned, significantly deteriorated and/or 

demolished structures that now may be represented only by archeological remains.  Potential archeological resources 

associated with these MDS could include residential and/or farmstead sites, wherein the complete residential and/or 

agricultural complex consisting of foundations, structural remains, artifact scatters, and other features, would constitute 

an archeological site.  In other locations more limited remains of these sites, perhaps represented by only a foundation 

or an artifact scatter, may be extant. 

 

Areas located in the immediate vicinity (within approximately 200 feet) of MDS locations should be considered as 

having a high potential for the presence of historic-period archeological resources.  The remaining portions of the 

Project site exhibit minimal likelihood for significant historic period archeological sites to be present. 
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3.2 Prior Ground Disturbance 

The NYAC Standards indicate that Phase 1 archeological survey is not necessary in wetland areas, previously 

disturbed areas, and areas where slopes exceed 12-15% (NYAC, 1994).  Overall, the Project study area can be 

characterized as gently sloping topography upland of the Mohawk River.  The Project study area includes a portion of 

Gridley Creek, which flows northwest to southeast and has steeply sloped banks in some areas.  In addition to Gridley 

Creek, there are several scattered wetland areas throughout the Project study area.   

 

Previously disturbed areas include portions of the Project study area that are within or immediately adjacent to existing 

roads, utility corridors and facilities, as well as three substations.  Areas immediately adjacent to existing roads are 

subjected to previous disturbance from buried utilities, drainage ditches and culverts.  Overhead transmission corridors 

have experienced ground disturbance at existing pole locations, at associated facilities such as substations, or where 

these corridors are shared with buried utilities.  In addition, portions of the existing transmission line corridors 

experienced ground disturbance associated with vegetation clearing and/or grading at the time the transmission lines 

were originally constructed.  

 

Most portions of the Project study area can be characterized as undisturbed or as previously cultivated agricultural 

land.  Plowing is not considered significant in terms of its potential to affect the integrity of archeological resources 

(NYAC, 1994; NYSOPRHP, 2005), therefore previously cultivated agricultural fields are treated as undisturbed land.   
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4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

4.0 Potential Effect on Archeological Resources 

Relative to archeological resources, the results of the Phase 1A cultural resources survey for the Project can be 

summarized as follows: 

 

 There is one previously identified NYSOPRHP archeological site (NYSOPRHP A065-13-000029) located 

within the Project study area.  This site represents the former location of nineteenth century Welsh immigrant 

glass factories (Fagan, 1979). 

 Four previously reported archeological sites (A065-13-000100, A065-13-000101, A065-13-000102, and 

A065-13-000121) are located immediately adjacent to the Project study area.  These represent three historic 

map-documented farmsteads and one pre-contact Native American lithic manufacture site.  

 Due to its proximity to several recorded prehistoric Native American archeological sites, as well as the 

presence of Gridley Creek, the Project study area should be considered to have a moderate to high potential 

for the presence of prehistoric Native American archaeological resources. 

 Additional historic-period archeological sites located in the vicinity of the Project site could include settlements, 

farms, or early industrial/agricultural sites (e.g., mills, creameries) dating from the nineteenth and early-

twentieth centuries.  The locations of former structures within and near the Project site are shown on historic 

maps (see Figures 6-8).  Areas located in the immediate vicinity (within approximately 200 feet) of map-

documented structures should be considered as having a very high potential for the presence of historic-

period archeological resources. The remaining portions of the Project site exhibit minimal likelihood for 

significant historic period archeological sites to be present. 

 Portions of the Project site that can be characterized as disturbed include the substation, transmission line 

corridor, and areas immediately adjacent to existing roads, including modern residences.  Areas that can be 

characterized as wetlands or steeply sloped include Gridley Creek and scattered wetlands throughout the 

site.  These areas are not subject to archeological survey.  

 The majority of the Project site is located within deciduous forest, scrub-shrub or grassy fields, or previously 

cultivated agricultural fields.  These portions of the Project site can be characterized as undisturbed.  

 

Proposed construction of the Project will include ground disturbing activities that have the potential to impact 

archeological resources.  The APE for archeological resources includes all areas within the limits of disturbance for 

proposed construction activities.  These areas include the proposed Project ROW, access roads, staging areas, 

operations and maintenance facilities, and any other areas where construction activities are proposed.   
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The potential effect on archeological resources for each Project route alternative is as follows: 

 

 Alternative A – Edic Substation Overland Route: Proposed construction of Alternative A will include ground 

disturbing activities that have the potential to impact potential archeologically sensitive areas.  However, these 

activities are not proposed to impact any previously identified archeologically sensitive areas.  Alternative 

Route A exhibits a minimal likelihood for significant historic period archeological sites to be present where the 

route is located adjacent to previously disturbed road crossings, steep slopes, and residential frontage 

development.  Review of the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida 

County, New York, and the 1955 South Trenton, NY USGS topographic quadrangle map does not indicate 

the presence of map-documented structures along route Alternative A.  There are no other indications of 

potential archeological resources along this route.   

 Alternative B – Edic Substation Roadside Route:  Proposed construction of Alternative B will include 

ground disturbing activities.  However, these activities are not proposed to impact any previously identified 

archeologically sensitive areas.  Alternative Route B exhibits a minimal likelihood for significant historic period 

archeological sites to be present given its proximity to previously disturbed roadside and residential frontage 

development.  No known historic structures which will be visually impacted as a result of this alternative. 

 Alternative C – Marcy Substation Overland Route:  Proposed construction of Alternative C will include 

ground disturbing activities.  However these activities are not likely to impact any previously identified 

archeologically sensitive areas.  Alternative Route C exhibits a minimal likelihood for significant historic period 

archeological sites to be present where the route is located adjacent to existing transmission line ROW, 

previously disturbed road crossings, steep slopes, and residential frontage development.  However, review of 

the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida County, New York, and 

the 1955 South Trenton, NY USGS topographic quadrangle map indicates the presence of map-documented 

structures along portions of Alternative C.  Potential archeological resources associated with these MDS are 

presumably representative of a former residential and/or farmstead site.  There are no other indications of 

potential archeological resources along this route.  Additional on-site investigation would be necessary to 

determine potential impacts to archeological resources. 

 Alternative D – Marcy Substation Roadside Route:  Proposed construction of Alternative D will include 

ground disturbing activities, however these activities are not proposed to impact any identified archeologically 

sensitive area.  The portions of Alternative Route D adjacent to previously disturbed roadside, existing 

transmission line ROW, steep slopes, and residential frontage development exhibit minimal likelihood for 

significant historic period archeological sites to be present.  However, review of the 1874 Beers Atlas of 

Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida County, New York, and the 1955 South Trenton, 

NY USGS topographic quadrangle map indicates the presence of map-documented structures along the 
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northern, non-roadside portion of the proposed route of Alternative D.  Potential archeological resources 

associated with these MDS are presumably representative of a former residential and/or farmstead site.  There 

are no other indications of potential archeological resources along this route.  Additional on-site investigation 

would be necessary to determine potential impacts to archeological resources.  In addition, no known historic 

structures will be visually impacted as a result of this alternative. 

 Alternative E – Edic-Clay Tap/Substation Overland Route:  Proposed construction of Alternative E will 

include ground disturbing activities that have the potential to impact potential archeologically sensitive areas.  

However, these activities are not proposed to impact any previously identified archeologically sensitive areas.  

Alternative Route E exhibits a minimal likelihood for significant historic period archeological sites to be present 

where the route is located adjacent to previously disturbed road crossings, steep slopes, and residential 

frontage development.  Review of the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York, the 1907 Century Atlas, 

Oneida County, New York, and the 1955 South Trenton, NY USGS topographic quadrangle map does not 

indicate the presence of map-documented structures along route Alternative E.  There are no other indications 

of potential archeological resources along this route.  In addition, no known historic structures will be visually 

impacted as a result of this alternative. 

 

4.1 Potential Effect on Historic-Architectural Resources 

Relative to historic-architectural resources, the results of the Phase 1A cultural resources survey for the Project can be 

summarized as follows: 

 

 There are no sites listed or determined eligible for listing on the NRHP within one mile of the Project site. 

 Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in any adverse effects on historic-architectural resources. 

 

4.2 Recommendations 

Proposed construction of the Project will include ground disturbing activities that have the potential to impact 

archeological resources.  Once a preferred alternative has been selected for the Project, EDR recommends that a 

Phase 1B archeological survey of the limits of disturbance associated with the preferred alternative should be 

conducted in accordance with the NYAC Standards and NYSOPRHP’s Phase 1 Archeological Report Format 

Requirements.   

 

In the opinion of EDR, no additional cultural resources investigation related to historic-architectural resources should 

be required for the proposed Project.   
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Figure 6: 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York
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Note: This historic map has been geo-referenced with modern map 
features. Potential sources of error inherent in this process include 
cartographic inaccuracies, differences in scale, and changes in the
modern landscape. The geo-referenced map therefore presents 
approximate locations of historic map-documented features, and is 
not intended to depict survey-accurate information.
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Figure 7: 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida County, New York
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Note: This historic map has been geo-referenced with modern map 
features. Potential sources of error inherent in this process include 
cartographic inaccuracies, differences in scale, and changes in the
modern landscape. The geo-referenced map therefore presents 
approximate locations of historic map-documented features, and is 
not intended to depict survey-accurate information.
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Figure 8: 1955 USGS South Trenton, New York 
Topographic Quadrangle
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features. Potential sources of error inherent in this process include 
cartographic inaccuracies, differences in scale, and changes in the
modern landscape. The geo-referenced map therefore presents 
approximate locations of historic map-documented features, and is 
not intended to depict survey-accurate information.
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Photograph 01:

Representative view of gently 
sloping topography within study 
area, view to the southwest.

Photograph 02:

Representative view of steeply 
sloped topography adjacent 
to Gridley Creek, view to the 
north. 
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Photograph 03:

Representative view of 
successional vegetation within 
study area, view to the west. 

Photograph 04:

Representative view of 
successional vegetation within 
study area, view to the north.
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Photograph 05:

Representative view of forest 
within study area, view to the 
southeast. 

Photograph 06:

Representative view of forest 
stream within study area, view 
to the southeast.  
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Photograph 07:

Gridley Creek, view to the 
north.

Photograph 08:

Gridley Creek, view to the 
south.
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Photograph 09:

Existing transmission right-of-
way within study area, view to 
the southwest.

Photograph 10:

Existing transmission right-of-
way within study area, view to 
the northeast. 
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Photograph 11:

Wetland adjacent to existing 
transmission right-of-way 
within study area, view to the 
northeast.

Photograph 12:

Wetland adjacent to existing 
transmission right-of-way within 
study area, view to the east. 
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Photograph 13:

Representative view of 
agricultural property adjacent 
to existing transmission right-
of-way within study area, view 
to the east.

Photograph 14:

Representative view of rural 
residences within study area, 
view to the southwest.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B 

Agency Correspondence 

  



NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 
Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources 
New York Natural Heritage Program 
625 Broadway, 5th Floor, Albany, New York 12233-4757 
Phone: (518) 402-8935 • Fax: (518) 402-8925 
Website: www.dec.ny.gov 

Joe Martens 

  Commissioner 

October 27, 2014

Connor Liddell

EDR

217 Montgomery Street, Suite 1000

Syracuse, NY 13202

Re: Mohawk Valley Edge Transmission Line (EDR Project No. 14108) 
Town/City: Marcy. County: Oneida. 

Connor Liddell :Dear

Sincerely, 

In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage 

Program database with respect to the above project. 

We have no records of rare or state-listed animals or plants, or significant natural 

communities, at your site or in its immediate vicinity. 

The absence of data does not necessarily mean that rare or state-listed species, natural 

communities or other significant habitats do not exist on or adjacent to the proposed site. Rather, 

our files currently do not contain information which indicates their presence. For most sites, 

comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted. We cannot provide a definitive statement 

on the presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural communities. 

Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at the project site, further information 

from on-site surveys or other resources may be required to fully assess impacts on biological 

resources. 

This response applies only to known occurrences of rare or state-listed animals and 

plants, significant natural communities and other significant habitats maintained in the Natural 

Heritage Data bases. Your project may require additional review or  permits; for information 

regarding other permits that may be required under state law for regulated areas or activities 

(e.g., regulated wetlands), please contact the appropriate NYS DEC Regional Office, Division of 

Environmental Permits, as listed at www.dec.ny.gov/about/39381.html. 

1039

Andrea Chaloux

Environmental Review Specialist

New York Natural Heritage Program
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PHOTO 01:

Photo represents sections of 
Gridley Creek to be crossed by 
Alternatives A, C, and E. Note 
the perennial nature of the 
stream which is bounded by 
steep slopes and a hemlock-
northern hardwood forest 
community. 

PHOTO 02:

Photo depicts successional 
old-field communities common 
throughout the Study Area.
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PHOTO 04:

Photo depicts successional 
shrubland encountered 
north of Hazard Road on the 
Cooney Property. Alternatives 
A, C, and E would cross 
portions of this shrubland.

PHOTO 03:

Photo represents emergent 
wetlands encountered along 
Alternative Route A. 
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PHOTO 05:

Photo depicts forested 
wetlands encountered within 
the Study Area. Forested 
wetland conversion impacts 
would occur along Routes A, 
C, and E.

PHOTO 06:

Photo depicts existing 
overhead transmission line 
corridors which bisect all of the 
alternative routes.
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PHOTO 07:

Photo depicts Beech-maple 
mesic forest communities 
which occur along more 
moderate to gentle gradients 
and south-facing slopes within 
the Study Area.  Forested 
areas would be impacted by 
Alternatives A, C, D and E.

PHOTO 08:

Photo depicts steep slopes 
and forested communities 
encountered around the 
perennial streams within the 
Study Area.
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Project Information 

1.1 Project Name and Location 
Marcy Nanocenter Interconnection Project 
Edic Substation to Hazard Road 
Town of Marcy, Oneida County New York 
 

1.2 Owner Name and Address 
Mohawk Valley Edge 
584 Phoenix Drive 
Rome, NY 13441 
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Project Description 

2.1 Purpose and Extent of Project 
The project is located in the Town of Marcy within Oneida County in the state of New York. Mohawk Valley 
EDGE is undertaking the construction of a new 115 kV transmission line from National Grid’s Edic Substation 
to the proposed Marcy Nanotechnology Center (MNC), a distance of approximately 1.4 miles. The 
transmission line is anticipated to include two single-circuit 115 kV lines located within a 200 and 150 foot 
wide cleared right-of-way (ROW) and is required to provide electrical power in support of a computer chip 
fabrication facility anticipated to be built on the MNC site.   

2.2 Project Disturbance Area 
The Soil disturbance for the proposed work is limited to approximately 19.47 acres within the project limits.  
Refer to Figure 1 for the limits of proposed work. 

2.3 Description and Limitations of On-Site Soils 
According to the USDA Soil Survey of Oneida County, New York, the area of disturbance consists of Lansing 
silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes (111D), Lansing silt loam, 25 to 45 percent slopes (111E), Kendaia silt loam 
0 to 3 percent slopes (136A), Kendaia silt loam 3 to 8 percent slopes (136B), Conesus silt loam 3 to 8 percent 
slopes (790B), and Conesus silt loam 8 to 15 percent slopes (790C). See the Web Soil Survey included in 
Appendix B for the soils map. 

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), as part of their soil classification system, assigns each 
soil series to a Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG).  The HSG is a four-letter index intended to indicate the minimum 
rate of infiltration obtained after prolonged wetting, and to indicate the relative potential for a soil type to 
generate run-off.  The infiltration rate is the rate at which water enters the soil at the soil surface.  The HSG 
also indicates the transmission rate- the rate at which water moves within the soil.  Soil scientists define the 
four groups as follows: 

• HSG ‘A’ (sand, loamy sand, or sandy loam): Soils have low run-off potential and high infiltration rates 
even when thoroughly wetted.  They consist chiefly of deep, well to excessively drained sands or 
gravels and have a high rate of water transmission (> 0.30 in/hr). 

• HSG ‘B’ (silt loam or loam): Soils have moderate infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted, and 
consist chiefly of moderately deep to deep, moderately well to well-drained soils with moderately 
fine to fine texture.  These soils have a moderate rate of water transmission (0.15 to 0.30 in/hr). 

• HSG ‘C’ (sandy clay loam): Soils have low infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consist 
chiefly of soils with a layer that impedes downward movement of water, and soils with moderately 
fine to fine texture.  These soils have a low rate of water transmission (0.05 to 0.15 in/hr. 

• HSG ‘D’ (clay loam, silty clay loam, sandy clay, silty clay or clay): Soils have high run-off potential.  
They have very low infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted, and consist chiefly of clay soils with a 
high swelling potential, soils with a permanent high water table, soils with a clay pan or clay layer at 
or near the surface, and shallow soils over nearly impervious material.  These soils have a very low 
rate of water transmission (< 0.05 in/hr). 
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Table 1 - Soil Analysis Summary 

Soil Name Hydrologic Soil Group 

111D – Lansing silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes B 

111E – Lansing silt loam, 25 to 45 percent slopes B 

136A – Kendaia silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes B/D 

136B – Kendaia silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes B/D 

790B – Conesus silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes B/D 

790C – Conesus silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes B/D 

 

2.4 Historic Places and Archaeology  
The proposed transmission line project will not have adverse impacts to any historical structures determined 
by New York State Historic Preservation Office to be eligible for listing on the State or National Register of 
Historic Places in Oneida County, New York. Based on the results of the current Phase 1 archaeological 
survey conducted by EDR in December 2015, and a review of previous Phase 1 and Phase 2 archaeological 
investigations that included portions of the Project Area, no potentially significant archaeological sites are 
located within the Project Area. Construction of the Project will not affect any potentially significant 
archaeological resources.  
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Sequence of Major Activities 
This SWPPP presents erosion and sediment controls, both temporary and permanent, to assist the operator 
in compliance with the project’s SPDES General Permit for construction activity.  To the degree practicable, 
all temporary erosion and sediment control mitigation measures shall be installed immediately before 
associated project areas are disturbed in anticipation of all soil-disturbing activities to follow.  Based on 
NYSDEC regulations, the owner or operator of a construction activity shall not disturb greater than five (5) 
acres of soil at one time without prior written authorization from the NYSDEC, or in areas of under the 
jurisdiction of a regulated, traditional land use control MS4, the MS4 (provided the MS4 is not the owner or 
operator of the construction activity).  At a minimum, the owner or operator must comply with the following 
requirements in order to be authorized to disturb greater than five (5) acre of soils at any one time: 

1. The owner or operator shall have a qualified inspector conduct at least two (2) site inspections in 
accordance with Part IV.B every seven (7) calendar days, or as long as greater than five (5) acres of 
soil remain disturbed.  When performing just two (2) inspections every seven (7) calendar days, the 
inspections shall be separated by a minimum of two (2) full calendar days. 

2. In areas where soil disturbance activity has been temporarily or permanently ceased, temporary 
and/or permanent soils stabilization measures shall be installed and/or implemented within seven 
(7) days from the date of soil disturbance activity ceased.  The soil stabilization measures selected 
shall be in conformance with the most current version of the technical standard, New York Standard 
Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control. 

3. The owner or operator shall prepare a phasing plan that defines maximum disturbed area per phase 
and shows required cuts and fills. 

4. The owner or operator shall install all additional site-specific practices needed to protect water 
quality. 

5. The owner or operator shall include the requirements above in their SWPPP. 

It is the responsibility of the Contractor to ensure that all soils removed from the project site are spoiled in a 
manner consistent with all local, state, and federal regulations.  Appropriate erosion and sediment controls 
shall be installed at all spoil sites.  Additionally, the Contractor is responsible for coordinating the application 
for a GP-0-15-002 permit (and development of an associated SWPPP) if disturbance associated with any soil 
spoils area is greater than 1 acre.  Permit GP-0-15-002 applications must be signed by the owner of the lands 
on which soils are spoiled.  Disturbance associated with off-site spoil areas do not contribute to the total 
disturbances associated with on-site activities. 

The general sequence of construction for this improvement will be as follows. Total disturbance shall not 
exceed 5 acres at any one time without prior written approval of the NYSDEC. 
 

• Pre-Construction Meeting 
• Mobilization 
• Installation of erosion and sediment control devices as outlined in this SWPPP  
• Tree removals required for installation of transmission lines 
• Clearing, grubbing, and stripping 
• Installation of transmission line support structures  
• Installation and energization of 115kV transmission lines 
• Site Restoration 
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• Removal of erosion and sediment control devices when written approval is provided by qualified 
inspector 

• Demobilization 

3.1 Name of Receiving Waters 
The transmission line will be constructed within the Mohawk River watershed. The primary receiving 
waterbody within the work area is Gridley Creek. The Waterbody Inventory for this section of Gridley Creek 
is classified as Minor Tribs to Mohawk River (PWL ID 1201-0205) and is unassessed. Downstream Gridley 
Creek connects to the NYS Barge Canal . The Waterbody Inventory for this section of the NYS Barge Canal is 
classified as NYS Barge Canal (Portion 7) (PWL ID 1201-0064) and is assessed as Minor Impacts due to known 
combined sewer overflows and suspected landfill displacement, other sanitary discharges, urban 
stormwater runoff, hydrology modifications, streambank erosion, and toxic sediment contamination. The 
NYS Barge Canal flows parallel and connects to the Mohawk River at several points prior to ultimately 
discharging into the Hudson River.  
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Controls 

4.1 Timing of Controls/Measures 
The erosion and sediment control measures shall be constructed prior to clearing or grading of any portion 
of the project.  Where land disturbance is necessary, temporary seeding or mulching must be used on areas 
which will be exposed for more than 7 days.  Permanent stabilization shall be performed as soon as possible 
after completion of grading.  After the entire project area is stabilized, the accumulation of sediment shall 
be removed from the project area.  Erosion control devices shall remain in place until disturbed areas are 
permanently stabilized.  For projects where soil disturbance is greater than five (5) acres, and construction 
activity has temporarily or permanently ceased, temporary and/or permanent soil stabilization measures 
shall be installed and/or implemented within seven (7) days from the date the soil disturbance activity 
ceased.  The soil stabilization measures selected shall be in conformance with the most current version of 
the technical standard, New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control. 

4.2 Erosion and Sediment Controls/Stabilized Practice 
4.2.1 Temporary Stabilization 
Topsoil stockpiles, staging areas and disturbed pervious portions of the project area where construction 
activity temporarily ceases for at least fourteen (14) days shall be stabilized with temporary seed and mulch 
no later than 7 days from the last construction activity in that area. 

Any seeding method may be used that will provide uniform application of seed to the area and result in 
adequate soil-to-seed contact.  Area must be free of large rocks and debris.  Area shall be seeded within 24 
hours of disturbance or scarification of the soil surface will be necessary prior to seeding.  Fertilizer or lime is 
not required for temporary plantings. 

Mulch shall be applied in conjunction with seeding and reapplied as necessary.  Portions of the project area 
which are to be paved shall be temporarily stabilized by applying temporary gravel subbase until pavement 
can be applied. 

Temporary diversion swales shall be installed on-site as necessary to provide positive drainage.  The 
diversion swales are designed to diver runoff around active construction areas to a point of discharge. 

Sediment control fencing shall be installed around the site where depicted on the attached plan sheets.  
Prior to commencing earthwork, a stabilized construction entrances shall be installed as indicated on the 
attached plans.  The entrances shall be utilized as the exclusive construction entrance and exit to the 
construction areas.   

4.2.2 Permanent Stabilization 
Disturbed portions of the project area where construction activities permanently cease shall be stabilized 
with permanent seed no later than 14 days after the last construction activity.  The permanent seed mix 
shall be in accordance with the project specifications and plans.  Construction and maintenance of erosion 
and siltation control measures shall be in accordance with the New York State Standards and Specifications 
for Erosion and Sediment Control. 

Where construction activity is complete over areas to be permanently vegetated, stabilize with permanent 
seeding.  Verify seeding dates with the Project Engineer.  If the Engineer determines that seed cannot be 
applied due to climate, topsoil shall not be spread and mulching shall be applied to the exposed surface to 
stabilize soils until the next recommended seeding period.  
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4.3 Other Controls 
4.3.1 Waste Disposal 
Waste Materials – Foreign waste materials shall be collected and stored in a secured area until removal and 
disposal by a licensed solid waste management company.  All trash and construction debris from the project 
area shall be disposed of in a portable container unit.  No foreign waste materials shall be buried within the 
project area.  All personnel shall be instructed regarding the correct procedure for waste disposal.  Notices 
stating these practices shall be posted in the project trailer and the individual who manages day-to-day 
project operations will be responsible for seeing that these procedures are followed. 

Petroleum-impacted waste – During the excavation activities, there is the possibility that petroleum-
impacted soils may be encountered.  In the event that field evidence of contamination is identified during 
the project, potentially contaminated soils will be segregated and stockpiled on polyethylene sheeting and 
covered in a predetermined staging area.  The potentially impacted stockpiled soils will then be sampled to 
determine if the soils are suitable for use as clean backfill.  In the event that the soils are not suitable for re-
use, the contaminated soil will be properly characterized and disposed of at an off-site NYSDEC-permitted 
facility.  The excavation will then be backfilled with clean, imported fill. 

Hazardous waste – All hazardous waste materials shall be disposed of in a manner specified by local or state 
regulations or by the manufacturer.  Project personnel shall be instructed in these practices and the 
individual who manages day-to-day project operations shall be responsible for seeing that these practices 
are followed. 

Sanitary waste – All sanitary waste from portable units shall be collected from the portable units y a licensed 
sanitary waste management contractor, as required by NYSDEC regulations. 

Radioactive waste – Radioactive waste is not expected to be encountered.  However, all radioactive waste 
material will be managed in accordance with the facility’s Environmental Media Policy. 

4.3.2 Sediment Tracked by Vehicles 
Stabilized construction entrances shall be installed (where depicted on the attached plans) and maintained 
as necessary to help reduce vehicular tracking of sediment.  The entrances shall be cleaned of sediment and 
redressed when voids in the crushed stone become filled and vehicular tracking of sediment is occurring.  
Dump trucks hauling materials to and from the construction project area shall be covered with a tarpaulin to 
reduce dust.  All sediment and debris tracked from the work area along adjacent roadways shall be 
immediately removed with a street sweeper or equivalent sweeping method.  Further, sweeping of streets 
adjacent to disturbed areas shall be performed prior to the end of each work day (at a minimum) when 
tracking of sediment is occurring. 

4.3.3 Non-Stormwater Discharges 
Non-storm water discharges are not expected to exit the project area during construction. 
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Post Construction Stormwater Management 
Per Table 1, Appendix B of the SPDES Permit GP-0-15-002, post-construction storm water management 
practices are not required for this project.  
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Maintenance/Inspection Procedures 

6.1 Erosion and Sediment Control Inspection and 
Maintenance Practices 

This section contains minimum required inspection and maintenance practices that shall be used to 
maintain erosion and sediment controls. 

6.1.1 Owner/Operator Inspection Requirements 
1. Prior to construction activity, the owner/operator shall have contractors and subcontractors identify 

a trained individual responsible for the implementation of the SWPPP.  The trained individual must 
be on-site on a daily basis when soil-disturbing activities are occurring. 

2. The owner/operator shall inspect the erosion and sediment control measures as identified in the 
SWPPP to ensure that they are being maintained in effective operating conditions at all times.  
Where soil-disturbing activities temporarily cease (e.g. winter shutdown) and temporary 
stabilization measures have been applied to all disturbed areas, the owner/operator may stop 
conducting inspections.  The owner/operator shall resume inspections when soil disturbing activities 
begin again. 

3. Where soil-disturbing activities have ceased with partial project completion, the owner/operator 
may stop conducting inspections when disturbed areas have received final stabilization.  All post-
construction storm water management practices required for the completed areas shall have been 
constructed in conformance with the SWPPP and be fully operational.  Final stabilization means that 
all soil disturbance activities have ceased and a uniform, perennial vegetative cover with a density of 
80% over the entire pervious surface has been established; or other equivalent stabilization 
measures, such as permanent landscape mulches, rock rip-rap or washed/crushed stone have been 
applied on all disturbed areas that are not covered by permanent structures, concrete, or pavement. 

4. The owner/operator shall notify the NYSDEC Regional Office’s stormwater contact person prior to 
any reduction in inspection frequency. 

5. The owner/operator shall retain copies of the NOI, NOI acknowledgement letter, SWPPP, MS4 
SWPPP acceptance form and all inspection reports submitted in conjunction with this permit and 
records or all data used to complete the NOI to be covered by this permit for a period of at least five 
(5) years from the date the site is finally stabilized. 

6.1.2 Qualified Inspector Inspection Requirements 
1. The qualified inspector is defined as a person that is knowledgeable in the principles and practices of 

erosion and sediment control, such as a licensed Professional Engineer, Certified Professional in 
Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC), licensed Landscape Architect, or other NYSDEC-endorsed 
individual(s).  It may also mean someone working under the direct supervision of the licensed 
Professional Engineer or licensed Landscape Architect, provided that person has training in the 
principles and practices of erosion and sediment control.  Training in the principles and practices of 
erosion and sediment control means the person has received four (4) hours of training endorsed by 
the DEC and shall receive four (4) hours of training every three (3) years after the initial training. 

2. A site inspection shall be conducted at least once every seven (7) days by the qualified inspector 
when soil-disturbing activities are occurring.  A copy of the “Construction Duration Inspection Form” 
is included in the Inspection Forms section of this plan. 



SECTION 6 MAINTENANCE/INSPECTION PROCEDURES 

  6-2 

3. All measures shall be maintained in good working order; if any repairs or corrective actions are 
necessary, it is the responsibility of the qualified inspector to notify the owner/operator and 
appropriate contractor within one business day.  The contractor shall begin implementing the 
corrective action within one business day of being notified. 

4. During construction activities where soil disturbances exceed the five-acre maximum, and the 
owner/operator has received prior authorization, the qualified inspector shall conduct at least two 
(2) site inspections every seven (7) calendar days.  Inspections shall be separated by a minimum of 
two (2) full calendar days. 

5. All inspection forms must be signed by a qualified inspector. 

6. For construction sites where soil-disturbing activities are temporarily suspended, temporary 
stabilization measures shall be applied and the qualified inspector shall conduct a site inspection at 
least once every thirty (30) calendar days. 

7. Where soil-disturbing activities have ceased with partial project completion, the qualified inspector 
may stop conducting inspections when disturbed areas have reached final stabilization and all post-
construction storm water management practices required for the completed areas have been 
constructed in conformance with the SWPPP and are fully operational. 

8. Where soil-disturbing activities are not resumed within two (2) years from the date of shutdown of 
partial project completion, the qualified inspector shall perform a final inspection and certify that all 
disturbed areas have achieved final stabilization, all temporary and permanent erosion control 
measure have been removed, and post-construction storm water management practices have been 
constructed in conformance with the SWPPP.  The qualified inspector shall sign the “Final 
Stabilization” and “Post-Construction Storm Water Management Practice” certification on the 
Notice of Termination (NOT). 

6.1.3 General Requirements 
1. A copy of the SPDES General Permit (GP-0-15-002), the signed Notice of Intent (NOI), NOI 

acknowledgement letter, SWPPP, and inspection reports shall be maintained on-site until the site 
has achieved final stabilization. 

2. Built-up sediment shall be removed from all silt fence when it has reached one-third the height of 
the fence / dike. 

3. Sediment fencing shall be inspected for depth of sediment and tears, to ensure fabric is securely 
attached to the fence posts, and to ensure that the fence posts are firmly in the ground. 

4. The construction entrances shall be cleaned of sediment and redressed when voids in the crushed 
stone become filled and vehicular tracking of sediment is occurring. 

5. Dust shall be controlled on access points and other disturbed areas subject to surface dust 
movement and blowing. 

6. Stabilization fabric and check dams shall be inspected to ensure that slopes and swales are not being 
eroded.  Fabric shall be replaced/ reinstalled and check dams added as necessary to prevent all such 
erosion. 

7. Inspection of diversion swales shall be conducted to check condition of swale. 

8. Inspection must verify that all practices are adequately operational, maintained properly and that 
sediment is removed from all control structures. 

9. Inspection must look for evidence of soil erosion on the site, potential of pollutants entering the 
drainage systems, problems at the discharge points, and signs of soil and mud transport from the 
site to the public roads. 
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6.1.4 Post Construction Stormwater Inspection and Maintenance Practices 
Per Table 1, Appendix B of the SPDES General Permit GP-0-15-002, post-construction storm water inspection 
and maintenance practices are not required in this Plan.
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Inventory for Pollution Prevention Plan 
The materials or substances listed below are expected to be within the project area during construction: 

1. Portland cement concrete 

2. Fertilizer/ seeding materials 

3. Stone 

4. Petroleum-based products (fuel) 

5. Silt fence fabric 

6. Lumber 

7. Geotextiles fabrics 

8. Riprap and coarse aggregate stockpiles 
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Spill Prevention 
The following are the material management practices that shall be used to reduce the risk of spills or other 
accidental exposure of materials and substances to storm water runoff. 

8.1 Good Housekeeping 
The following good housekeeping practices shall be followed within the project areas during construction: 

1. An effort shall be made to store only enough products required to complete the work 

2. All materials stored within the project areas shall be stored in a neat, orderly manner in their 
appropriate containers and, if possible, under a roof or other enclosure 

3. Products shall be kept in their original containers with the original manufacturer’s label 

4. Substances shall not be mixed with one another unless recommended by the manufacturer 

5. Whenever possible, all of a product shall be used up before disposing of the container 

6. Manufacturers’ recommendations for proper use and disposal shall be followed 

7. The project superintendent shall inspect daily storage areas daily to ensure proper use and disposal 
of materials 

8.2 Hazardous Products 
These practices shall be used to reduce the risks associated with hazardous materials: 

1. Products shall be kept in original containers unless they are not re-sealable 

2. Original labels and material safety data shall be retained 

3. If surplus product must be disposed, manufacturers’ or local and state-recommended methods of 
proper disposal shall be followed 

4. Material Safety Data Sheets for all hazardous products shall be within the project area for the 
duration of construction 

8.3 Product-specific Practices 
The following product-specific practices shall be followed within the project area: 

8.3.1 Petroleum Products 
All project vehicles shall be monitored for leaks and received regular preventative maintenance to reduce 
the chance of leakage.  Petroleum products shall be stored in tightly sealed containers which are clearly 
labeled.  Any asphalt substances used during construction shall be applied according to the manufacturer’s 
recommendations. 

8.3.2 Fertilizers 
Fertilizers used shall be applied only in the minimum amounts recommended by the manufacturer.  Once 
applied, fertilizer shall be worked into the soil to limit exposure to storm water.  Fertilizers shall be stored in 
a covered or other contained area. 



SECTION 8 SPILL PREVENTION 

  8-2 

8.3.3 Paints 
The contractor shall use spray paint only, no open paint containers shall be used onsite.  Used spray paint 
canisters shall be properly disposed of according to the manufacturer’s instructions and State regulations.  

8.3.4 Concrete Trucks 
Concrete trucks shall be allowed to washout within the project area provided the contractor provides an 
area which collects and contains all concrete/slurry material washed from trucks for recovery and disposal 
at a later time.  No concrete/\slurry shall be discharged from the property at any time during construction.  
If such washing is anticipated, the contractor shall submit a plan detailing the control of concrete /slurry to 
the Engineer for approval. 

8.3.5 Watercourse Protection 
Construction operations shall be conducted in such a manner as to prevent damage to watercourses from 
pollution of debris, sediment, and other foreign material, or from manipulation, from equipment and/or 
materials in or near the watercourse.  The contractor shall not return directly to the watercourse any water 
used for wash purposes or other similar operations which may cause the water to become polluted with 
sand, silt, cement, oil or other impurities.  If the contractor uses water from the watercourse, the contractor 
shall construct an intake or temporary dam to protect and maintain watercourse quality. 

8.3.6 Dewatering 
If dewatering is required, water shall be filtered prior to being discharged to the receiving waterbody in 
accordance with applicable Federal, State, and Local regulations.  Filtered material shall be disposed of in 
accordance with applicable Federal, State, and Local regulations. 

8.4 Spill Control Practices 
The contractor will be responsible for preparing a project-specific spill control plan in accordance with local 
and NYSDEC regulations.  At a minimum, this plan shall include: 

• Reduce stormwater contact in the event of a spill 

• Contain the spill 

• Stop the source of the spill 

• Dispose of contaminated material in accordance with manufacturers’ procedures, and NYS DEC 
regulations 

• Identify responsible and trained personnel 

• Ensure spill area is well-ventilated 
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Updating the SWPPP 
The SWPPP shall be updated/revised as conditions merit or as directed by the regulating authority.  The 
attached inspection forms included with this document allow for the certification of any updates/revisions. 
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SWPPP Certification 
Contracting Firm Information: 

 

 

          

Contracting Firm 

 

          

Address 

 

          

City/Town   State   ZIP Code 

 

Site Location: 

Marcy Nanocenter Interconnection Project 
Edic Substation to Hazard Road 
Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York 
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Contractor’s Certification 
I hereby certify that I understand and agree to comply with the terms and conditions of the SWPPP and 
agree to implement all corrective actions identified by the qualified inspector during a site inspection.  I also 
understand that the owner or operator must comply with the terms and conditions of the most current 
version of the New York State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) general permit for storm 
water discharges from construction activities and that it is unlawful for any person to cause or contribute to 
a violation of water quality standards.  Furthermore, I understand that certifying false, incorrect or 
inaccurate information is a violation of the referenced permit and the laws of the State of New York and 
could subject me to criminal, civil, and/or administrative proceedings. 

 

 

              

Signature (Contractor/subcontractor)     Date 

 

              

For 

 

              

Responsible for 

 

              

Signature (trained contractor)      Date 

 

              

For 

 

              

Responsible for 
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They
highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information about
the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for many
different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban planners,
community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. Also,
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal,
and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance
the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information
is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying
with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some cases.
Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/
nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering applications. For
more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center (http://
offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic
tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or
underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Department
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agricultural
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National Cooperative Soil
Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means
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for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272
(voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous areas
in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas and
their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and limitations
affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, and shape of
the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native plants; and
the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil profiles. A soil profile is
the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The profile extends from the
surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the soil formed or from the
surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other
living organisms and has not been changed by other biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource areas
(MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that share
common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water resources,
soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey areas typically
consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that is
related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the area.
Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind of
landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and miscellaneous
areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific segments of the
landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they were formed. Thus,
during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict with a considerable
degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a specific location on the
landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented by
an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to verify
predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them to
identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character of
soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
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individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that have
similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a unique
combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components of
the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes
the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such landforms and
landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the development of
resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite investigation is
needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, and
experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the soil-
landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at specific
locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller number of
measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. These
measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, depth to
bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for content of
sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil typically vary from
one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists interpret
the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed characteristics
and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the soils under different
uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through observation of the soils
in different uses and under different levels of management. Some interpretations are
modified to fit local conditions, and some new interpretations are developed to meet
local needs. Data are assembled from other sources, such as research information,
production records, and field experience of specialists. For example, data on crop
yields under defined levels of management are assembled from farm records and from
field or plot experiments on the same kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on such
variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over long
periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, soil
scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will have
a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, fields,
roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of soil
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil line
placement. The maps do not show the small areas of contrasting
soils that could have been shown at a more detailed scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more accurate
calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Oneida County, New York
Survey Area Data:  Version 16, Sep 24, 2015

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1:50,000
or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  May 11, 2011—Jul 2,
2011

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend

Oneida County, New York (NY065)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

111D Lansing silt loam, 15 to 25
percent slopes

23.1 17.6%

111E Lansing silt loam, 25 to 45
percent slopes

6.4 4.9%

136A Kendaia silt loam, 0 to 3 percent
slopes

26.7 20.3%

136B Kendaia silt loam, 3 to 8 percent
slopes

71.0 54.0%

790B Conesus silt loam, 3 to 8 percent
slopes

1.9 1.5%

790C Conesus silt loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

2.4 1.8%

Totals for Area of Interest 131.5 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the soils
or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along with the
maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the landscape,
however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the characteristic variability
of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some observed properties may extend
beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. Areas of soils of a single taxonomic
class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without including areas of other taxonomic
classes. Consequently, every map unit is made up of the soils or miscellaneous areas
for which it is named and some minor components that belong to taxonomic classes
other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They generally
are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the scale used.
Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas are identified
by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a given area, the
contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit descriptions along with
some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor components may not have been
observed, and consequently they are not mentioned in the descriptions, especially

Custom Soil Resource Report
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where the pattern was so complex that it was impractical to make enough observations
to identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the usefulness
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic
classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. The delineation of such segments
on the map provides sufficient information for the development of resource plans. If
intensive use of small areas is planned, however, onsite investigation is needed to
define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties
and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons
that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity,
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such
differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas shown on the
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0
to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and
relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar. Alpha-
Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can be
made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil material
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Oneida County, New York

111D—Lansing silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2w3mf
Elevation: 660 to 1,740 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 57 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 41 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 190 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Lansing and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Lansing

Setting
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Calcareous loamy lodgment till derived from limestone, sandstone,

and shale

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 8 inches: silt loam
E - 8 to 13 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt/E - 13 to 21 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt1 - 21 to 28 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt2 - 28 to 39 inches: gravelly silt loam
C - 39 to 79 inches: gravelly loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 25 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Medium
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.01 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 40 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 8.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Minor Components

Conesus
Percent of map unit: 9 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex

Wassaic
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Benches, ridges, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Kendaia
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

Appleton
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

111E—Lansing silt loam, 25 to 45 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2w3ml
Elevation: 430 to 1,800 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 57 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 41 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 190 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Lansing and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Description of Lansing

Setting
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Calcareous loamy lodgment till derived from limestone, sandstone,

and shale

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 8 inches: silt loam
E - 8 to 13 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt/E - 13 to 21 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt1 - 21 to 28 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt2 - 28 to 39 inches: gravelly silt loam
C - 39 to 79 inches: gravelly loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 25 to 45 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Medium
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.01 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 40 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 8.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B

Minor Components

Conesus
Percent of map unit: 7 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex

Honeoye
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Cazenovia
Percent of map unit: 2 percent

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Landform: Till plains, reworked lake plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Convex

Kendaia
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

136A—Kendaia silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2w5j0
Elevation: 460 to 1,640 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 57 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 41 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 190 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if drained

Map Unit Composition
Kendaia and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Kendaia

Setting
Landform: Drumlins, ridges, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Calcareous loamy lodgment till derived from limestone, sandstone,

and shale

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 8 inches: silt loam
Bw - 8 to 15 inches: silt loam
Bg - 15 to 20 inches: gravelly silt loam
BCg - 20 to 24 inches: gravelly loam
C - 24 to 79 inches: gravelly loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately

high (0.00 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 6 to 18 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 40 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 7.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 3w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D

Minor Components

Lima
Percent of map unit: 6 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Lyons
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Churchville
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Lake plains, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, rise, talf
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

Ovid
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Till plains, reworked lake plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

Custom Soil Resource Report
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136B—Kendaia silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2w5j4
Elevation: 430 to 1,610 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 57 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 41 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 190 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if drained

Map Unit Composition
Kendaia and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Kendaia

Setting
Landform: Drumlins, ridges, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Calcareous loamy lodgment till derived from limestone, sandstone,

and shale

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 8 inches: silt loam
Bw - 8 to 15 inches: silt loam
Bg - 15 to 20 inches: gravelly silt loam
BCg - 20 to 24 inches: gravelly loam
C - 24 to 79 inches: gravelly loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 3 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately

high (0.00 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 6 to 18 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 40 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 7.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 3w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Minor Components

Lima
Percent of map unit: 7 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Lyons
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Churchville
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Lake plains, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, rise, talf
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

Ovid
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Till plains, reworked lake plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

790B—Conesus silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2w3jl
Elevation: 390 to 1,970 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 57 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 41 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 190 days
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Conesus and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Description of Conesus

Setting
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Calcareous loamy lodgment till derived from limestone, sandstone,

and shale

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 9 inches: silt loam
E/B - 9 to 14 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt/E - 14 to 19 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt1 - 19 to 25 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt2 - 25 to 36 inches: gravelly silt loam
C - 36 to 79 inches: gravelly loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 3 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Medium
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.01 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 24 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 40 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 7.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D

Minor Components

Lansing
Percent of map unit: 7 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Kendaia
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

Appleton
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
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Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

Nunda
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Hills, drumlinoid ridges
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Convex

Lyons
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

790C—Conesus silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2w3jm
Elevation: 490 to 1,710 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 57 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 41 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 190 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Conesus and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Conesus

Setting
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Calcareous loamy lodgment till derived from limestone, sandstone,

and shale

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 9 inches: silt loam
E/B - 9 to 14 inches: gravelly silt loam
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Bt/E - 14 to 19 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt1 - 19 to 25 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt2 - 25 to 36 inches: gravelly silt loam
C - 36 to 79 inches: gravelly loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 8 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Medium
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.01 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 24 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 40 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 7.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D

Minor Components

Lansing
Percent of map unit: 8 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Kendaia
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

Nunda
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Hills, drumlinoid ridges
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Convex

Appleton
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Drumlins, till plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
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Glossary
Many of the terms relating to landforms, geology, and geomorphology are defined in
more detail in the “National Soil Survey Handbook.”

ABC soil

A soil having an A, a B, and a C horizon.

Ablation till

Loose, relatively permeable earthy material deposited during the downwasting of
nearly static glacial ice, either contained within or accumulated on the surface of
the glacier.

AC soil

A soil having only an A and a C horizon. Commonly, such soil formed in recent
alluvium or on steep, rocky slopes.

Aeration, soil

The exchange of air in soil with air from the atmosphere. The air in a well aerated
soil is similar to that in the atmosphere; the air in a poorly aerated soil is
considerably higher in carbon dioxide and lower in oxygen.

Aggregate, soil

Many fine particles held in a single mass or cluster. Natural soil aggregates, such
as granules, blocks, or prisms, are called peds. Clods are aggregates produced
by tillage or logging.

Alkali (sodic) soil

A soil having so high a degree of alkalinity (pH 8.5 or higher) or so high a
percentage of exchangeable sodium (15 percent or more of the total
exchangeable bases), or both, that plant growth is restricted.

Alluvial cone

A semiconical type of alluvial fan having very steep slopes. It is higher, narrower,
and steeper than a fan and is composed of coarser and thicker layers of material
deposited by a combination of alluvial episodes and (to a much lesser degree)
landslides (debris flow). The coarsest materials tend to be concentrated at the
apex of the cone.
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Alluvial fan

A low, outspread mass of loose materials and/or rock material, commonly with
gentle slopes. It is shaped like an open fan or a segment of a cone. The material
was deposited by a stream at the place where it issues from a narrow mountain
valley or upland valley or where a tributary stream is near or at its junction with
the main stream. The fan is steepest near its apex, which points upstream, and
slopes gently and convexly outward (downstream) with a gradual decrease in
gradient.

Alluvium

Unconsolidated material, such as gravel, sand, silt, clay, and various mixtures of
these, deposited on land by running water.

Alpha,alpha-dipyridyl

A compound that when dissolved in ammonium acetate is used to detect the
presence of reduced iron (Fe II) in the soil. A positive reaction implies reducing
conditions and the likely presence of redoximorphic features.

Animal unit month (AUM)

The amount of forage required by one mature cow of approximately 1,000 pounds
weight, with or without a calf, for 1 month.

Aquic conditions

Current soil wetness characterized by saturation, reduction, and redoximorphic
features.

Argillic horizon

A subsoil horizon characterized by an accumulation of illuvial clay.

Arroyo

The flat-floored channel of an ephemeral stream, commonly with very steep to
vertical banks cut in unconsolidated material. It is usually dry but can be
transformed into a temporary watercourse or short-lived torrent after heavy rain
within the watershed.

Aspect

The direction toward which a slope faces. Also called slope aspect.

Association, soil

A group of soils or miscellaneous areas geographically associated in a
characteristic repeating pattern and defined and delineated as a single map unit.

Available water capacity (available moisture capacity)

The capacity of soils to hold water available for use by most plants. It is commonly
defined as the difference between the amount of soil water at field moisture
capacity and the amount at wilting point. It is commonly expressed as inches of
water per inch of soil. The capacity, in inches, in a 60-inch profile or to a limiting
layer is expressed as:
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Very low: 0 to 3
Low: 3 to 6
Moderate: 6 to 9
High: 9 to 12
Very high: More than 12

Backslope

The position that forms the steepest and generally linear, middle portion of a
hillslope. In profile, backslopes are commonly bounded by a convex shoulder
above and a concave footslope below.

Backswamp

A flood-plain landform. Extensive, marshy or swampy, depressed areas of flood
plains between natural levees and valley sides or terraces.

Badland

A landscape that is intricately dissected and characterized by a very fine drainage
network with high drainage densities and short, steep slopes and narrow
interfluves. Badlands develop on surfaces that have little or no vegetative cover
overlying unconsolidated or poorly cemented materials (clays, silts, or
sandstones) with, in some cases, soluble minerals, such as gypsum or halite.

Bajada

A broad, gently inclined alluvial piedmont slope extending from the base of a
mountain range out into a basin and formed by the lateral coalescence of a series
of alluvial fans. Typically, it has a broadly undulating transverse profile, parallel to
the mountain front, resulting from the convexities of component fans. The term is
generally restricted to constructional slopes of intermontane basins.

Basal area

The area of a cross section of a tree, generally referring to the section at breast
height and measured outside the bark. It is a measure of stand density, commonly
expressed in square feet.

Base saturation

The degree to which material having cation-exchange properties is saturated with
exchangeable bases (sum of Ca, Mg, Na, and K), expressed as a percentage of
the total cation-exchange capacity.

Base slope (geomorphology)

A geomorphic component of hills consisting of the concave to linear
(perpendicular to the contour) slope that, regardless of the lateral shape, forms
an apron or wedge at the bottom of a hillside dominated by colluvium and slope-
wash sediments (for example, slope alluvium).

Bedding plane

A planar or nearly planar bedding surface that visibly separates each successive
layer of stratified sediment or rock (of the same or different lithology) from the
preceding or following layer; a plane of deposition. It commonly marks a change
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in the circumstances of deposition and may show a parting, a color difference, a
change in particle size, or various combinations of these. The term is commonly
applied to any bedding surface, even one that is conspicuously bent or deformed
by folding.

Bedding system

A drainage system made by plowing, grading, or otherwise shaping the surface
of a flat field. It consists of a series of low ridges separated by shallow, parallel
dead furrows.

Bedrock

The solid rock that underlies the soil and other unconsolidated material or that is
exposed at the surface.

Bedrock-controlled topography

A landscape where the configuration and relief of the landforms are determined
or strongly influenced by the underlying bedrock.

Bench terrace

A raised, level or nearly level strip of earth constructed on or nearly on a contour,
supported by a barrier of rocks or similar material, and designed to make the soil
suitable for tillage and to prevent accelerated erosion.

Bisequum

Two sequences of soil horizons, each of which consists of an illuvial horizon and
the overlying eluvial horizons.

Blowout (map symbol)

A saucer-, cup-, or trough-shaped depression formed by wind erosion on a
preexisting dune or other sand deposit, especially in an area of shifting sand or
loose soil or where protective vegetation is disturbed or destroyed. The adjoining
accumulation of sand derived from the depression, where recognizable, is
commonly included. Blowouts are commonly small.

Borrow pit (map symbol)

An open excavation from which soil and underlying material have been removed,
usually for construction purposes.

Bottom land

An informal term loosely applied to various portions of a flood plain.

Boulders

Rock fragments larger than 2 feet (60 centimeters) in diameter.

Breaks

A landscape or tract of steep, rough or broken land dissected by ravines and
gullies and marking a sudden change in topography.
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Breast height

An average height of 4.5 feet above the ground surface; the point on a tree where
diameter measurements are ordinarily taken.

Brush management

Use of mechanical, chemical, or biological methods to make conditions favorable
for reseeding or to reduce or eliminate competition from woody vegetation and
thus allow understory grasses and forbs to recover. Brush management increases
forage production and thus reduces the hazard of erosion. It can improve the
habitat for some species of wildlife.

Butte

An isolated, generally flat-topped hill or mountain with relatively steep slopes and
talus or precipitous cliffs and characterized by summit width that is less than the
height of bounding escarpments; commonly topped by a caprock of resistant
material and representing an erosion remnant carved from flat-lying rocks.

Cable yarding

A method of moving felled trees to a nearby central area for transport to a
processing facility. Most cable yarding systems involve use of a drum, a pole, and
wire cables in an arrangement similar to that of a rod and reel used for fishing. To
reduce friction and soil disturbance, felled trees generally are reeled in while one
end is lifted or the entire log is suspended.

Calcareous soil

A soil containing enough calcium carbonate (commonly combined with
magnesium carbonate) to effervesce visibly when treated with cold, dilute
hydrochloric acid.

Caliche

A general term for a prominent zone of secondary carbonate accumulation in
surficial materials in warm, subhumid to arid areas. Caliche is formed by both
geologic and pedologic processes. Finely crystalline calcium carbonate forms a
nearly continuous surface-coating and void-filling medium in geologic (parent)
materials. Cementation ranges from weak in nonindurated forms to very strong in
indurated forms. Other minerals (e.g., carbonates, silicate, and sulfate) may occur
as accessory cements. Most petrocalcic horizons and some calcic horizons are
caliche.

California bearing ratio (CBR)

The load-supporting capacity of a soil as compared to that of standard crushed
limestone, expressed as a ratio. First standardized in California. A soil having a
CBR of 16 supports 16 percent of the load that would be supported by standard
crushed limestone, per unit area, with the same degree of distortion.

Canopy

The leafy crown of trees or shrubs. (See Crown.)
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Canyon

A long, deep, narrow valley with high, precipitous walls in an area of high local
relief.

Capillary water

Water held as a film around soil particles and in tiny spaces between particles.
Surface tension is the adhesive force that holds capillary water in the soil.

Catena

A sequence, or “chain,” of soils on a landscape that formed in similar kinds of
parent material and under similar climatic conditions but that have different
characteristics as a result of differences in relief and drainage.

Cation

An ion carrying a positive charge of electricity. The common soil cations are
calcium, potassium, magnesium, sodium, and hydrogen.

Cation-exchange capacity

The total amount of exchangeable cations that can be held by the soil, expressed
in terms of milliequivalents per 100 grams of soil at neutrality (pH 7.0) or at some
other stated pH value. The term, as applied to soils, is synonymous with base-
exchange capacity but is more precise in meaning.

Catsteps

See Terracettes.

Cement rock

Shaly limestone used in the manufacture of cement.

Channery soil material

Soil material that has, by volume, 15 to 35 percent thin, flat fragments of
sandstone, shale, slate, limestone, or schist as much as 6 inches (15 centimeters)
along the longest axis. A single piece is called a channer.

Chemical treatment

Control of unwanted vegetation through the use of chemicals.

Chiseling

Tillage with an implement having one or more soil-penetrating points that shatter
or loosen hard, compacted layers to a depth below normal plow depth.

Cirque

A steep-walled, semicircular or crescent-shaped, half-bowl-like recess or hollow,
commonly situated at the head of a glaciated mountain valley or high on the side
of a mountain. It was produced by the erosive activity of a mountain glacier. It
commonly contains a small round lake (tarn).
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Clay

As a soil separate, the mineral soil particles less than 0.002 millimeter in diameter.
As a soil textural class, soil material that is 40 percent or more clay, less than 45
percent sand, and less than 40 percent silt.

Clay depletions

See Redoximorphic features.

Clay film

A thin coating of oriented clay on the surface of a soil aggregate or lining pores or
root channels. Synonyms: clay coating, clay skin.

Clay spot (map symbol)

A spot where the surface texture is silty clay or clay in areas where the surface
layer of the soils in the surrounding map unit is sandy loam, loam, silt loam, or
coarser.

Claypan

A dense, compact subsoil layer that contains much more clay than the overlying
materials, from which it is separated by a sharply defined boundary. The layer
restricts the downward movement of water through the soil. A claypan is
commonly hard when dry and plastic and sticky when wet.

Climax plant community

The stabilized plant community on a particular site. The plant cover reproduces
itself and does not change so long as the environment remains the same.

Coarse textured soil

Sand or loamy sand.

Cobble (or cobblestone)

A rounded or partly rounded fragment of rock 3 to 10 inches (7.6 to 25 centimeters)
in diameter.

Cobbly soil material

Material that has 15 to 35 percent, by volume, rounded or partially rounded rock
fragments 3 to 10 inches (7.6 to 25 centimeters) in diameter. Very cobbly soil
material has 35 to 60 percent of these rock fragments, and extremely cobbly soil
material has more than 60 percent.

COLE (coefficient of linear extensibility)

See Linear extensibility.

Colluvium

Unconsolidated, unsorted earth material being transported or deposited on side
slopes and/or at the base of slopes by mass movement (e.g., direct gravitational
action) and by local, unconcentrated runoff.
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Complex slope

Irregular or variable slope. Planning or establishing terraces, diversions, and other
water-control structures on a complex slope is difficult.

Complex, soil

A map unit of two or more kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or so small in area that it is not practical to map them separately at the
selected scale of mapping. The pattern and proportion of the soils or
miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all areas.

Concretions

See Redoximorphic features.

Conglomerate

A coarse grained, clastic sedimentary rock composed of rounded or subangular
rock fragments more than 2 millimeters in diameter. It commonly has a matrix of
sand and finer textured material. Conglomerate is the consolidated equivalent of
gravel.

Conservation cropping system

Growing crops in combination with needed cultural and management practices.
In a good conservation cropping system, the soil-improving crops and practices
more than offset the effects of the soil-depleting crops and practices. Cropping
systems are needed on all tilled soils. Soil-improving practices in a conservation
cropping system include the use of rotations that contain grasses and legumes
and the return of crop residue to the soil. Other practices include the use of green
manure crops of grasses and legumes, proper tillage, adequate fertilization, and
weed and pest control.

Conservation tillage

A tillage system that does not invert the soil and that leaves a protective amount
of crop residue on the surface throughout the year.

Consistence, soil

Refers to the degree of cohesion and adhesion of soil material and its resistance
to deformation when ruptured. Consistence includes resistance of soil material to
rupture and to penetration; plasticity, toughness, and stickiness of puddled soil
material; and the manner in which the soil material behaves when subject to
compression. Terms describing consistence are defined in the “Soil Survey
Manual.”

Contour stripcropping

Growing crops in strips that follow the contour. Strips of grass or close-growing
crops are alternated with strips of clean-tilled crops or summer fallow.

Control section

The part of the soil on which classification is based. The thickness varies among
different kinds of soil, but for many it is that part of the soil profile between depths
of 10 inches and 40 or 80 inches.
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Coprogenous earth (sedimentary peat)

A type of limnic layer composed predominantly of fecal material derived from
aquatic animals.

Corrosion (geomorphology)

A process of erosion whereby rocks and soil are removed or worn away by natural
chemical processes, especially by the solvent action of running water, but also by
other reactions, such as hydrolysis, hydration, carbonation, and oxidation.

Corrosion (soil survey interpretations)

Soil-induced electrochemical or chemical action that dissolves or weakens
concrete or uncoated steel.

Cover crop

A close-growing crop grown primarily to improve and protect the soil between
periods of regular crop production, or a crop grown between trees and vines in
orchards and vineyards.

Crop residue management

Returning crop residue to the soil, which helps to maintain soil structure, organic
matter content, and fertility and helps to control erosion.

Cropping system

Growing crops according to a planned system of rotation and management
practices.

Cross-slope farming

Deliberately conducting farming operations on sloping farmland in such a way that
tillage is across the general slope.

Crown

The upper part of a tree or shrub, including the living branches and their foliage.

Cryoturbate

A mass of soil or other unconsolidated earthy material moved or disturbed by frost
action. It is typically coarser than the underlying material.

Cuesta

An asymmetric ridge capped by resistant rock layers of slight or moderate dip
(commonly less than 15 percent slopes); a type of homocline produced by
differential erosion of interbedded resistant and weak rocks. A cuesta has a long,
gentle slope on one side (dip slope) that roughly parallels the inclined beds; on
the other side, it has a relatively short and steep or clifflike slope (scarp) that cuts
through the tilted rocks.

Culmination of the mean annual increment (CMAI)

The average annual increase per acre in the volume of a stand. Computed by
dividing the total volume of the stand by its age. As the stand increases in age,
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the mean annual increment continues to increase until mortality begins to reduce
the rate of increase. The point where the stand reaches its maximum annual rate
of growth is called the culmination of the mean annual increment.

Cutbanks cave

The walls of excavations tend to cave in or slough.

Decreasers

The most heavily grazed climax range plants. Because they are the most
palatable, they are the first to be destroyed by overgrazing.

Deferred grazing

Postponing grazing or resting grazing land for a prescribed period.

Delta

A body of alluvium having a surface that is fan shaped and nearly flat; deposited
at or near the mouth of a river or stream where it enters a body of relatively quiet
water, generally a sea or lake.

Dense layer

A very firm, massive layer that has a bulk density of more than 1.8 grams per cubic
centimeter. Such a layer affects the ease of digging and can affect filling and
compacting.

Depression, closed (map symbol)

A shallow, saucer-shaped area that is slightly lower on the landscape than the
surrounding area and that does not have a natural outlet for surface drainage.

Depth, soil

Generally, the thickness of the soil over bedrock. Very deep soils are more than
60 inches deep over bedrock; deep soils, 40 to 60 inches; moderately deep, 20
to 40 inches; shallow, 10 to 20 inches; and very shallow, less than 10 inches.

Desert pavement

A natural, residual concentration or layer of wind-polished, closely packed gravel,
boulders, and other rock fragments mantling a desert surface. It forms where wind
action and sheetwash have removed all smaller particles or where rock fragments
have migrated upward through sediments to the surface. It typically protects the
finer grained underlying material from further erosion.

Diatomaceous earth

A geologic deposit of fine, grayish siliceous material composed chiefly or entirely
of the remains of diatoms.

Dip slope

A slope of the land surface, roughly determined by and approximately conforming
to the dip of the underlying bedrock.
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Diversion (or diversion terrace)

A ridge of earth, generally a terrace, built to protect downslope areas by diverting
runoff from its natural course.

Divided-slope farming

A form of field stripcropping in which crops are grown in a systematic arrangement
of two strips, or bands, across the slope to reduce the hazard of water erosion.
One strip is in a close-growing crop that provides protection from erosion, and the
other strip is in a crop that provides less protection from erosion. This practice is
used where slopes are not long enough to permit a full stripcropping pattern to be
used.

Drainage class (natural)

Refers to the frequency and duration of wet periods under conditions similar to
those under which the soil formed. Alterations of the water regime by human
activities, either through drainage or irrigation, are not a consideration unless they
have significantly changed the morphology of the soil. Seven classes of natural
soil drainage are recognized—excessively drained, somewhat excessively
drained, well drained, moderately well drained, somewhat poorly drained, poorly
drained, and very poorly drained. These classes are defined in the “Soil Survey
Manual.”

Drainage, surface

Runoff, or surface flow of water, from an area.

Drainageway

A general term for a course or channel along which water moves in draining an
area. A term restricted to relatively small, linear depressions that at some time
move concentrated water and either do not have a defined channel or have only
a small defined channel.

Draw

A small stream valley that generally is shallower and more open than a ravine or
gulch and that has a broader bottom. The present stream channel may appear
inadequate to have cut the drainageway that it occupies.

Drift

A general term applied to all mineral material (clay, silt, sand, gravel, and boulders)
transported by a glacier and deposited directly by or from the ice or transported
by running water emanating from a glacier. Drift includes unstratified material (till)
that forms moraines and stratified deposits that form outwash plains, eskers,
kames, varves, and glaciofluvial sediments. The term is generally applied to
Pleistocene glacial deposits in areas that no longer contain glaciers.

Drumlin

A low, smooth, elongated oval hill, mound, or ridge of compact till that has a core
of bedrock or drift. It commonly has a blunt nose facing the direction from which
the ice approached and a gentler slope tapering in the other direction. The longer
axis is parallel to the general direction of glacier flow. Drumlins are products of
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streamline (laminar) flow of glaciers, which molded the subglacial floor through a
combination of erosion and deposition.

Duff

A generally firm organic layer on the surface of mineral soils. It consists of fallen
plant material that is in the process of decomposition and includes everything from
the litter on the surface to underlying pure humus.

Dune

A low mound, ridge, bank, or hill of loose, windblown granular material (generally
sand), either barren and capable of movement from place to place or covered and
stabilized with vegetation but retaining its characteristic shape.

Earthy fill

See Mine spoil.

Ecological site

An area where climate, soil, and relief are sufficiently uniform to produce a distinct
natural plant community. An ecological site is the product of all the environmental
factors responsible for its development. It is typified by an association of species
that differ from those on other ecological sites in kind and/or proportion of species
or in total production.

Eluviation

The movement of material in true solution or colloidal suspension from one place
to another within the soil. Soil horizons that have lost material through eluviation
are eluvial; those that have received material are illuvial.

Endosaturation

A type of saturation of the soil in which all horizons between the upper boundary
of saturation and a depth of 2 meters are saturated.

Eolian deposit

Sand-, silt-, or clay-sized clastic material transported and deposited primarily by
wind, commonly in the form of a dune or a sheet of sand or loess.

Ephemeral stream

A stream, or reach of a stream, that flows only in direct response to precipitation.
It receives no long-continued supply from melting snow or other source, and its
channel is above the water table at all times.

Episaturation

A type of saturation indicating a perched water table in a soil in which saturated
layers are underlain by one or more unsaturated layers within 2 meters of the
surface.

Erosion

The wearing away of the land surface by water, wind, ice, or other geologic agents
and by such processes as gravitational creep.
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Erosion (accelerated)

Erosion much more rapid than geologic erosion, mainly as a result of human or
animal activities or of a catastrophe in nature, such as a fire, that exposes the
surface.

Erosion (geologic)

Erosion caused by geologic processes acting over long geologic periods and
resulting in the wearing away of mountains and the building up of such landscape
features as flood plains and coastal plains. Synonym: natural erosion.

Erosion pavement

A surficial lag concentration or layer of gravel and other rock fragments that
remains on the soil surface after sheet or rill erosion or wind has removed the finer
soil particles and that tends to protect the underlying soil from further erosion.

Erosion surface

A land surface shaped by the action of erosion, especially by running water.

Escarpment

A relatively continuous and steep slope or cliff breaking the general continuity of
more gently sloping land surfaces and resulting from erosion or faulting. Most
commonly applied to cliffs produced by differential erosion. Synonym: scarp.

Escarpment, bedrock (map symbol)

A relatively continuous and steep slope or cliff, produced by erosion or faulting,
that breaks the general continuity of more gently sloping land surfaces. Exposed
material is hard or soft bedrock.

Escarpment, nonbedrock (map symbol)

A relatively continuous and steep slope or cliff, generally produced by erosion but
in some places produced by faulting, that breaks the continuity of more gently
sloping land surfaces. Exposed earthy material is nonsoil or very shallow soil.

Esker

A long, narrow, sinuous, steep-sided ridge of stratified sand and gravel deposited
as the bed of a stream flowing in an ice tunnel within or below the ice (subglacial)
or between ice walls on top of the ice of a wasting glacier and left behind as high
ground when the ice melted. Eskers range in length from less than a kilometer to
more than 160 kilometers and in height from 3 to 30 meters.

Extrusive rock

Igneous rock derived from deep-seated molten matter (magma) deposited and
cooled on the earth’s surface.

Fallow

Cropland left idle in order to restore productivity through accumulation of moisture.
Summer fallow is common in regions of limited rainfall where cereal grain is grown.
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The soil is tilled for at least one growing season for weed control and
decomposition of plant residue.

Fan remnant

A general term for landforms that are the remaining parts of older fan landforms,
such as alluvial fans, that have been either dissected or partially buried.

Fertility, soil

The quality that enables a soil to provide plant nutrients, in adequate amounts and
in proper balance, for the growth of specified plants when light, moisture,
temperature, tilth, and other growth factors are favorable.

Fibric soil material (peat)

The least decomposed of all organic soil material. Peat contains a large amount
of well preserved fiber that is readily identifiable according to botanical origin. Peat
has the lowest bulk density and the highest water content at saturation of all
organic soil material.

Field moisture capacity

The moisture content of a soil, expressed as a percentage of the ovendry weight,
after the gravitational, or free, water has drained away; the field moisture content
2 or 3 days after a soaking rain; also called normal field capacity, normal moisture
capacity, or capillary capacity.

Fill slope

A sloping surface consisting of excavated soil material from a road cut. It
commonly is on the downhill side of the road.

Fine textured soil

Sandy clay, silty clay, or clay.

Firebreak

An area cleared of flammable material to stop or help control creeping or running
fires. It also serves as a line from which to work and to facilitate the movement of
firefighters and equipment. Designated roads also serve as firebreaks.

First bottom

An obsolete, informal term loosely applied to the lowest flood-plain steps that are
subject to regular flooding.

Flaggy soil material

Material that has, by volume, 15 to 35 percent flagstones. Very flaggy soil material
has 35 to 60 percent flagstones, and extremely flaggy soil material has more than
60 percent flagstones.

Flagstone

A thin fragment of sandstone, limestone, slate, shale, or (rarely) schist 6 to 15
inches (15 to 38 centimeters) long.
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Flood plain

The nearly level plain that borders a stream and is subject to flooding unless
protected artificially.

Flood-plain landforms

A variety of constructional and erosional features produced by stream channel
migration and flooding. Examples include backswamps, flood-plain splays,
meanders, meander belts, meander scrolls, oxbow lakes, and natural levees.

Flood-plain splay

A fan-shaped deposit or other outspread deposit formed where an overloaded
stream breaks through a levee (natural or artificial) and deposits its material
(commonly coarse grained) on the flood plain.

Flood-plain step

An essentially flat, terrace-like alluvial surface within a valley that is frequently
covered by floodwater from the present stream; any approximately horizontal
surface still actively modified by fluvial scour and/or deposition. May occur
individually or as a series of steps.

Fluvial

Of or pertaining to rivers or streams; produced by stream or river action.

Foothills

A region of steeply sloping hills that fringes a mountain range or high-plateau
escarpment. The hills have relief of as much as 1,000 feet (300 meters).

Footslope

The concave surface at the base of a hillslope. A footslope is a transition zone
between upslope sites of erosion and transport (shoulders and backslopes) and
downslope sites of deposition (toeslopes).

Forb

Any herbaceous plant not a grass or a sedge.

Forest cover

All trees and other woody plants (underbrush) covering the ground in a forest.

Forest type

A stand of trees similar in composition and development because of given physical
and biological factors by which it may be differentiated from other stands.

Fragipan

A loamy, brittle subsurface horizon low in porosity and content of organic matter
and low or moderate in clay but high in silt or very fine sand. A fragipan appears
cemented and restricts roots. When dry, it is hard or very hard and has a higher
bulk density than the horizon or horizons above. When moist, it tends to rupture
suddenly under pressure rather than to deform slowly.
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Genesis, soil

The mode of origin of the soil. Refers especially to the processes or soil-forming
factors responsible for the formation of the solum, or true soil, from the
unconsolidated parent material.

Gilgai

Commonly, a succession of microbasins and microknolls in nearly level areas or
of microvalleys and microridges parallel with the slope. Typically, the microrelief
of clayey soils that shrink and swell considerably with changes in moisture content.

Glaciofluvial deposits

Material moved by glaciers and subsequently sorted and deposited by streams
flowing from the melting ice. The deposits are stratified and occur in the form of
outwash plains, valley trains, deltas, kames, eskers, and kame terraces.

Glaciolacustrine deposits

Material ranging from fine clay to sand derived from glaciers and deposited in
glacial lakes mainly by glacial meltwater. Many deposits are bedded or laminated.

Gleyed soil

Soil that formed under poor drainage, resulting in the reduction of iron and other
elements in the profile and in gray colors.

Graded stripcropping

Growing crops in strips that grade toward a protected waterway.

Grassed waterway

A natural or constructed waterway, typically broad and shallow, seeded to grass
as protection against erosion. Conducts surface water away from cropland.

Gravel

Rounded or angular fragments of rock as much as 3 inches (2 millimeters to 7.6
centimeters) in diameter. An individual piece is a pebble.

Gravel pit (map symbol)

An open excavation from which soil and underlying material have been removed
and used, without crushing, as a source of sand or gravel.

Gravelly soil material

Material that has 15 to 35 percent, by volume, rounded or angular rock fragments,
not prominently flattened, as much as 3 inches (7.6 centimeters) in diameter.

Gravelly spot (map symbol)

A spot where the surface layer has more than 35 percent, by volume, rock
fragments that are mostly less than 3 inches in diameter in an area that has less
than 15 percent rock fragments.
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Green manure crop (agronomy)

A soil-improving crop grown to be plowed under in an early stage of maturity or
soon after maturity.

Ground water

Water filling all the unblocked pores of the material below the water table.

Gully (map symbol)

A small, steep-sided channel caused by erosion and cut in unconsolidated
materials by concentrated but intermittent flow of water. The distinction between
a gully and a rill is one of depth. A gully generally is an obstacle to farm machinery
and is too deep to be obliterated by ordinary tillage whereas a rill is of lesser depth
and can be smoothed over by ordinary tillage.

Hard bedrock

Bedrock that cannot be excavated except by blasting or by the use of special
equipment that is not commonly used in construction.

Hard to reclaim

Reclamation is difficult after the removal of soil for construction and other uses.
Revegetation and erosion control are extremely difficult.

Hardpan

A hardened or cemented soil horizon, or layer. The soil material is sandy, loamy,
or clayey and is cemented by iron oxide, silica, calcium carbonate, or other
substance.

Head slope (geomorphology)

A geomorphic component of hills consisting of a laterally concave area of a
hillside, especially at the head of a drainageway. The overland waterflow is
converging.

Hemic soil material (mucky peat)

Organic soil material intermediate in degree of decomposition between the less
decomposed fibric material and the more decomposed sapric material.

High-residue crops

Such crops as small grain and corn used for grain. If properly managed, residue
from these crops can be used to control erosion until the next crop in the rotation
is established. These crops return large amounts of organic matter to the soil.

Hill

A generic term for an elevated area of the land surface, rising as much as 1,000
feet above surrounding lowlands, commonly of limited summit area and having a
well defined outline. Slopes are generally more than 15 percent. The distinction
between a hill and a mountain is arbitrary and may depend on local usage.
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Hillslope

A generic term for the steeper part of a hill between its summit and the drainage
line, valley flat, or depression floor at the base of a hill.

Horizon, soil

A layer of soil, approximately parallel to the surface, having distinct characteristics
produced by soil-forming processes. In the identification of soil horizons, an
uppercase letter represents the major horizons. Numbers or lowercase letters that
follow represent subdivisions of the major horizons. An explanation of the
subdivisions is given in the “Soil Survey Manual.” The major horizons of mineral
soil are as follows:

O horizon: An organic layer of fresh and decaying plant residue.
L horizon: A layer of organic and mineral limnic materials, including coprogenous
earth (sedimentary peat), diatomaceous earth, and marl.
A horizon: The mineral horizon at or near the surface in which an accumulation
of humified organic matter is mixed with the mineral material. Also, a plowed
surface horizon, most of which was originally part of a B horizon.
E horizon: The mineral horizon in which the main feature is loss of silicate clay,
iron, aluminum, or some combination of these.
B horizon: The mineral horizon below an A horizon. The B horizon is in part a layer
of transition from the overlying A to the underlying C horizon. The B horizon also
has distinctive characteristics, such as (1) accumulation of clay, sesquioxides,
humus, or a combination of these; (2) prismatic or blocky structure; (3) redder or
browner colors than those in the A horizon; or (4) a combination of these.
C horizon: The mineral horizon or layer, excluding indurated bedrock, that is little
affected by soil-forming processes and does not have the properties typical of the
overlying soil material. The material of a C horizon may be either like or unlike that
in which the solum formed. If the material is known to differ from that in the solum,
an Arabic numeral, commonly a 2, precedes the letter C.
Cr horizon: Soft, consolidated bedrock beneath the soil.
R layer: Consolidated bedrock beneath the soil. The bedrock commonly underlies
a C horizon, but it can be directly below an A or a B horizon.
M layer: A root-limiting subsoil layer consisting of nearly continuous, horizontally
oriented, human-manufactured materials.
W layer: A layer of water within or beneath the soil.

Humus

The well decomposed, more or less stable part of the organic matter in mineral
soils.

Hydrologic soil groups

Refers to soils grouped according to their runoff potential. The soil properties that
influence this potential are those that affect the minimum rate of water infiltration
on a bare soil during periods after prolonged wetting when the soil is not frozen.
These properties include depth to a seasonal high water table, the infiltration rate,
and depth to a layer that significantly restricts the downward movement of water.
The slope and the kind of plant cover are not considered but are separate factors
in predicting runoff.
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Igneous rock

Rock that was formed by cooling and solidification of magma and that has not
been changed appreciably by weathering since its formation. Major varieties
include plutonic and volcanic rock (e.g., andesite, basalt, and granite).

Illuviation

The movement of soil material from one horizon to another in the soil profile.
Generally, material is removed from an upper horizon and deposited in a lower
horizon.

Impervious soil

A soil through which water, air, or roots penetrate slowly or not at all. No soil is
absolutely impervious to air and water all the time.

Increasers

Species in the climax vegetation that increase in amount as the more desirable
plants are reduced by close grazing. Increasers commonly are the shorter plants
and the less palatable to livestock.

Infiltration

The downward entry of water into the immediate surface of soil or other material,
as contrasted with percolation, which is movement of water through soil layers or
material.

Infiltration capacity

The maximum rate at which water can infiltrate into a soil under a given set of
conditions.

Infiltration rate

The rate at which water penetrates the surface of the soil at any given instant,
usually expressed in inches per hour. The rate can be limited by the infiltration
capacity of the soil or the rate at which water is applied at the surface.

Intake rate

The average rate of water entering the soil under irrigation. Most soils have a fast
initial rate; the rate decreases with application time. Therefore, intake rate for
design purposes is not a constant but is a variable depending on the net irrigation
application. The rate of water intake, in inches per hour, is expressed as follows:

Very low: Less than 0.2
Low: 0.2 to 0.4
Moderately low: 0.4 to 0.75
Moderate: 0.75 to 1.25
Moderately high: 1.25 to 1.75
High: 1.75 to 2.5
Very high: More than 2.5
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Interfluve

A landform composed of the relatively undissected upland or ridge between two
adjacent valleys containing streams flowing in the same general direction. An
elevated area between two drainageways that sheds water to those
drainageways.

Interfluve (geomorphology)

A geomorphic component of hills consisting of the uppermost, comparatively level
or gently sloping area of a hill; shoulders of backwearing hillslopes can narrow the
upland or can merge, resulting in a strongly convex shape.

Intermittent stream

A stream, or reach of a stream, that does not flow year-round but that is commonly
dry for 3 or more months out of 12 and whose channel is generally below the local
water table. It flows only during wet periods or when it receives ground-water
discharge or long, continued contributions from melting snow or other surface and
shallow subsurface sources.

Invaders

On range, plants that encroach into an area and grow after the climax vegetation
has been reduced by grazing. Generally, plants invade following disturbance of
the surface.

Iron depletions

See Redoximorphic features.

Irrigation

Application of water to soils to assist in production of crops. Methods of irrigation
are:

Basin: Water is applied rapidly to nearly level plains surrounded by levees or dikes.
Border: Water is applied at the upper end of a strip in which the lateral flow of
water is controlled by small earth ridges called border dikes, or borders.
Controlled flooding: Water is released at intervals from closely spaced field ditches
and distributed uniformly over the field.
Corrugation: Water is applied to small, closely spaced furrows or ditches in fields
of close-growing crops or in orchards so that it flows in only one direction.
Drip (or trickle): Water is applied slowly and under low pressure to the surface of
the soil or into the soil through such applicators as emitters, porous tubing, or
perforated pipe.
Furrow: Water is applied in small ditches made by cultivation implements. Furrows
are used for tree and row crops.
Sprinkler: Water is sprayed over the soil surface through pipes or nozzles from a
pressure system.
Subirrigation: Water is applied in open ditches or tile lines until the water table is
raised enough to wet the soil.
Wild flooding: Water, released at high points, is allowed to flow onto an area
without controlled distribution.
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Kame

A low mound, knob, hummock, or short irregular ridge composed of stratified sand
and gravel deposited by a subglacial stream as a fan or delta at the margin of a
melting glacier; by a supraglacial stream in a low place or hole on the surface of
the glacier; or as a ponded deposit on the surface or at the margin of stagnant ice.

Karst (topography)

A kind of topography that formed in limestone, gypsum, or other soluble rocks by
dissolution and that is characterized by closed depressions, sinkholes, caves, and
underground drainage.

Knoll

A small, low, rounded hill rising above adjacent landforms.

Ksat

See Saturated hydraulic conductivity.

Lacustrine deposit

Material deposited in lake water and exposed when the water level is lowered or
the elevation of the land is raised.

Lake plain

A nearly level surface marking the floor of an extinct lake filled by well sorted,
generally fine textured, stratified deposits, commonly containing varves.

Lake terrace

A narrow shelf, partly cut and partly built, produced along a lakeshore in front of
a scarp line of low cliffs and later exposed when the water level falls.

Landfill (map symbol)

An area of accumulated waste products of human habitation, either above or
below natural ground level.

Landslide

A general, encompassing term for most types of mass movement landforms and
processes involving the downslope transport and outward deposition of soil and
rock materials caused by gravitational forces; the movement may or may not
involve saturated materials. The speed and distance of movement, as well as the
amount of soil and rock material, vary greatly.

Large stones

Rock fragments 3 inches (7.6 centimeters) or more across. Large stones
adversely affect the specified use of the soil.

Lava flow (map symbol)

A solidified, commonly lobate body of rock formed through lateral, surface
outpouring of molten lava from a vent or fissure.
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Leaching

The removal of soluble material from soil or other material by percolating water.

Levee (map symbol)

An embankment that confines or controls water, especially one built along the
banks of a river to prevent overflow onto lowlands.

Linear extensibility

Refers to the change in length of an unconfined clod as moisture content is
decreased from a moist to a dry state. Linear extensibility is used to determine
the shrink-swell potential of soils. It is an expression of the volume change
between the water content of the clod at 1/3- or 1/10-bar tension (33kPa or 10kPa
tension) and oven dryness. Volume change is influenced by the amount and type
of clay minerals in the soil. The volume change is the percent change for the whole
soil. If it is expressed as a fraction, the resulting value is COLE, coefficient of linear
extensibility.

Liquid limit

The moisture content at which the soil passes from a plastic to a liquid state.

Loam

Soil material that is 7 to 27 percent clay particles, 28 to 50 percent silt particles,
and less than 52 percent sand particles.

Loess

Material transported and deposited by wind and consisting dominantly of silt-sized
particles.

Low strength

The soil is not strong enough to support loads.

Low-residue crops

Such crops as corn used for silage, peas, beans, and potatoes. Residue from
these crops is not adequate to control erosion until the next crop in the rotation is
established. These crops return little organic matter to the soil.

Marl

An earthy, unconsolidated deposit consisting chiefly of calcium carbonate mixed
with clay in approximately equal proportions; formed primarily under freshwater
lacustrine conditions but also formed in more saline environments.

Marsh or swamp (map symbol)

A water-saturated, very poorly drained area that is intermittently or permanently
covered by water. Sedges, cattails, and rushes are the dominant vegetation in
marshes, and trees or shrubs are the dominant vegetation in swamps. Not used
in map units where the named soils are poorly drained or very poorly drained.
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Mass movement

A generic term for the dislodgment and downslope transport of soil and rock
material as a unit under direct gravitational stress.

Masses

See Redoximorphic features.

Meander belt

The zone within which migration of a meandering channel occurs; the flood-plain
area included between two imaginary lines drawn tangential to the outer bends of
active channel loops.

Meander scar

A crescent-shaped, concave or linear mark on the face of a bluff or valley wall,
produced by the lateral erosion of a meandering stream that impinged upon and
undercut the bluff.

Meander scroll

One of a series of long, parallel, close-fitting, crescent-shaped ridges and troughs
formed along the inner bank of a stream meander as the channel migrated laterally
down-valley and toward the outer bank.

Mechanical treatment

Use of mechanical equipment for seeding, brush management, and other
management practices.

Medium textured soil

Very fine sandy loam, loam, silt loam, or silt.

Mesa

A broad, nearly flat topped and commonly isolated landmass bounded by steep
slopes or precipitous cliffs and capped by layers of resistant, nearly horizontal
rocky material. The summit width is characteristically greater than the height of
the bounding escarpments.

Metamorphic rock

Rock of any origin altered in mineralogical composition, chemical composition, or
structure by heat, pressure, and movement at depth in the earth’s crust. Nearly
all such rocks are crystalline.

Mine or quarry (map symbol)

An open excavation from which soil and underlying material have been removed
and in which bedrock is exposed. Also denotes surface openings to underground
mines.

Mine spoil

An accumulation of displaced earthy material, rock, or other waste material
removed during mining or excavation. Also called earthy fill.
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Mineral soil

Soil that is mainly mineral material and low in organic material. Its bulk density is
more than that of organic soil.

Minimum tillage

Only the tillage essential to crop production and prevention of soil damage.

Miscellaneous area

A kind of map unit that has little or no natural soil and supports little or no
vegetation.

Miscellaneous water (map symbol)

Small, constructed bodies of water that are used for industrial, sanitary, or mining
applications and that contain water most of the year.

Moderately coarse textured soil

Coarse sandy loam, sandy loam, or fine sandy loam.

Moderately fine textured soil

Clay loam, sandy clay loam, or silty clay loam.

Mollic epipedon

A thick, dark, humus-rich surface horizon (or horizons) that has high base
saturation and pedogenic soil structure. It may include the upper part of the
subsoil.

Moraine

In terms of glacial geology, a mound, ridge, or other topographically distinct
accumulation of unsorted, unstratified drift, predominantly till, deposited primarily
by the direct action of glacial ice in a variety of landforms. Also, a general term for
a landform composed mainly of till (except for kame moraines, which are
composed mainly of stratified outwash) that has been deposited by a glacier.
Some types of moraines are disintegration, end, ground, kame, lateral,
recessional, and terminal.

Morphology, soil

The physical makeup of the soil, including the texture, structure, porosity,
consistence, color, and other physical, mineral, and biological properties of the
various horizons, and the thickness and arrangement of those horizons in the soil
profile.

Mottling, soil

Irregular spots of different colors that vary in number and size. Descriptive terms
are as follows: abundance—few, common, and many; size—fine, medium, and
coarse; and contrast—faint, distinct, and prominent. The size measurements are
of the diameter along the greatest dimension. Fine indicates less than 5
millimeters (about 0.2 inch); medium, from 5 to 15 millimeters (about 0.2 to 0.6
inch); and coarse, more than 15 millimeters (about 0.6 inch).
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Mountain

A generic term for an elevated area of the land surface, rising more than 1,000
feet (300 meters) above surrounding lowlands, commonly of restricted summit
area (relative to a plateau) and generally having steep sides. A mountain can
occur as a single, isolated mass or in a group forming a chain or range. Mountains
are formed primarily by tectonic activity and/or volcanic action but can also be
formed by differential erosion.

Muck

Dark, finely divided, well decomposed organic soil material. (See Sapric soil
material.)

Mucky peat

See Hemic soil material.

Mudstone

A blocky or massive, fine grained sedimentary rock in which the proportions of
clay and silt are approximately equal. Also, a general term for such material as
clay, silt, claystone, siltstone, shale, and argillite and that should be used only
when the amounts of clay and silt are not known or cannot be precisely identified.

Munsell notation

A designation of color by degrees of three simple variables—hue, value, and
chroma. For example, a notation of 10YR 6/4 is a color with hue of 10YR, value
of 6, and chroma of 4.

Natric horizon

A special kind of argillic horizon that contains enough exchangeable sodium to
have an adverse effect on the physical condition of the subsoil.

Neutral soil

A soil having a pH value of 6.6 to 7.3. (See Reaction, soil.)

Nodules

See Redoximorphic features.

Nose slope (geomorphology)

A geomorphic component of hills consisting of the projecting end (laterally convex
area) of a hillside. The overland waterflow is predominantly divergent. Nose
slopes consist dominantly of colluvium and slope-wash sediments (for example,
slope alluvium).

Nutrient, plant

Any element taken in by a plant essential to its growth. Plant nutrients are mainly
nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, calcium, magnesium, sulfur, iron, manganese,
copper, boron, and zinc obtained from the soil and carbon, hydrogen, and oxygen
obtained from the air and water.
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Organic matter

Plant and animal residue in the soil in various stages of decomposition. The
content of organic matter in the surface layer is described as follows:

Very low: Less than 0.5 percent
Low: 0.5 to 1.0 percent
Moderately low: 1.0 to 2.0 percent
Moderate: 2.0 to 4.0 percent
High: 4.0 to 8.0 percent
Very high: More than 8.0 percent

Outwash

Stratified and sorted sediments (chiefly sand and gravel) removed or “washed out”
from a glacier by meltwater streams and deposited in front of or beyond the end
moraine or the margin of a glacier. The coarser material is deposited nearer to
the ice.

Outwash plain

An extensive lowland area of coarse textured glaciofluvial material. An outwash
plain is commonly smooth; where pitted, it generally is low in relief.

Paleoterrace

An erosional remnant of a terrace that retains the surface form and alluvial
deposits of its origin but was not emplaced by, and commonly does not grade to,
a present-day stream or drainage network.

Pan

A compact, dense layer in a soil that impedes the movement of water and the
growth of roots. For example, hardpan, fragipan, claypan, plowpan, and traffic
pan.

Parent material

The unconsolidated organic and mineral material in which soil forms.

Peat

Unconsolidated material, largely undecomposed organic matter, that has
accumulated under excess moisture. (See Fibric soil material.)

Ped

An individual natural soil aggregate, such as a granule, a prism, or a block.

Pedisediment

A layer of sediment, eroded from the shoulder and backslope of an erosional
slope, that lies on and is being (or was) transported across a gently sloping
erosional surface at the foot of a receding hill or mountain slope.
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Pedon

The smallest volume that can be called “a soil.” A pedon is three dimensional and
large enough to permit study of all horizons. Its area ranges from about 10 to 100
square feet (1 square meter to 10 square meters), depending on the variability of
the soil.

Percolation

The movement of water through the soil.

Perennial water (map symbol)

Small, natural or constructed lakes, ponds, or pits that contain water most of the
year.

Permafrost

Ground, soil, or rock that remains at or below 0 degrees C for at least 2 years. It
is defined on the basis of temperature and is not necessarily frozen.

pH value

A numerical designation of acidity and alkalinity in soil. (See Reaction, soil.)

Phase, soil

A subdivision of a soil series based on features that affect its use and
management, such as slope, stoniness, and flooding.

Piping

Formation of subsurface tunnels or pipelike cavities by water moving through the
soil.

Pitting

Pits caused by melting around ice. They form on the soil after plant cover is
removed.

Plastic limit

The moisture content at which a soil changes from semisolid to plastic.

Plasticity index

The numerical difference between the liquid limit and the plastic limit; the range
of moisture content within which the soil remains plastic.

Plateau (geomorphology)

A comparatively flat area of great extent and elevation; specifically, an extensive
land region that is considerably elevated (more than 100 meters) above the
adjacent lower lying terrain, is commonly limited on at least one side by an abrupt
descent, and has a flat or nearly level surface. A comparatively large part of a
plateau surface is near summit level.
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Playa

The generally dry and nearly level lake plain that occupies the lowest parts of
closed depressions, such as those on intermontane basin floors. Temporary
flooding occurs primarily in response to precipitation and runoff. Playa deposits
are fine grained and may or may not have a high water table and saline conditions.

Plinthite

The sesquioxide-rich, humus-poor, highly weathered mixture of clay with quartz
and other diluents. It commonly appears as red mottles, usually in platy, polygonal,
or reticulate patterns. Plinthite changes irreversibly to an ironstone hardpan or to
irregular aggregates on repeated wetting and drying, especially if it is exposed
also to heat from the sun. In a moist soil, plinthite can be cut with a spade. It is a
form of laterite.

Plowpan

A compacted layer formed in the soil directly below the plowed layer.

Ponding

Standing water on soils in closed depressions. Unless the soils are artificially
drained, the water can be removed only by percolation or evapotranspiration.

Poorly graded

Refers to a coarse grained soil or soil material consisting mainly of particles of
nearly the same size. Because there is little difference in size of the particles,
density can be increased only slightly by compaction.

Pore linings

See Redoximorphic features.

Potential native plant community

See Climax plant community.

Potential rooting depth (effective rooting depth)

Depth to which roots could penetrate if the content of moisture in the soil were
adequate. The soil has no properties restricting the penetration of roots to this
depth.

Prescribed burning

Deliberately burning an area for specific management purposes, under the
appropriate conditions of weather and soil moisture and at the proper time of day.

Productivity, soil

The capability of a soil for producing a specified plant or sequence of plants under
specific management.

Profile, soil

A vertical section of the soil extending through all its horizons and into the parent
material.
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Proper grazing use

Grazing at an intensity that maintains enough cover to protect the soil and maintain
or improve the quantity and quality of the desirable vegetation. This practice
increases the vigor and reproduction capacity of the key plants and promotes the
accumulation of litter and mulch necessary to conserve soil and water.

Rangeland

Land on which the potential natural vegetation is predominantly grasses, grasslike
plants, forbs, or shrubs suitable for grazing or browsing. It includes natural
grasslands, savannas, many wetlands, some deserts, tundras, and areas that
support certain forb and shrub communities.

Reaction, soil

A measure of acidity or alkalinity of a soil, expressed as pH values. A soil that
tests to pH 7.0 is described as precisely neutral in reaction because it is neither
acid nor alkaline. The degrees of acidity or alkalinity, expressed as pH values,
are:

Ultra acid: Less than 3.5
Extremely acid: 3.5 to 4.4
Very strongly acid: 4.5 to 5.0
Strongly acid: 5.1 to 5.5
Moderately acid: 5.6 to 6.0
Slightly acid: 6.1 to 6.5
Neutral: 6.6 to 7.3
Slightly alkaline: 7.4 to 7.8
Moderately alkaline: 7.9 to 8.4
Strongly alkaline: 8.5 to 9.0
Very strongly alkaline: 9.1 and higher

Red beds

Sedimentary strata that are mainly red and are made up largely of sandstone and
shale.

Redoximorphic concentrations

See Redoximorphic features.

Redoximorphic depletions

See Redoximorphic features.

Redoximorphic features

Redoximorphic features are associated with wetness and result from alternating
periods of reduction and oxidation of iron and manganese compounds in the soil.
Reduction occurs during saturation with water, and oxidation occurs when the soil
is not saturated. Characteristic color patterns are created by these processes. The
reduced iron and manganese ions may be removed from a soil if vertical or lateral
fluxes of water occur, in which case there is no iron or manganese precipitation
in that soil. Wherever the iron and manganese are oxidized and precipitated, they
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form either soft masses or hard concretions or nodules. Movement of iron and
manganese as a result of redoximorphic processes in a soil may result in
redoximorphic features that are defined as follows:

1. Redoximorphic concentrations.—These are zones of apparent accumulation
of iron-manganese oxides, including:
A. Nodules and concretions, which are cemented bodies that can be

removed from the soil intact. Concretions are distinguished from nodules
on the basis of internal organization. A concretion typically has
concentric layers that are visible to the naked eye. Nodules do not have
visible organized internal structure; and

B. Masses, which are noncemented concentrations of substances within
the soil matrix; and

C. Pore linings, i.e., zones of accumulation along pores that may be either
coatings on pore surfaces or impregnations from the matrix adjacent to
the pores.

2. Redoximorphic depletions.—These are zones of low chroma (chromas less
than those in the matrix) where either iron-manganese oxides alone or both
iron-manganese oxides and clay have been stripped out, including:
A. Iron depletions, i.e., zones that contain low amounts of iron and

manganese oxides but have a clay content similar to that of the adjacent
matrix; and

B. Clay depletions, i.e., zones that contain low amounts of iron,
manganese, and clay (often referred to as silt coatings or skeletans).

3. Reduced matrix.—This is a soil matrix that has low chroma in situ but
undergoes a change in hue or chroma within 30 minutes after the soil material
has been exposed to air.

Reduced matrix

See Redoximorphic features.

Regolith

All unconsolidated earth materials above the solid bedrock. It includes material
weathered in place from all kinds of bedrock and alluvial, glacial, eolian, lacustrine,
and pyroclastic deposits.

Relief

The relative difference in elevation between the upland summits and the lowlands
or valleys of a given region.

Residuum (residual soil material)

Unconsolidated, weathered or partly weathered mineral material that
accumulated as bedrock disintegrated in place.

Rill

A very small, steep-sided channel resulting from erosion and cut in unconsolidated
materials by concentrated but intermittent flow of water. A rill generally is not an
obstacle to wheeled vehicles and is shallow enough to be smoothed over by
ordinary tillage.
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Riser

The vertical or steep side slope (e.g., escarpment) of terraces, flood-plain steps,
or other stepped landforms; commonly a recurring part of a series of natural,
steplike landforms, such as successive stream terraces.

Road cut

A sloping surface produced by mechanical means during road construction. It is
commonly on the uphill side of the road.

Rock fragments

Rock or mineral fragments having a diameter of 2 millimeters or more; for
example, pebbles, cobbles, stones, and boulders.

Rock outcrop (map symbol)

An exposure of bedrock at the surface of the earth. Not used where the named
soils of the surrounding map unit are shallow over bedrock or where “Rock
outcrop” is a named component of the map unit.

Root zone

The part of the soil that can be penetrated by plant roots.

Runoff

The precipitation discharged into stream channels from an area. The water that
flows off the surface of the land without sinking into the soil is called surface runoff.
Water that enters the soil before reaching surface streams is called ground-water
runoff or seepage flow from ground water.

Saline soil

A soil containing soluble salts in an amount that impairs growth of plants. A saline
soil does not contain excess exchangeable sodium.

Saline spot (map symbol)

An area where the surface layer has an electrical conductivity of 8 mmhos/cm
more than the surface layer of the named soils in the surrounding map unit. The
surface layer of the surrounding soils has an electrical conductivity of 2 mmhos/
cm or less.

Sand

As a soil separate, individual rock or mineral fragments from 0.05 millimeter to 2.0
millimeters in diameter. Most sand grains consist of quartz. As a soil textural class,
a soil that is 85 percent or more sand and not more than 10 percent clay.

Sandstone

Sedimentary rock containing dominantly sand-sized particles.
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Sandy spot (map symbol)

A spot where the surface layer is loamy fine sand or coarser in areas where the
surface layer of the named soils in the surrounding map unit is very fine sandy
loam or finer.

Sapric soil material (muck)

The most highly decomposed of all organic soil material. Muck has the least
amount of plant fiber, the highest bulk density, and the lowest water content at
saturation of all organic soil material.

Saturated hydraulic conductivity (Ksat)

The ease with which pores of a saturated soil transmit water. Formally, the
proportionality coefficient that expresses the relationship of the rate of water
movement to hydraulic gradient in Darcy’s Law, a law that describes the rate of
water movement through porous media. Commonly abbreviated as “Ksat.” Terms
describing saturated hydraulic conductivity are:

Very high: 100 or more micrometers per second (14.17 or more inches per hour)
High: 10 to 100 micrometers per second (1.417 to 14.17 inches per hour)
Moderately high: 1 to 10 micrometers per second (0.1417 inch to 1.417 inches
per hour)
Moderately low: 0.1 to 1 micrometer per second (0.01417 to 0.1417 inch per hour)
Low: 0.01 to 0.1 micrometer per second (0.001417 to 0.01417 inch per hour)
Very low: Less than 0.01 micrometer per second (less than 0.001417 inch per
hour).

To convert inches per hour to micrometers per second, multiply inches per hour
by 7.0572. To convert micrometers per second to inches per hour, multiply
micrometers per second by 0.1417.

Saturation

Wetness characterized by zero or positive pressure of the soil water. Under
conditions of saturation, the water will flow from the soil matrix into an unlined
auger hole.

Scarification

The act of abrading, scratching, loosening, crushing, or modifying the surface to
increase water absorption or to provide a more tillable soil.

Sedimentary rock

A consolidated deposit of clastic particles, chemical precipitates, or organic
remains accumulated at or near the surface of the earth under normal low
temperature and pressure conditions. Sedimentary rocks include consolidated
equivalents of alluvium, colluvium, drift, and eolian, lacustrine, and marine
deposits. Examples are sandstone, siltstone, mudstone, claystone, shale,
conglomerate, limestone, dolomite, and coal.

Sequum

A sequence consisting of an illuvial horizon and the overlying eluvial horizon. (See
Eluviation.)
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Series, soil

A group of soils that have profiles that are almost alike, except for differences in
texture of the surface layer. All the soils of a series have horizons that are similar
in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Severely eroded spot (map symbol)

An area where, on the average, 75 percent or more of the original surface layer
has been lost because of accelerated erosion. Not used in map units in which
“severely eroded,” “very severely eroded,” or “gullied” is part of the map unit name.

Shale

Sedimentary rock that formed by the hardening of a deposit of clay, silty clay, or
silty clay loam and that has a tendency to split into thin layers.

Sheet erosion

The removal of a fairly uniform layer of soil material from the land surface by the
action of rainfall and surface runoff.

Short, steep slope (map symbol)

A narrow area of soil having slopes that are at least two slope classes steeper
than the slope class of the surrounding map unit.

Shoulder

The convex, erosional surface near the top of a hillslope. A shoulder is a transition
from summit to backslope.

Shrink-swell

The shrinking of soil when dry and the swelling when wet. Shrinking and swelling
can damage roads, dams, building foundations, and other structures. It can also
damage plant roots.

Shrub-coppice dune

A small, streamlined dune that forms around brush and clump vegetation.

Side slope (geomorphology)

A geomorphic component of hills consisting of a laterally planar area of a hillside.
The overland waterflow is predominantly parallel. Side slopes are dominantly
colluvium and slope-wash sediments.

Silica

A combination of silicon and oxygen. The mineral form is called quartz.

Silica-sesquioxide ratio

The ratio of the number of molecules of silica to the number of molecules of
alumina and iron oxide. The more highly weathered soils or their clay fractions in
warm-temperate, humid regions, and especially those in the tropics, generally
have a low ratio.
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Silt

As a soil separate, individual mineral particles that range in diameter from the
upper limit of clay (0.002 millimeter) to the lower limit of very fine sand (0.05
millimeter). As a soil textural class, soil that is 80 percent or more silt and less
than 12 percent clay.

Siltstone

An indurated silt having the texture and composition of shale but lacking its fine
lamination or fissility; a massive mudstone in which silt predominates over clay.

Similar soils

Soils that share limits of diagnostic criteria, behave and perform in a similar
manner, and have similar conservation needs or management requirements for
the major land uses in the survey area.

Sinkhole (map symbol)

A closed, circular or elliptical depression, commonly funnel shaped, characterized
by subsurface drainage and formed either by dissolution of the surface of
underlying bedrock (e.g., limestone, gypsum, or salt) or by collapse of underlying
caves within bedrock. Complexes of sinkholes in carbonate-rock terrain are the
main components of karst topography.

Site index

A designation of the quality of a forest site based on the height of the dominant
stand at an arbitrarily chosen age. For example, if the average height attained by
dominant and codominant trees in a fully stocked stand at the age of 50 years is
75 feet, the site index is 75.

Slickensides (pedogenic)

Grooved, striated, and/or glossy (shiny) slip faces on structural peds, such as
wedges; produced by shrink-swell processes, most commonly in soils that have
a high content of expansive clays.

Slide or slip (map symbol)

A prominent landform scar or ridge caused by fairly recent mass movement or
descent of earthy material resulting from failure of earth or rock under shear stress
along one or several surfaces.

Slope

The inclination of the land surface from the horizontal. Percentage of slope is the
vertical distance divided by horizontal distance, then multiplied by 100. Thus, a
slope of 20 percent is a drop of 20 feet in 100 feet of horizontal distance.

Slope alluvium

Sediment gradually transported down the slopes of mountains or hills primarily by
nonchannel alluvial processes (i.e., slope-wash processes) and characterized by
particle sorting. Lateral particle sorting is evident on long slopes. In a profile
sequence, sediments may be distinguished by differences in size and/or specific
gravity of rock fragments and may be separated by stone lines. Burnished peds
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and sorting of rounded or subrounded pebbles or cobbles distinguish these
materials from unsorted colluvial deposits.

Slow refill

The slow filling of ponds, resulting from restricted water transmission in the soil.

Slow water movement

Restricted downward movement of water through the soil. See Saturated
hydraulic conductivity.

Sodic (alkali) soil

A soil having so high a degree of alkalinity (pH 8.5 or higher) or so high a
percentage of exchangeable sodium (15 percent or more of the total
exchangeable bases), or both, that plant growth is restricted.

Sodic spot (map symbol)

An area where the surface layer has a sodium adsorption ratio that is at least 10
more than that of the surface layer of the named soils in the surrounding map unit.
The surface layer of the surrounding soils has a sodium adsorption ratio of 5 or
less.

Sodicity

The degree to which a soil is affected by exchangeable sodium. Sodicity is
expressed as a sodium adsorption ratio (SAR) of a saturation extract, or the ratio
of Na+ to Ca++ + Mg++. The degrees of sodicity and their respective ratios are:

Slight: Less than 13:1
Moderate: 13-30:1
Strong: More than 30:1

Sodium adsorption ratio (SAR)

A measure of the amount of sodium (Na) relative to calcium (Ca) and magnesium
(Mg) in the water extract from saturated soil paste. It is the ratio of the Na
concentration divided by the square root of one-half of the Ca + Mg concentration.

Soft bedrock

Bedrock that can be excavated with trenching machines, backhoes, small rippers,
and other equipment commonly used in construction.

Soil

A natural, three-dimensional body at the earth’s surface. It is capable of supporting
plants and has properties resulting from the integrated effect of climate and living
matter acting on earthy parent material, as conditioned by relief and by the
passage of time.

Soil separates

Mineral particles less than 2 millimeters in equivalent diameter and ranging
between specified size limits. The names and sizes, in millimeters, of separates
recognized in the United States are as follows:
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Very coarse sand: 2.0 to 1.0
Coarse sand: 1.0 to 0.5
Medium sand: 0.5 to 0.25
Fine sand: 0.25 to 0.10
Very fine sand: 0.10 to 0.05
Silt: 0.05 to 0.002
Clay: Less than 0.002

Solum

The upper part of a soil profile, above the C horizon, in which the processes of
soil formation are active. The solum in soil consists of the A, E, and B horizons.
Generally, the characteristics of the material in these horizons are unlike those of
the material below the solum. The living roots and plant and animal activities are
largely confined to the solum.

Spoil area (map symbol)

A pile of earthy materials, either smoothed or uneven, resulting from human
activity.

Stone line

In a vertical cross section, a line formed by scattered fragments or a discrete layer
of angular and subangular rock fragments (commonly a gravel- or cobble-sized
lag concentration) that formerly was draped across a topographic surface and was
later buried by additional sediments. A stone line generally caps material that was
subject to weathering, soil formation, and erosion before burial. Many stone lines
seem to be buried erosion pavements, originally formed by sheet and rill erosion
across the land surface.

Stones

Rock fragments 10 to 24 inches (25 to 60 centimeters) in diameter if rounded or
15 to 24 inches (38 to 60 centimeters) in length if flat.

Stony

Refers to a soil containing stones in numbers that interfere with or prevent tillage.

Stony spot (map symbol)

A spot where 0.01 to 0.1 percent of the soil surface is covered by rock fragments
that are more than 10 inches in diameter in areas where the surrounding soil has
no surface stones.

Strath terrace

A type of stream terrace; formed as an erosional surface cut on bedrock and thinly
mantled with stream deposits (alluvium).

Stream terrace

One of a series of platforms in a stream valley, flanking and more or less parallel
to the stream channel, originally formed near the level of the stream; represents
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the remnants of an abandoned flood plain, stream bed, or valley floor produced
during a former state of fluvial erosion or deposition.

Stripcropping

Growing crops in a systematic arrangement of strips or bands that provide
vegetative barriers to wind erosion and water erosion.

Structure, soil

The arrangement of primary soil particles into compound particles or aggregates.
The principal forms of soil structure are:

Platy: Flat and laminated
Prismatic: Vertically elongated and having flat tops
Columnar: Vertically elongated and having rounded tops
Angular blocky: Having faces that intersect at sharp angles (planes)
Subangular blocky: Having subrounded and planar faces (no sharp angles)
Granular: Small structural units with curved or very irregular faces

Structureless soil horizons are defined as follows:

Single grained: Entirely noncoherent (each grain by itself), as in loose sand
Massive: Occurring as a coherent mass

Stubble mulch

Stubble or other crop residue left on the soil or partly worked into the soil. It
protects the soil from wind erosion and water erosion after harvest, during
preparation of a seedbed for the next crop, and during the early growing period
of the new crop.

Subsoil

Technically, the B horizon; roughly, the part of the solum below plow depth.

Subsoiling

Tilling a soil below normal plow depth, ordinarily to shatter a hardpan or claypan.

Substratum

The part of the soil below the solum.

Subsurface layer

Any surface soil horizon (A, E, AB, or EB) below the surface layer.

Summer fallow

The tillage of uncropped land during the summer to control weeds and allow
storage of moisture in the soil for the growth of a later crop. A practice common
in semiarid regions, where annual precipitation is not enough to produce a crop
every year. Summer fallow is frequently practiced before planting winter grain.
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Summit

The topographically highest position of a hillslope. It has a nearly level (planar or
only slightly convex) surface.

Surface layer

The soil ordinarily moved in tillage, or its equivalent in uncultivated soil, ranging
in depth from 4 to 10 inches (10 to 25 centimeters). Frequently designated as the
“plow layer,” or the “Ap horizon.”

Surface soil

The A, E, AB, and EB horizons, considered collectively. It includes all subdivisions
of these horizons.

Talus

Rock fragments of any size or shape (commonly coarse and angular) derived from
and lying at the base of a cliff or very steep rock slope. The accumulated mass of
such loose broken rock formed chiefly by falling, rolling, or sliding.

Taxadjuncts

Soils that cannot be classified in a series recognized in the classification system.
Such soils are named for a series they strongly resemble and are designated as
taxadjuncts to that series because they differ in ways too small to be of
consequence in interpreting their use and behavior. Soils are recognized as
taxadjuncts only when one or more of their characteristics are slightly outside the
range defined for the family of the series for which the soils are named.

Terminal moraine

An end moraine that marks the farthest advance of a glacier. It typically has the
form of a massive arcuate or concentric ridge, or complex of ridges, and is
underlain by till and other types of drift.

Terrace (conservation)

An embankment, or ridge, constructed across sloping soils on the contour or at a
slight angle to the contour. The terrace intercepts surface runoff so that water
soaks into the soil or flows slowly to a prepared outlet. A terrace in a field generally
is built so that the field can be farmed. A terrace intended mainly for drainage has
a deep channel that is maintained in permanent sod.

Terrace (geomorphology)

A steplike surface, bordering a valley floor or shoreline, that represents the former
position of a flood plain, lake, or seashore. The term is usually applied both to the
relatively flat summit surface (tread) that was cut or built by stream or wave action
and to the steeper descending slope (scarp or riser) that has graded to a lower
base level of erosion.

Terracettes

Small, irregular steplike forms on steep hillslopes, especially in pasture, formed
by creep or erosion of surficial materials that may be induced or enhanced by
trampling of livestock, such as sheep or cattle.
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Texture, soil

The relative proportions of sand, silt, and clay particles in a mass of soil. The basic
textural classes, in order of increasing proportion of fine particles, are sand, loamy
sand, sandy loam, loam, silt loam, silt, sandy clay loam, clay loam, silty clay loam,
sandy clay, silty clay, and clay. The sand, loamy sand, and sandy loam classes
may be further divided by specifying “coarse,” “fine,” or “very fine.”

Thin layer

Otherwise suitable soil material that is too thin for the specified use.

Till

Dominantly unsorted and nonstratified drift, generally unconsolidated and
deposited directly by a glacier without subsequent reworking by meltwater, and
consisting of a heterogeneous mixture of clay, silt, sand, gravel, stones, and
boulders; rock fragments of various lithologies are embedded within a finer matrix
that can range from clay to sandy loam.

Till plain

An extensive area of level to gently undulating soils underlain predominantly by
till and bounded at the distal end by subordinate recessional or end moraines.

Tilth, soil

The physical condition of the soil as related to tillage, seedbed preparation,
seedling emergence, and root penetration.

Toeslope

The gently inclined surface at the base of a hillslope. Toeslopes in profile are
commonly gentle and linear and are constructional surfaces forming the lower part
of a hillslope continuum that grades to valley or closed-depression floors.

Topsoil

The upper part of the soil, which is the most favorable material for plant growth.
It is ordinarily rich in organic matter and is used to topdress roadbanks, lawns,
and land affected by mining.

Trace elements

Chemical elements, for example, zinc, cobalt, manganese, copper, and iron, in
soils in extremely small amounts. They are essential to plant growth.

Tread

The flat to gently sloping, topmost, laterally extensive slope of terraces, flood-plain
steps, or other stepped landforms; commonly a recurring part of a series of natural
steplike landforms, such as successive stream terraces.

Tuff

A generic term for any consolidated or cemented deposit that is 50 percent or
more volcanic ash.
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Upland

An informal, general term for the higher ground of a region, in contrast with a low-
lying adjacent area, such as a valley or plain, or for land at a higher elevation than
the flood plain or low stream terrace; land above the footslope zone of the hillslope
continuum.

Valley fill

The unconsolidated sediment deposited by any agent (water, wind, ice, or mass
wasting) so as to fill or partly fill a valley.

Variegation

Refers to patterns of contrasting colors assumed to be inherited from the parent
material rather than to be the result of poor drainage.

Varve

A sedimentary layer or a lamina or sequence of laminae deposited in a body of
still water within a year. Specifically, a thin pair of graded glaciolacustrine layers
seasonally deposited, usually by meltwater streams, in a glacial lake or other body
of still water in front of a glacier.

Very stony spot (map symbol)

A spot where 0.1 to 3.0 percent of the soil surface is covered by rock fragments
that are more than 10 inches in diameter in areas where the surface of the
surrounding soil is covered by less than 0.01 percent stones.

Water bars

Smooth, shallow ditches or depressional areas that are excavated at an angle
across a sloping road. They are used to reduce the downward velocity of water
and divert it off and away from the road surface. Water bars can easily be driven
over if constructed properly.

Weathering

All physical disintegration, chemical decomposition, and biologically induced
changes in rocks or other deposits at or near the earth’s surface by atmospheric
or biologic agents or by circulating surface waters but involving essentially no
transport of the altered material.

Well graded

Refers to soil material consisting of coarse grained particles that are well
distributed over a wide range in size or diameter. Such soil normally can be easily
increased in density and bearing properties by compaction. Contrasts with poorly
graded soil.

Wet spot (map symbol)

A somewhat poorly drained to very poorly drained area that is at least two drainage
classes wetter than the named soils in the surrounding map unit.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Wilting point (or permanent wilting point)

The moisture content of soil, on an ovendry basis, at which a plant (specifically a
sunflower) wilts so much that it does not recover when placed in a humid, dark
chamber.

Windthrow

The uprooting and tipping over of trees by the wind.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Fax (Owner/Operator)

- -

Page 1 of 14

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Water

625 Broadway, 4th Floor

Albany, New York 12233-3505

NOTICE OF INTENT

All sections must be completed unless otherwise noted. Failure to complete all items may
result in this form being returned to you, thereby delaying your coverage under this
General Permit. Applicants must read and understand the conditions of the permit and
prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prior to submitting this NOI. Applicants
are responsible for identifying and obtaining other DEC permits that may be required.

-IMPORTANT-
RETURN THIS FORM TO THE ADDRESS ABOVE

OWNER/OPERATOR MUST SIGN FORM

Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity Under State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit # GP-0-15-002

Owner/Operator Information

Owner/Operator Contact Person Last Name (NOT CONSULTANT)

Owner/Operator Contact Person First Name

Owner/Operator Mailing Address

City

State Zip

-

Phone (Owner/Operator)

- -

Email (Owner/Operator)

Owner/Operator (Company Name/Private Owner Name/Municipality Name)

NYR
(for DEC use only)

FED TAX ID

- (not required for individuals)

0644089821



1. Provide the Geographic Coordinates for the project site in NYTM Units. To do this you
must go to the NYSDEC Stormwater Interactive Map on the DEC website at:

www.dec.ny.gov/imsmaps/stormwater/viewer.htm

Zoom into your Project Location such that you can accurately click on the centroid of
your site. Once you have located your project site, go to the tool boxes on the top and
choose "i"(identify). Then click on the center of your site and a new window containing
the X, Y coordinates in UTM will pop up. Transcribe these coordinates into the boxes
below. For problems with the interactive map use the help function.

X Coordinates (Easting) Y Coordinates (Northing)

Project Site Information

Project/Site Name

Street Address (NOT P.O. BOX)

City/Town/Village (THAT ISSUES BUILDING PERMIT)

State Zip

-
County

Name of Nearest Cross Street

Distance to Nearest Cross Street (Feet) Project In Relation to Cross Street

North South East West

Page 2 of 14

2. What is the nature of this construction project?

New Construction

Redevelopment with increase in impervious area

Redevelopment with no increase in impervious area

Section-Block-Parcel
Tax Map Numbers

Side of Street

North South East West

DEC Region

Tax Map Numbers

6401089828



3. Select the predominant land use for both pre and post development conditions.
SELECT ONLY ONE CHOICE FOR EACH
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Existing Land Use

FOREST

PASTURE/OPEN LAND

CULTIVATED LAND

SINGLE FAMILY HOME

SINGLE FAMILY SUBDIVISION

TOWN HOME RESIDENTIAL

MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL

INSTITUTIONAL/SCHOOL

INDUSTRIAL

COMMERCIAL

ROAD/HIGHWAY

RECREATIONAL/SPORTS FIELD

BIKE PATH/TRAIL

LINEAR UTILITY

PARKING LOT

OTHER

Future Land Use

SINGLE FAMILY HOME

SINGLE FAMILY SUBDIVISION

TOWN HOME RESIDENTIAL

MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL

INSTITUTIONAL/SCHOOL

INDUSTRIAL

COMMERCIAL

MUNICIPAL

ROAD/HIGHWAY

RECREATIONAL/SPORTS FIELD

BIKE PATH/TRAIL

LINEAR UTILITY (water, sewer, gas, etc.)

PARKING LOT

CLEARING/GRADING ONLY

DEMOLITION, NO REDEVELOPMENT

WELL DRILLING ACTIVITY *(Oil, Gas, etc.)

OTHER

Pre-Development Post-Development

4. In accordance with the larger common plan of development or sale,
enter the total project site area; the total area to be disturbed;
existing impervious area to be disturbed (for redevelopment
activities); and the future impervious area constructed within the
disturbed area. (Round to the nearest tenth of an acre.)

Number of Lots

*Note: for gas well drilling, non-high volume hydraulic fractured wells only

Total Site
Area

.

Total Area To
Be Disturbed

.

Existing Impervious
Area To Be Disturbed

.

Future Impervious
Area Within

Disturbed Area

.

5. Do you plan to disturb more than 5 acres of soil at any one time? Yes No

6. Indicate the percentage of each Hydrologic Soil Group(HSG) at the site.

A B C D

% % % %

7. Is this a phased project? Yes No

8. Enter the planned start and end
dates of the disturbance
activities.

-
Start Date

/ /
End Date

/ /

4107089829
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Name

9. Identify the nearest surface waterbody(ies) to which construction site runoff will
discharge.

9a. Type of waterbody identified in Question 9?

Wetland / State Jurisdiction On Site (Answer 9b)

Wetland / State Jurisdiction Off Site

Wetland / Federal Jurisdiction On Site (Answer 9b)

Wetland / Federal Jurisdiction Off Site

Stream / Creek On Site

Stream / Creek Off Site

River On Site

River Off Site

Lake On Site

Lake Off Site

Other Type On Site

Other Type Off Site

9b. How was the wetland identified?

Regulatory Map

Delineated by Consultant

Delineated by Army Corps of Engineers

Other (identify)

10. Has the surface waterbody(ies) in question 9 been identified as a
303(d) segment in Appendix E of GP-0-15-002?

11. Is this project located in one of the Watersheds identified in
Appendix C of GP-0-15-002?

Yes No

Yes No

12. Is the project located in one of the watershed
areas associated with AA and AA-S classified
waters?
If no, skip question 13.

Yes No

13. Does this construction activity disturb land with no
existing impervious cover and where the Soil Slope Phase is
identified as an E or F on the USDA Soil Survey?
If Yes, what is the acreage to be disturbed?

Yes No

.

14. Will the project disturb soils within a State
regulated wetland or the protected 100 foot adjacent
area?

Yes No

8600089821



15. Does the site runoff enter a separate storm sewer
system (including roadside drains, swales, ditches,
culverts, etc)?

16. What is the name of the municipality/entity that owns the separate storm sewer
system?

Yes No Unknown

17. Does any runoff from the site enter a sewer classified
as a Combined Sewer?

Yes No Unknown

21. Has the required Erosion and Sediment Control component of the
SWPPP been developed in conformance with the current NYS
Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control
(aka Blue Book)?

22. Does this construction activity require the development of a
SWPPP that includes the post-construction stormwater management
practice component (i.e. Runoff Reduction, Water Quality and
Quantity Control practices/techniques)?
If No, skip questions 23 and 27-39.

23. Has the post-construction stormwater management practice component
of the SWPPP been developed in conformance with the current NYS
Stormwater Management Design Manual?

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Page 5 of 14

18. Will future use of this site be an agricultural property as
defined by the NYS Agriculture and Markets Law? Yes No

Yes No
20. Is this a remediation project being done under a Department

approved work plan? (i.e. CERCLA, RCRA, Voluntary Cleanup
Agreement, etc.)

Yes No
19. Is this property owned by a state authority, state agency,

federal government or local government?

6403089820
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SWPPP Preparer

Contact Name (Last, Space, First)

Mailing Address

City

State Zip

-
Phone

- -
Fax

- -
Email

Signature

Date

/ /

First Name

Last Name

MI

SWPPP Preparer Certification

24. The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) was prepared by:

Professional Engineer (P.E.)

Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)

Registered Landscape Architect (R.L.A)

Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC)

Owner/Operator

Other

I hereby certify that the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for
this project has been prepared in accordance with the terms and conditions of
the GP-0-15-002. Furthermore, I understand that certifying false, incorrect
or inaccurate information is a violation of this permit and the laws of the
State of New York and could subject me to criminal, civil and/or
administrative proceedings.

0251089825



26. Select all of the erosion and sediment control practices that will be
employed on the project site:
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Biotechnical

Brush Matting

Wattling

Other

25. Has a construction sequence schedule for the planned management
practices been prepared? Yes No

Brush Matting

Dune Stabilization

Grassed Waterway

Mulching

Protecting Vegetation

Recreation Area Improvement

Seeding

Sodding

Straw/Hay Bale Dike

Streambank Protection

Temporary Swale

Topsoiling

Vegetating Waterways

Vegetative Measures

Check Dams

Construction Road Stabilization

Dust Control

Earth Dike

Level Spreader

Perimeter Dike/Swale

Pipe Slope Drain

Portable Sediment Tank

Rock Dam

Sediment Basin

Sediment Traps

Silt Fence

Stabilized Construction Entrance

Storm Drain Inlet Protection

Straw/Hay Bale Dike

Temporary Access Waterway Crossing

Temporary Stormdrain Diversion

Temporary Swale

Turbidity Curtain

Water bars

Temporary Structural

Debris Basin

Diversion

Grade Stabilization Structure

Land Grading

Lined Waterway (Rock)

Paved Channel (Concrete)

Paved Flume

Retaining Wall

Riprap Slope Protection

Rock Outlet Protection

Streambank Protection

Permanent Structural

0005089822
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Post-construction Stormwater Management Practice (SMP) Requirements

Important: Completion of Questions 27-39 is not required
if response to Question 22 is No.

27. Identify all site planning practices that were used to prepare the final site
plan/layout for the project.

Preservation of Undisturbed Areas

Preservation of Buffers

Reduction of Clearing and Grading

Locating Development in Less Sensitive Areas

Roadway Reduction

Sidewalk Reduction

Driveway Reduction

Cul-de-sac Reduction

Building Footprint Reduction

Parking Reduction

28. Provide the total Water Quality Volume (WQv) required for this project (based on
final site plan/layout).

Total WQv Required

. acre-feet

29. Identify the RR techniques (Area Reduction), RR techniques(Volume Reduction) and
Standard SMPs with RRv Capacity in Table 1 (See Page 9) that were used to reduce
the Total WQv Required(#28).

Also, provide in Table 1 the total impervious area that contributes runoff to each
technique/practice selected. For the Area Reduction Techniques, provide the total
contributing area (includes pervious area) and, if applicable, the total impervious
area that contributes runoff to the technique/practice.

Note: Redevelopment projects shall use Tables 1 and 2 to identify the SMPs used
to treat and/or reduce the WQv required. If runoff reduction techniques will not
be used to reduce the required WQv, skip to question 33a after identifying the
SMPs.

27a. Indicate which of the following soil restoration criteria was used to address the
requirements in Section 5.1.6("Soil Restoration") of the Design Manual
(2010 version).

All disturbed areas

Compacted areas

will be restored in accordance with the Soil
Restoration requirements in Table 5.3 of the Design Manual (see page 5-22).

were considered as impervious cover when calculating the
WQv Required, and the compacted areas were assigned a post-construction
Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG) designation that is one level less permeable
than existing conditions for the hydrology analysis.

0182089828



and/or

and/or

and/or

and/or

Conservation of Natural Areas (RR-1)

Sheetflow to Riparian

Tree Planting/Tree Pit (RR-3)

Disconnection of Rooftop Runoff (RR-4)

Vegetated Swale (RR-5)

Rain Garden (RR-6)

Stormwater Planter (RR-7)

Rain Barrel/Cistern (RR-8)

Porous Pavement (RR-9)

Green Roof (RR-10)

Infiltration Trench (I-1)

Infiltration Basin (I-2)

Dry Well (I-3)

Underground Infiltration System (I-4)

Bioretention (F-5)

Dry Swale (O-1)

Micropool Extended Detention (P-1)

Wet Pond (P-2)

Wet Extended Detention (P-3)

Multiple Pond System (P-4)

Pocket Pond (P-5)

Surface Sand Filter (F-1)

Underground Sand Filter (F-2)

Perimeter Sand Filter (F-3)

Organic Filter (F-4)

Shallow Wetland (W-1)

Extended Detention Wetland (W-2)

Pond/Wetland System (W-3)

Pocket Wetland (W-4)

Wet Swale (O-2)

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

............................

..................................

....................................

.............................................

.....................................

................................

...................................

.........................................

.........................................

.............................

.............
.....................................

..........................................

...............................................

................................................

RR Techniques (Area Reduction)

Total Contributing
Impervious Area(acres)

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

...

..........

..........

..

.........................................

............................................

.....................................

....................................

........................................

.....................................

......................................

................................................

........................

............................................

...............................................

Table 1 - Runoff Reduction (RR) Techniques
and Standard Stormwater Management
Practices (SMPs)

RR Techniques (Volume Reduction)

Standard SMPs with RRv Capacity

Standard SMPs
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Total Contributing
Area (acres)

.

.

.

.

Buffers/Filters Strips (RR-2)

.............................................

7738089822



.

31. Is the Total RRv provided (#30) greater than or equal to the
total WQv required (#28).

If Yes, go to question 36.
If No, go to question 32.

Yes No

Total RRv provided

32. Provide the Minimum RRv required based on HSG.
[Minimum RRv Required = (P)(0.95)(Ai)/12, Ai=(S)(Aic)]

Minimum RRv Required

. acre-feet

30. Indicate the Total RRv provided by the RR techniques (Area/Volume Reduction) and
Standard SMPs with RRv capacity identified in question 29.

acre-feet

32a. Is the Total RRv provided (#30) greater than or equal to the
Minimum RRv Required (#32)?

If Yes, go to question 33.
Note: Use the space provided in question #39 to summarize the
specific site limitations and justification for not reducing
100% of WQv required (#28). A detailed evaluation of the
specific site limitations and justification for not reducing
100% of the WQv required (#28) must also be included in the
SWPPP.

If No, sizing criteria has not been met, so NOI can not be
processed. SWPPP preparer must modify design to meet sizing
criteria.

Yes No

Page 10 of 14

Hydrodynamic

Wet Vault

Media Filter

Other

Alternative SMP

.

.

.

.

...............................................

..................................................

...............................................

..................

Table 2 - Alternative SMPs
(DO NOT INCLUDE PRACTICES BEING
USED FOR PRETREATMENT ONLY)

Note: Redevelopment projects which do not use RR techniques, shall
use questions 28, 29, 33 and 33a to provide SMPs used, total
WQv required and total WQv provided for the project.

Total Contributing
Impervious Area(acres)

Provide the name and manufacturer of the Alternative SMPs (i.e.
proprietary practice(s)) being used for WQv treatment.

Name

Manufacturer

0762089822



. acre-feet

CPv Provided

acre-feet.

CPv Required

36. Provide the total Channel Protection Storage Volume (CPv) required and
provided or select waiver (36a), if applicable.
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35. Is the sum of the RRv provided (#30) and the WQv provided
(#33a) greater than or equal to the total WQv required (#28)?

If Yes, go to question 36.
If No, sizing criteria has not been met, so NOI can not be
processed. SWPPP preparer must modify design to meet sizing
criteria.

.
34. Provide the sum of the Total RRv provided (#30) and

the WQv provided (#33a).

Yes No

33a. Indicate the Total WQv provided (i.e. WQv treated) by the SMPs
identified in question #33 and Standard SMPs with RRv Capacity identified
in question 29.

.

WQv Provided

acre-feet

Note: For the standard SMPs with RRv capacity, the WQv provided by each practice
= the WQv calculated using the contributing drainage area to the practice
- RRv provided by the practice. (See Table 3.5 in Design Manual)

33. Identify the Standard SMPs in Table 1 and, if applicable, the Alternative SMPs in
Table 2 that were used to treat the remaining
total WQv(=Total WQv Required in 28 - Total RRv Provided in 30).

Also, provide in Table 1 and 2 the total impervious area that contributes runoff
to each practice selected.

Note: Use Tables 1 and 2 to identify the SMPs used on Redevelopment projects.

Site discharges directly to tidal waters

Reduction of the total CPv is achieved on site

36a. The need to provide channel protection has been waived because:

or a fifth order or larger stream.

through runoff reduction techniques or infiltration systems.

. CFS CFS.

Post-developmentPre-Development

Total Extreme Flood Control Criteria (Qf)

. CFS . CFS

Post-developmentPre-Development

Total Overbank Flood Control Criteria (Qp)

37. Provide the Overbank Flood (Qp) and Extreme Flood (Qf) control criteria or
select waiver (37a), if applicable.

1766089827
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39. Use this space to summarize the specific site limitations and justification
for not reducing 100% of WQv required(#28). (See question 32a)
This space can also be used for other pertinent project information.

38. Has a long term Operation and Maintenance Plan for the
post-construction stormwater management practice(s) been
developed?

If Yes, Identify the entity responsible for the long term
Operation and Maintenance

Yes No

37a. The need to meet the Qp and Qf criteria has been waived because:

Site discharges directly to tidal waters

Downstream analysis reveals that the Qp and Qf
controls are not required

or a fifth order or larger stream.

1310089822



Air Pollution Control

Coastal Erosion

Hazardous Waste

Long Island Wells

Mined Land Reclamation

Solid Waste

Navigable Waters Protection / Article 15

Water Quality Certificate

Dam Safety

Water Supply

Freshwater Wetlands/Article 24

Tidal Wetlands

Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers

Stream Bed or Bank Protection / Article 15

Endangered or Threatened Species(Incidental Take Permit)

Individual SPDES

SPDES Multi-Sector GP

Other

None

44. If this NOI is being submitted for the purpose of continuing or transferring
coverage under a general permit for stormwater runoff from construction
activities, please indicate the former SPDES number assigned.

42. Is this project subject to the requirements of a regulated,
traditional land use control MS4?
(If No, skip question 43)

Yes No

43. Has the "MS4 SWPPP Acceptance" form been signed by the principal
executive officer or ranking elected official and submitted along
with this NOI?

Yes No

41. Does this project require a US Army Corps of Engineers
Wetland Permit?
If Yes, Indicate Size of Impact.

Yes No

.
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40. Identify other DEC permits, existing and new, that are required for this
project/facility.

4285089826



Owner/Operator Certification
I have read or been advised of the permit conditions and believe that I understand them. I also
understand that, under the terms of the permit, there may be reporting requirements. I hereby certify
that this document and the corresponding documents were prepared under my direction or supervision. I am
aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of
fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. I further understand that coverage under the general permit
will be identified in the acknowledgment that I will receive as a result of submitting this NOI and can
be as long as sixty (60) business days as provided for in the general permit. I also understand that, by
submitting this NOI, I am acknowledging that the SWPPP has been developed and will be implemented as the
first element of construction, and agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions of the general
permit for which this NOI is being submitted.

Owner/Operator Signature

Date

/ /

Print First Name

Print Last Name

MI
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NEW YORK STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 

SPDES GENERAL PERMIT 
FOR STORMWATER DISCHARGES 

From 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

Permit No. GP-0-15-002 

Issued Pursuant to Article 17, Titles 7, 8 and Article 70 
of the Environmental Conservation Law  

Effective Date: January 29, 2015     Expiration Date: January 28, 2020 

John J. Ferguson 
Chief Permit Administrator 

Authorized Signature Date 

Address: NYS DEC 
Division of Environmental Permits 
625 Broadway, 4th Floor 
Albany, N.Y.  12233-1750

1 / 12 / 15



 
 
 
 
 

PREFACE 
 
 Pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (“CWA”), stormwater discharges 
from certain construction activities are unlawful unless they are authorized by a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) permit or by a state permit program. 
New York’s State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“SPDES”) is a NPDES-
approved program with permits issued in accordance with the Environmental 
Conservation Law (“ECL”).  
 

This general permit (“permit”) is issued pursuant to Article 17, Titles 7, 8 and 
Article 70 of the ECL. An owner or operator may obtain coverage under this permit by 
submitting a Notice of Intent ("NOI") to the Department. Copies of this permit and the NOI 
for New York are available by calling (518) 402-8109 or at any New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (“the Department”) regional office (see 
Appendix G).They are also available on the Department’s website at: 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/ 
 

An owner or operator of a construction activity that is eligible for coverage under 
this permit must obtain coverage prior to the commencement of construction activity. 
Activities that fit the definition of “construction activity”, as defined under 40 CFR 
122.26(b)(14)(x), (15)(i), and (15)(ii), constitute construction of a point source and 
therefore, pursuant to Article 17-0505 of the ECL, the owner or operator must have 
coverage under a SPDES permit prior to commencing construction activity. They cannot 
wait until there is an actual discharge from the construction site to obtain permit coverage.
  
 
*Note: The italicized words/phrases within this permit are defined in Appendix A.  

I 
 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/
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(Part I) 
 Part I. PERMIT COVERAGE AND LIMITATIONS 

 
A. Permit Application 
This permit authorizes stormwater discharges to surface waters of the State from 
the following construction activities identified within 40 CFR Parts 122.26(b)(14)(x), 
122.26(b)(15)(i) and 122.26(b)(15)(ii), provided all of the eligibility provisions of this 
permit are met: 

 
 Construction activities involving soil disturbances of one (1) or more acres; 

including disturbances of less than one acre that are part of a larger 
common plan of development or sale that will ultimately disturb one or more 
acres of land; excluding routine maintenance activity that is performed to 
maintain the original line and grade, hydraulic capacity or original purpose 
of a facility;  

 Construction activities involving soil disturbances of less than one (1) acre 
where the Department has determined that a SPDES permit is required for 
stormwater discharges based on the potential for contribution to a violation 
of a water quality standard or for significant contribution of pollutants to 
surface waters of the State. 

 
 Construction activities located in the watershed(s) identified in Appendix D 

that involve soil disturbances between five thousand (5,000) square feet 
and one (1) acre of land. 

 
B. Effluent Limitations Applicable to Discharges from Construction Activities 
Discharges authorized by this permit must achieve, at a minimum, the effluent 
limitations in Part I.B.1. (a) – (f) of this permit. These limitations represent the degree 
of effluent reduction attainable by the application of best practicable technology 
currently available.  

 
 Erosion and Sediment Control Requirements - The owner or operator must 

select, design, install, implement and maintain control measures to 
minimize the discharge of pollutants and prevent a violation of the water 
quality standards. The selection, design, installation, implementation, and 
maintenance of these control measures must meet the non-numeric effluent 
limitations in Part I.B.1.(a) – (f) of this permit and be in accordance with the 
New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment 
Control, dated August 2005, using sound engineering judgment. Where 
control measures are not designed in conformance with the design criteria 
included in the technical standard, the owner or operator must include in 
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) the reason(s) for the 
deviation or alternative design and provide information 
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(Part I.B.1) 
which demonstrates that the deviation or alternative design is equivalent to 
the technical standard.  

 
a. Erosion and Sediment Controls. Design, install and maintain effective 

erosion and sediment controls to minimize the discharge of pollutants and 
prevent a violation of the water quality standards. At a minimum, such 
controls must be designed, installed and maintained to: 
         

(i) Minimize soil erosion through application of runoff control and soil 
stabilization control measure to minimize pollutant discharges; 

 
(ii) Control stormwater discharges to minimize channel and 

streambank erosion and scour in the immediate vicinity of the 
discharge points; 

  
(iii) Minimize the amount of soil exposed during construction activity; 

 
(iv) Minimize the disturbance of steep slopes; 

 
(v) Minimize sediment discharges from the site; 

 
(vi) Provide and maintain natural buffers around surface waters, direct 

stormwater to vegetated areas and maximize stormwater 
infiltration to reduce pollutant discharges, unless infeasible;  

 
(vii) Minimize soil compaction. Minimizing soil compaction is not 

required where the intended function of a specific area of the site 
dictates that it be compacted; and  

 
(viii) Unless infeasible, preserve a sufficient amount of topsoil to 

complete soil restoration and establish a uniform, dense 
vegetative cover.  

 
b. Soil Stabilization. In areas where soil disturbance activity has temporarily 

or permanently ceased, the application of soil stabilization measures must 
be initiated by the end of the next business day and completed within 
fourteen (14) days from the date the current soil disturbance activity 
ceased. For construction sites that directly discharge to one of the 303(d) 
segments listed in Appendix E or is located in one of the watersheds listed 
in Appendix C, the application of soil stabilization measures must be 
initiated by the end of the next business day and completed within seven 
(7) days from the date the current soil disturbance activity ceased. See 
Appendix A for definition of Temporarily Ceased. 

 
c. Dewatering. Discharges from dewatering activities, including discharges 
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(Part I.B.1.c) 
from dewatering of trenches and excavations, must be managed by 
appropriate control measures. 

 
d. Pollution Prevention Measures. Design, install, implement, and 

maintain effective pollution prevention measures to minimize the 
discharge of pollutants and prevent a violation of the water quality 
standards. At a minimum, such measures must be designed, installed, 
implemented and maintained to: 

 
(i) Minimize the discharge of pollutants from equipment and vehicle 

washing, wheel wash water, and other wash waters. This applies to 
washing operations that   use clean water only. Soaps, detergents 
and solvents cannot be used; 

 
(ii) Minimize the exposure of building materials, building products, 

construction wastes, trash, landscape materials, fertilizers, 
pesticides, herbicides, detergents, sanitary waste and other 
materials present on the site to precipitation and to stormwater. 
Minimization of exposure is not required in cases where the 
exposure to precipitation and to stormwater will not result in a 
discharge of pollutants, or where exposure of a specific material 
or product poses little risk of stormwater contamination (such as 
final products and materials intended for outdoor use) ; and 

 
(iii) Prevent the discharge of pollutants from spills and leaks and 

implement chemical spill and leak prevention and response 
procedures. 

 
e. Prohibited Discharges. The following discharges are prohibited: 

 
(i) Wastewater from washout of concrete;  

 
(ii) Wastewater from washout and cleanout of stucco, paint, form 

release oils, curing compounds and other construction materials; 
 

(iii) Fuels, oils, or other pollutants used in vehicle and equipment 
operation and maintenance;  

 
(iv) Soaps or solvents used in vehicle and equipment washing; and 

 
(v) Toxic or hazardous substances from a spill or other release. 

 
f. Surface Outlets. When discharging from basins and impoundments, the 

outlets shall be designed, constructed and maintained in such a manner 
that sediment does not leave the basin or impoundment and that erosion 

3 
 



(Part I.B.1.f) 
at or below the outlet does not occur.    

 
C. Post-construction Stormwater Management Practice Requirements 

 
 The owner or operator of a construction activity that requires post-

construction stormwater management practices pursuant to Part III.C. of 
this permit must select, design, install, and maintain the practices to meet 
the performance criteria in the New York State Stormwater Management 
Design Manual (“Design Manual”), dated January 2015, using sound 
engineering judgment. Where post-construction stormwater management 
practices (“SMPs”) are not designed in conformance with the performance 
criteria in the Design Manual, the owner or operator must include in the 
SWPPP the reason(s) for the deviation or alternative design and provide 
information which demonstrates that the deviation or alternative design is 
equivalent to the technical standard. 

 The owner or operator of a construction activity that requires post-
construction stormwater management practices pursuant to Part III.C. of 
this permit must design the practices to meet the applicable sizing criteria 
in Part I.C.2.a., b., c. or d. of this permit.  

 
a. Sizing Criteria for New Development  

 
(i) Runoff Reduction Volume (“RRv”):  Reduce the total Water Quality 

Volume (“WQv”) by application of RR techniques and standard 
SMPs with RRv capacity. The total WQv shall be calculated in 
accordance with the criteria in Section 4.2 of the Design Manual.  

 
(ii) Minimum RRv and Treatment of Remaining Total WQv: 

Construction activities that cannot meet the criteria in Part 
I.C.2.a.(i) of this permit due to site limitations shall direct runoff 
from all newly constructed impervious areas to a RR technique or 
standard SMP with RRv capacity unless infeasible. The specific 
site limitations that prevent the reduction of 100% of the WQv shall 
be documented in the SWPPP. For each impervious area that is 
not directed to a RR technique or standard SMP with RRv 
capacity, the SWPPP must include documentation which 
demonstrates that all options were considered and for each option 
explains why it is considered infeasible.  

 
In no case shall the runoff reduction achieved from the newly 
constructed impervious areas be less than the Minimum RRv 
as calculated using the criteria in Section 4.3 of the Design 
Manual. The remaining portion of the total WQv 
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(Part I.C.2.a.ii) 
that cannot be reduced shall be treated by application of standard 
SMPs.  

 
(iii) Channel Protection Volume (“Cpv”): Provide 24 hour extended 

detention of the post-developed 1-year, 24-hour storm event; 
remaining after runoff reduction. The Cpv requirement does not 
apply when: 

(1) Reduction of the entire Cpv is achieved by application of 
runoff reduction techniques or infiltration systems, or 

(2) The site discharges directly to tidal waters, or fifth order or 
larger streams.  

(iv) Overbank Flood Control Criteria (“Qp”): Requires storage to 
attenuate the post-development 10-year, 24-hour peak discharge 
rate (Qp) to predevelopment rates. The Qp requirement does not 
apply when: 

(1) the site discharges directly to tidal waters or fifth order or 
larger streams, or 

(2) A downstream analysis reveals that overbank control is not 
required. 

(v) Extreme Flood Control Criteria (“Qf”): Requires storage to 
attenuate the post-development 100-year, 24-hour peak 
discharge rate (Qf) to predevelopment rates. The Qf requirement 
does not apply when: 

(1) the site discharges directly to tidal waters or fifth order or 
larger streams, or 

(2) A downstream analysis reveals that overbank control is not 
required. 

b. Sizing Criteria for New Development in Enhanced Phosphorus 
Removal Watershed  
 

(i) Runoff Reduction Volume (RRv):  Reduce the total Water Quality 
Volume (WQv) by application of RR techniques and standard 
SMPs with RRv capacity. The total WQv is the runoff volume from 
the 1-year, 24 hour design storm over the post-developed 
watershed and shall be calculated in accordance with the criteria 
in Section 10.3 of the Design Manual. 

 
(ii) Minimum RRv and Treatment of Remaining Total WQv: 

Construction activities that cannot meet the criteria in Part 
I.C.2.b.(i) of this permit due to site limitations shall direct runoff 
from all newly constructed impervious areas to a RR technique or 
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(Part I.C.2.b.ii) 
standard SMP with RRv capacity unless infeasible. The specific 
site limitations that prevent the reduction of 100% of the WQv shall 
be documented in the SWPPP. For each impervious area that is 
not directed to a RR technique or standard SMP with RRv 
capacity, the SWPPP must include documentation which 
demonstrates that all options were considered and for each option 
explains why it is considered infeasible.  

 
In no case shall the runoff reduction achieved from the newly 
constructed impervious areas be less than the Minimum RRv 
as calculated using the criteria in Section 10.3 of the Design 
Manual. The remaining portion of the total WQv that cannot be 
reduced shall be treated by application of standard SMPs.  

 
(iii) Channel Protection Volume (Cpv): Provide 24 hour extended 

detention of the post-developed 1-year, 24-hour storm event; 
remaining after runoff reduction. The Cpv requirement does not 
apply when: 

(1) Reduction of the entire Cpv is achieved by 
application of runoff reduction techniques or 
infiltration systems, or 

(2) The site discharges directly to tidal waters, or fifth 
order or larger streams.  

(iv) Overbank Flood Control Criteria (Qp): Requires storage to 
attenuate the post-development 10-year, 24-hour peak discharge 
rate (Qp) to predevelopment rates. The Qp requirement does not 
apply when: 

(1) the site discharges directly to tidal waters or fifth 
order or larger streams, or 

(2) A downstream analysis reveals that overbank control 
is not required. 

  

(v) Extreme Flood Control Criteria (Qf): Requires storage to attenuate 
the post-development 100-year, 24-hour peak discharge rate (Qf) 
to predevelopment rates. The Qf requirement does not apply 
when: 

(1) the site discharges directly to tidal waters or fifth 
order or larger streams, or 

(2) A downstream analysis reveals that overbank control 
is not required. 

 
c. Sizing Criteria for Redevelopment Activity
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(i) Water Quality Volume (WQv): The WQv treatment objective for 

redevelopment activity shall be addressed by one of the following 
options. Redevelopment activities located in an Enhanced 
Phosphorus Removal Watershed (see Part III.B.3. and Appendix C 
of this permit) shall calculate the WQv in accordance with Section 
10.3 of the Design Manual. All other redevelopment activities shall 
calculate the WQv in accordance with Section 4.2 of the Design 
Manual.   

 
(1) Reduce the existing impervious cover by a minimum 

of 25% of the total disturbed, impervious area. The 
Soil Restoration criteria in Section 5.1.6 of the Design 
Manual must be applied to all newly created pervious 
areas, or 

(2) Capture and treat a minimum of 25% of the WQv from 
the disturbed, impervious area by the application of 
standard SMPs; or reduce 25%  of the WQv from the 
disturbed, impervious area by the application of RR 
techniques or standard SMPs with RRv capacity., or 

(3) Capture and treat a minimum of 75% of the WQv from 
the disturbed, impervious area as well as any 
additional runoff from tributary areas by application of 
the alternative practices discussed in Sections 9.3 
and 9.4 of the Design Manual., or 

(4) Application of a combination of 1, 2 and 3 above that 
provide a weighted average of at least two of the 
above methods. Application of this method shall be 
in accordance with the criteria in Section 9.2.1(B) (IV) 
of the Design Manual. 

 
If there is an existing post-construction stormwater management 
practice located on the site that captures and treats runoff from the 
impervious area that is being disturbed, the WQv treatment option 
selected must, at a minimum, provide treatment equal to the 
treatment that was being provided by the existing practice(s) if that 
treatment is greater than the treatment required by options 1 – 4 
above.  

 
(ii) Channel Protection Volume (Cpv):  Not required if there are no 

changes to hydrology that increase the discharge rate from the 
project site. 

 
(iii) Overbank Flood Control Criteria (Qp): Not required if there are no 

changes to hydrology that increase the discharge rate from the 
project site. 
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(Part I.C.2.c.iv) 
(iv) Extreme Flood Control Criteria (Qf): Not required if there are no 

changes to hydrology that increase the discharge rate from the 
project site. 

 
d. Sizing Criteria for Combination of Redevelopment Activity and New 

Development 
 

Construction projects that include both New Development and 
Redevelopment Activity shall provide post-construction 
stormwater management controls that meet the sizing criteria 
calculated as an aggregate of the Sizing Criteria in Part I.C.2.a. 
or b. of this permit for the New Development portion of the 
project and Part I.C.2.c of this permit for Redevelopment 
Activity portion of the project. 

 
D. Maintaining Water Quality 
The Department expects that compliance with the conditions of this permit will 
control discharges necessary to meet applicable water quality standards. It shall be 
a violation of the ECL for any discharge to either cause or contribute to a violation 
of water quality standards as contained in Parts 700 through 705 of Title 6 of the 
Official Compilation of Codes, Rules and Regulations of the State of New York, such 
as: 

 
 There shall be no increase in turbidity that will cause a substantial visible 

contrast to natural conditions; 

 There shall be no increase in suspended, colloidal or settleable solids that 
will cause deposition or impair the waters for their best usages; and 

 There shall be no residue from oil and floating substances, nor visible oil 
film, nor globules of grease. 

 
If there is evidence indicating that the stormwater discharges authorized by this 
permit are causing, have the reasonable potential to cause, or are contributing to a 
violation of the water quality standards; the owner or operator must take appropriate 
corrective action in accordance with Part IV.C.5. of this general permit and document 
in accordance with Part IV.C.4. of this general permit. To address the water quality 
standard violation the owner or operator may need to provide additional information, 
include and implement appropriate controls in the SWPPP to correct the problem, 
or obtain an individual SPDES permit. 
 
If there is evidence indicating that despite compliance with the terms and conditions 
of this general permit it is demonstrated that the stormwater discharges authorized 
by this permit are causing or contributing to a violation of water quality standards, or 
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(Part I.D) 
if the Department determines that a modification of the permit is necessary to 
prevent a violation of water quality standards, the authorized discharges will no 
longer be eligible for coverage under this permit.  The Department may require the 
owner or operator to obtain an individual SPDES permit to continue discharging. 

 
E. Eligibility Under This General Permit 
 

 This permit may authorize all discharges of stormwater from construction 
activity to surface waters of the State and groundwaters except for ineligible 
discharges identified under subparagraph F. of this Part. 

 
 Except for non-stormwater discharges explicitly listed in the next paragraph, 

this permit only authorizes stormwater discharges from construction 
activities. 

 
 Notwithstanding paragraphs E.1 and E.2 above, the following non-

stormwater discharges may be authorized by this permit: discharges from 
firefighting activities; fire hydrant flushings; waters to which cleansers or 
other components have not been added that are used to wash vehicles or 
control dust in accordance with the SWPPP, routine external building 
washdown which does not use detergents; pavement washwaters where 
spills or leaks of toxic or hazardous materials have not occurred (unless all 
spilled material has been removed) and where detergents are not used; air 
conditioning condensate; uncontaminated groundwater or spring water; 
uncontaminated discharges from construction site de-watering operations; 
and foundation or footing drains where flows are not contaminated with 
process materials such as solvents. For those entities required to obtain 
coverage under this permit, and who discharge as noted in this paragraph, 
and with the exception of flows from firefighting activities, these discharges 
must be identified in the SWPPP. Under all circumstances, the owner or 
operator must still comply with water quality standards in Part I.D of this 
permit. 

 
 The owner or operator must maintain permit eligibility to discharge under 

this permit.  Any discharges that are not compliant with the eligibility 
conditions of this permit are not authorized by the permit and the owner or 
operator must either apply for a separate permit to cover those ineligible 
discharges or take steps necessary to make the discharge eligible for 
coverage.  

F. Activities Which Are Ineligible for Coverage Under This General Permit 
All of the following are not authorized by this permit: 
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 Discharges after construction activities have been completed and the site 
has undergone final stabilization; 

 Discharges that are mixed with sources of non-stormwater other than those 
expressly authorized under subsection E.3. of this Part and identified in the 
SWPPP required by this permit; 

 Discharges that are required to obtain an individual SPDES permit or 
another SPDES general permit pursuant to Part VII.K. of this permit; 

 Construction activities  or discharges from construction activities that may 
adversely affect an endangered or threatened species unless the owner or 
operator has obtained a permit issued pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 182 for 
the project or the Department has issued a letter of non-jurisdiction for the 
project. All documentation necessary to demonstrate eligibility shall be 
maintained on site in accordance with Part II.C.2 of this permit.  

 Discharges which either cause or contribute to a violation of water quality 
standards adopted pursuant to the ECL and its accompanying regulations; 

 Construction activities for residential, commercial and institutional projects: 

a. Where the discharges from the construction activities are tributary to 
waters of the state classified as AA or AA-s; and 

 
b. Which disturb one or more acres of land with no existing impervious cover; 

and  
 

c. Which are undertaken on land with a Soil Slope Phase that is identified as 
an E or F, or the map unit name is inclusive of 25% or greater slope, on 
the United States Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) Soil Survey for the 
County where the disturbance will occur.  

  
 Construction activities for linear transportation projects and linear utility 

projects: 

a. Where the discharges from the construction activities are tributary to 
waters of the state classified as AA or AA-s; and  

 
b. Which disturb two or more acres of land with no existing impervious cover; 

and   
 

c. Which are undertaken on land with a Soil Slope Phase that is identified as 
an E or F, or the map unit name is inclusive of 25% or greater slope, on 
the USDA Soil Survey for the County where the disturbance will occur.
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 Construction activities that have the potential to affect an historic property, 
unless there is documentation that such impacts have been resolved. The 
following documentation necessary to demonstrate eligibility with this 
requirement shall be maintained on site in accordance with Part II.C.2 of 
this permit and made available to the Department in accordance with Part 
VII.F of this permit: 

a. Documentation that the construction activity is not within an 
archeologically sensitive area indicated on the sensitivity map, and that 
the construction activity is not located on or immediately adjacent to a 
property listed or determined to be eligible for listing on the National or 
State Registers of Historic Places, and that there is no new permanent 
building on the construction site within the following distances from a 
building, structure, or object that is more than 50 years old, or if there is 
such a new permanent building on the construction site within those 
parameters that NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP), a Historic Preservation Commission of a Certified 
Local Government, or a qualified preservation professional has 
determined that the building, structure, or object more than 50 years old 
is not historically/archeologically significant. 
 
 1-5 acres of disturbance - 20 feet 
 5-20 acres of disturbance - 50 feet 
 20+ acres of disturbance - 100 feet, or        

 
b. DEC consultation form sent to OPRHP, and copied to the NYS DEC 

Agency Historic Preservation Officer (APO), and  
(i) the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) Environmental 

Assessment Form (EAF) with a negative declaration or the 
Findings Statement, with documentation of OPRHP’s agreement 
with the resolution; or 

(ii) documentation from OPRHP that the construction activity will 
result in No Impact; or 

(iii) documentation from OPRHP providing a determination of No 
Adverse Impact; or 

(iv) a Letter of Resolution signed by the owner/operator, OPRHP and 
the DEC APO which allows for this construction activity to be 
eligible for coverage under the general permit in terms of the State 
Historic Preservation Act (SHPA); or 

 
c. Documentation of satisfactory compliance with Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act for a coterminous project area: 
(i) No Affect 
(ii) No Adverse Affect 
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(iii) Executed Memorandum of Agreement, or   

 
d. Documentation that: 

(i) SHPA Section 14.09 has been completed by NYS DEC or another 
state agency. 

 
 Discharges from construction activities that are subject to an existing 

SPDES individual or general permit where a SPDES permit for construction 
activity has been terminated or denied; or where the owner or operator has 
failed to renew an expired individual permit. 

 
 Part II.  OBTAINING PERMIT COVERAGE 

 
A.Notice of Intent (NOI) Submittal  

 
 An owner or operator of a construction activity that is not subject to the 

requirements of a regulated, traditional land use control MS4 must first 
prepare a SWPPP in accordance with all applicable requirements of this 
permit and then submit a completed NOI form to the Department in order to 
be authorized to discharge under this permit. An owner or operator shall 
use either the electronic (eNOI) or paper version of the NOI that the 
Department prepared. Both versions of the NOI are located on the 
Department’s website (http://www.dec.ny.gov/ ). The paper version of the 
NOI shall be signed in accordance with Part VII.H. of this permit and 
submitted to the following address.  

 
NOTICE OF INTENT 
NYS DEC, Bureau of Water Permits 
625 Broadway, 4th Floor 
Albany, New York 12233-3505 

 
 An owner or operator of a construction activity that is subject to the 

requirements of a regulated, traditional land use control MS4 must first  
prepare a SWPPP in accordance with all applicable requirements of this 
permit and then have its SWPPP reviewed and accepted by the regulated, 
traditional land use control MS4 prior to submitting the NOI to the 
Department. The owner or operator shall have the “MS4 SWPPP 
Acceptance” form signed in accordance with Part VII.H., and then submit 
that form along with a completed NOI to the Department. An owner or 
operator shall use either the electronic (eNOI) or paper version of the NOI. 

The paper version of the NOI shall be signed in accordance with Part VII.H. 
of this permit and submitted to the address in Part II.A.1. 
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(Part II.A.2) 
The requirement for an owner or operator to have its SWPPP reviewed and 
accepted by the MS4 prior to submitting the NOI to the Department does 
not apply to an owner or operator that is obtaining permit coverage in 
accordance with the requirements in Part II.E. (Change of Owner or 
Operator) or where the owner or operator of the construction activity is the 
regulated, traditional land use control MS4.   
 

 The owner or operator shall have the SWPPP preparer sign the “SWPPP 
Preparer Certification” statement on the NOI prior to submitting the form to 
the Department.  

 
 As of the date the NOI is submitted to the Department, the owner or operator 

shall make the NOI and SWPPP available for review and copying in 
accordance with the requirements in Part VII.F. of this permit. 

B. Permit Authorization  
 

 An owner or operator shall not commence construction activity until their 
authorization to discharge under this permit goes into effect. 

 Authorization to discharge under this permit will be effective when the owner 
or operator has satisfied all of the following criteria: 

a. project review pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(“SEQRA”) have been satisfied, when SEQRA is applicable. See the 
Department’s website (http://www.dec.ny.gov/) for more information, 

 
b. where required, all necessary Department permits subject to the Uniform 

Procedures Act (“UPA”) (see 6 NYCRR Part 621) have been obtained, 
unless otherwise notified by the Department pursuant to 6 NYCRR 
621.3(a)(4). Owners or operators of construction activities that are 
required to obtain UPA permits must submit a preliminary SWPPP to the 
appropriate DEC Permit Administrator at the Regional Office listed in 
Appendix F at the time all other necessary UPA permit applications are 
submitted. The preliminary SWPPP must include sufficient information to 
demonstrate that the construction activity qualifies for authorization under 
this permit,  

 
c. the final SWPPP has been prepared, and 

 
d. a complete NOI has been submitted to the Department in accordance with 

the requirements of this permit. 
 

 An owner or operator that has satisfied the requirements of Part II.B.2 above 
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(Part II.B.3) 
will be authorized to discharge stormwater from their construction activity in
accordance with the following schedule: 
 

a. For construction activities that are not subject to the requirements of a 
regulated, traditional land use control MS4: 

 
(i) Five (5) business days from the date the Department receives a 

complete electronic version of the NOI (eNOI) for construction 
activities with a SWPPP that has been prepared in conformance 
with the design criteria in the technical standard referenced in Part 
III.B.1 and the performance criteria in the technical standard 
referenced in Parts III.B., 2 or 3, for construction activities that 
require post-construction stormwater management practices 
pursuant to Part III.C.; or  

 
(ii) Sixty (60) business days from the date the Department receives a 

complete NOI (electronic or paper version) for construction 
activities with a SWPPP that has not been prepared in 
conformance with the design criteria in technical standard 
referenced in Part III.B.1. or, for construction activities that require 
post-construction stormwater management practices pursuant to 
Part III.C., the performance criteria in the technical standard 
referenced in Parts III.B., 2 or 3, or; 

 
(iii) Ten (10) business days from the date the Department receives a 

complete paper version of the NOI for construction activities with 
a SWPPP that has been prepared in conformance with the design 
criteria in the technical standard referenced in Part III.B.1 and the 
performance criteria in the technical standard referenced in Parts 
III.B., 2 or 3, for construction activities that require post-
construction stormwater management practices pursuant to Part 
III.C. 

 
b. For construction activities that are subject to the requirements of a 

regulated, traditional land use control MS4:  
 

(i) Five (5) business days from the date the Department receives both 
a complete electronic version of the NOI (eNOI) and signed “MS4 
SWPPP Acceptance” form, or 

 
(ii) Ten (10) business days from the date the Department receives 

both a complete paper version of the NOI and signed “MS4 
SWPPP Acceptance” form. 

 
 The Department may suspend or deny an owner’s or operator’s coverage 
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(Part II.B.4) 
under this permit if the Department determines that the SWPPP does not 
meet the permit requirements. In accordance with statute, regulation, and 
the terms and conditions of this permit, the Department may deny coverage 
under this permit and require submittal of an application for an individual 
SPDES permit based on a review of the NOI or other information pursuant 
to Part II. 

 
 Coverage under this permit authorizes stormwater discharges from only 

those areas of disturbance that are identified in the NOI. If an owner or 
operator wishes to have stormwater discharges from future or additional 
areas of disturbance authorized, they must submit a new NOI that 
addresses that phase of the development, unless otherwise notified by the 
Department. The owner or operator shall not commence construction 
activity on the future or additional areas until their authorization to discharge 
under this permit goes into effect in accordance with Part II.B. of this permit. 

 
    

C. General Requirements For Owners or Operators With Permit Coverage 
 

 The owner or operator shall ensure that the provisions of the SWPPP are 
implemented from the commencement of construction activity until all areas 
of disturbance have achieved final stabilization and the Notice of 
Termination (“NOT”) has been submitted to the Department in accordance 
with Part V. of this permit. This includes any changes made to the SWPPP 
pursuant to Part III.A.4. of this permit. 

 The owner or operator shall maintain a copy of the General Permit (GP-0-
15-002), NOI, NOI Acknowledgment Letter, SWPPP, MS4 SWPPP 
Acceptance form, inspection reports, and all documentation necessary to 
demonstrate eligibility with this permit at the construction site until all 
disturbed areas have achieved final stabilization and the NOT has been 
submitted to the Department. The documents must be maintained in a 
secure location, such as a job trailer, on-site construction office, or mailbox 
with lock. The secure location must be accessible during normal business 
hours to an individual performing a compliance inspection.  

 The owner or operator of a construction activity shall not disturb greater 
than five (5) acres of soil at any one time without prior written authorization 
from the Department or, in areas under the jurisdiction of a regulated, 
traditional land use control MS4, the regulated, traditional land use control 
MS4 (provided the regulated, traditional land use control MS4 is not the 
owner or operator of the construction activity). At a minimum, the owner or 
operator must comply with the following requirements in order to be 
authorized to disturb greater than five (5) acres of soil at any one time: 

a. The owner or operator shall
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(Part II.C.3.a) 
have a qualified inspector conduct at least two (2) site inspections in 
accordance with Part IV.C. of this permit every seven (7) calendar days, 
for as long as greater than five (5) acres of soil remain disturbed. The 
two (2) inspections shall be separated by a minimum of two (2) full 
calendar days. 

 
b. In areas where soil disturbance activity has temporarily or permanently 

ceased, the application of soil stabilization measures must be initiated by 
the end of the next business day and completed within seven (7) days 
from the date the current soil disturbance activity ceased. The soil 
stabilization measures selected shall be in conformance with the technical 
standard, New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and 
Sediment Control, dated August 2005. 

 
c. The owner or operator shall prepare a phasing plan that defines maximum 

disturbed area per phase and shows required cuts and fills.  
 

d. The owner or operator shall install any additional site specific practices 
needed to protect water quality. 

 
e. The owner or operator shall include the requirements above in their 

SWPPP. 
 

 In accordance with statute, regulations, and the terms and conditions of this 
permit, the Department may suspend or revoke an owner’s or operator’s 
coverage under this permit at any time if the Department determines that 
the SWPPP does not meet the permit requirements. Upon a finding of 
significant non-compliance with the practices described in the SWPPP or 
violation of this permit, the Department may order an immediate stop to all 
activity at the site until the non-compliance is remedied. The stop work order 
shall be in writing, describe the non-compliance in detail, and be sent to the 
owner or operator. 

 For construction activities that are subject to the requirements of a 
regulated, traditional land use control MS4, the owner or operator shall 
notify the regulated, traditional land use control MS4 in writing of any 
planned amendments or modifications to the post-construction stormwater 
management practice component of the SWPPP required by Part III.A. 4. 
and 5. of this permit. Unless otherwise notified by the regulated, traditional 
land use control MS4, the owner or operator shall have the SWPPP 
amendments or modifications reviewed and accepted by the regulated, 
traditional land use control MS4 prior to commencing construction of the 
post-construction stormwater management practice 
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D. Permit Coverage for Discharges Authorized Under GP-0-10-001 

 
 Upon renewal of SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from 

Construction Activity (Permit No. GP-0-10-001), an owner or operator of a 
construction activity with coverage under GP-0-10-001, as of the effective 
date of GP-0-15-002, shall be authorized to discharge in accordance with 
GP-0-15-002, unless otherwise notified by the Department.  

An owner or operator may continue to implement the technical/design 
components of the post-construction stormwater management controls 
provided that such design was done in conformance with the technical 
standards in place at the time of initial project authorization. However, they 
must comply with the other, non-design provisions of GP-0-15-002.  

E. Change of Owner or Operator 
 

 When property ownership changes or when there is a change in operational 
control over the construction plans and specifications, the original owner or 
operator must notify the new owner or operator, in writing, of the 
requirement to obtain permit coverage by submitting a NOI with the 
Department. Once the new owner or operator obtains permit coverage, the 
original owner or operator shall then submit a completed NOT with the name 
and permit identification number of the new owner or operator to the 
Department at the address in Part II.A.1. of this permit. If the original owner 
or operator maintains ownership of a portion of the construction activity and 
will disturb soil, they must maintain their coverage under the permit.  

 
Permit coverage for the new owner or operator will be effective as of the date 
the Department receives a complete NOI, provided the original owner or 
operator was not subject to a sixty (60) business day authorization period that 
has not expired as of the date the Department receives the NOI from the new 
owner or operator. 
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 Part III. STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) 

 
A. General SWPPP Requirements  

 
 A SWPPP shall be prepared and implemented by the owner or operator of 

each construction activity covered by this permit. The SWPPP must 
document the selection, design, installation, implementation and 
maintenance of the control measures and practices that will be used to meet 
the effluent limitations in Part I.B. of this permit and where applicable, the 
post-construction stormwater management practice requirements in Part 
I.C. of this permit. The SWPPP shall be prepared prior to the submittal of 
the NOI. The NOI shall be submitted to the Department prior to the 
commencement of construction activity. A copy of the completed, final NOI 
shall be included in the SWPPP. 

 The SWPPP shall describe the erosion and sediment control practices and 
where required, post-construction stormwater management practices that 
will be used and/or constructed to reduce the pollutants in stormwater 
discharges and to assure compliance with the terms and conditions of this 
permit. In addition, the SWPPP shall identify potential sources of pollution 
which may reasonably be expected to affect the quality of stormwater 
discharges. 

 All SWPPPs that require the post-construction stormwater management 
practice component shall be prepared by a qualified professional that is 
knowledgeable in the principles and practices of stormwater management 
and treatment. 

 The owner or operator must keep the SWPPP current so that it at all times 
accurately documents the erosion and sediment controls practices that are 
being used or will be used during construction, and all post-construction 
stormwater management practices that will be constructed on the site. At a 
minimum, the owner or operator shall amend the SWPPP: 

a. whenever the current provisions prove to be ineffective in minimizing 
pollutants in stormwater discharges from the site;  

 
b. whenever there is a change in design, construction, or operation at the 

construction site that has or could have an effect on the discharge of 
pollutants; and 

 
c. to address issues or deficiencies identified during an inspection by the 

qualified inspector, the Department or other regulatory authority. 
 
 The Department may notify the owner or operator at any time that the 
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SWPPP does not meet one or more of the minimum requirements of this 
permit. The notification shall be in writing and identify the provisions of the 
SWPPP that require modification. Within fourteen (14) calendar days of 
such notification, or as otherwise indicated by the Department, the owner 
or operator shall make the required changes to the SWPPP and submit 
written notification to the Department that the changes have been made. If 
the owner or operator does not respond to the Department’s comments in 
the specified time frame, the Department may suspend the owner’s or 
operator’s coverage under this permit or require the owner or operator to 
obtain coverage under an individual SPDES permit in accordance with Part 
II.C.4. of this permit. 

 Prior to the commencement of construction activity, the owner or operator 
must identify the contractor(s) and subcontractor(s) that will be responsible 
for installing, constructing, repairing, replacing, inspecting and maintaining 
the erosion and sediment control practices included in the SWPPP; and the 
contractor(s) and subcontractor(s) that will be responsible for constructing 
the post-construction stormwater management practices included in the 
SWPPP. The owner or operator shall have each of the contractors and 
subcontractors identify at least one person from their company that will be 
responsible for implementation of the SWPPP. This person shall be known 
as the trained contractor. The owner or operator shall ensure that at least 
one trained contractor is on site on a daily basis when soil disturbance 
activities are being performed.  
The owner or operator shall have each of the contractors and 
subcontractors identified above sign a copy of the following certification 
statement below before they commence any construction activity: 
 

"I hereby certify under penalty of law that I understand and agree to 
comply with the terms and conditions of the SWPPP and agree to 
implement any corrective actions identified by the qualified inspector 
during a site inspection.  I also understand that the owner or operator 
must comply with the terms and conditions of the most current version 
of the New York State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
("SPDES") general permit for stormwater discharges from construction 
activities and that it is unlawful for any person to cause or contribute 
to a violation of water quality standards. Furthermore, I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for submitting false information, that I do 
not believe to be true, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment 
for knowing violations"  

 
In addition to providing the certification statement above, the certification 
page must also identify the specific elements of the SWPPP that each 
contractor and subcontractor will be responsible for and include the name 
and title of the person providing the signature; the name and title of the 
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trained contractor responsible for SWPPP implementation; the name, 
address and telephone number of the contracting firm; the address (or other 
identifying description) of the site; and the date the certification statement 
is signed. The owner or operator shall attach the certification statement(s) 
to the copy of the SWPPP that is maintained at the construction site. If new 
or additional contractors are hired to implement measures identified in the 
SWPPP after construction has commenced, they must also sign the 
certification statement and provide the information listed above.  

 
 For projects where the Department requests a copy of the SWPPP or 

inspection reports, the owner or operator shall submit the documents in both 
electronic (PDF only) and paper format within five (5) business days, unless 
otherwise notified by  the Department.  

B. Required SWPPP Contents 
 

 Erosion and sediment control component - All SWPPPs prepared pursuant 
to this permit shall include erosion and sediment control practices designed 
in conformance with the technical standard, New York State Standards and 
Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, dated August 2005. 
Where erosion and sediment control practices are not designed in 
conformance with the design criteria included in the technical standard, the 
owner or operator must demonstrate equivalence to the technical standard. 
At a minimum, the erosion and sediment control component of the SWPPP 
shall include the following: 

a. Background information about the scope of the project, including the 
location, type and size of project; 

  
b. A site map/construction drawing(s) for the project, including a general 

location map. At a minimum, the site map shall show the total site area; 
all improvements; areas of disturbance; areas that will not be disturbed; 
existing vegetation; on-site and adjacent off-site surface water(s); 
floodplain/floodway boundaries; wetlands and drainage patterns that 
could be affected by the construction activity; existing and final contours ; 
locations of different soil types with boundaries; material, waste, borrow 
or equipment storage areas located on adjacent properties; and 
location(s) of the stormwater discharge(s); 

 
c. A description of the soil(s) present at the site, including an identification of 

the Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG); 
 

d. A construction phasing plan and sequence of operations describing the 
intended order of construction activities, including clearing and grubbing, 
excavation and grading, utility and infrastructure installation and any other 
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activity at the site that results in soil disturbance; 

 
e. A description of the minimum erosion and sediment control practices to 

be installed or implemented for each construction activity that will result in 
soil disturbance. Include a schedule that identifies the timing of initial 
placement or implementation of each erosion and sediment control 
practice and the minimum time frames that each practice should remain 
in place or be implemented;  

  
f. A temporary and permanent soil stabilization plan that meets the 

requirements of this general permit and the technical standard, New York 
State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, 
dated August 2005, for each stage of the project, including initial land 
clearing and grubbing to project completion and achievement of final 
stabilization; 

 
g. A site map/construction drawing(s) showing the specific location(s), 

size(s), and length(s) of each erosion and sediment control practice; 
 

h. The dimensions, material specifications, installation details, and operation 
and maintenance requirements for all erosion and sediment control 
practices. Include the location and sizing of any temporary sediment 
basins and structural practices that will be used to divert flows from 
exposed soils; 

  
i. A maintenance inspection schedule for the contractor(s) identified in Part 

III.A.6. of this permit, to ensure continuous and effective operation of the 
erosion and sediment control practices. The maintenance inspection 
schedule shall be in accordance with the requirements in the technical 
standard, New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and 
Sediment Control, dated August 2005;  

 
j. A description of the pollution prevention measures that will be used to 

control litter, construction chemicals and construction debris from 
becoming a pollutant source in the stormwater discharges; 

 
k. A description and location of any stormwater discharges associated with 

industrial activity other than construction at the site, including, but not 
limited to, stormwater discharges from asphalt plants and concrete plants 
located on the construction site; and 

 
l. Identification of any elements of the design that are not in conformance 

with the design criteria in the technical standard, New York State 
Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, dated 
August 2005. Include the reason for the deviation or alternative design 
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and provide information which demonstrates that the deviation or 
alternative design is equivalent to the technical standard.  

  
 Post-construction stormwater management practice component – The 

owner or operator of any construction project identified in Table 2 of 
Appendix B as needing post-construction stormwater management 
practices shall prepare a SWPPP that includes practices designed in 
conformance with the applicable sizing criteria in Part I.C.2.a., c. or d. of 
this permit and the performance criteria in the technical standard, New York 
State Stormwater Management Design Manual dated January 2015 

Where post-construction stormwater management practices are not 
designed in conformance with the performance criteria in the technical 
standard, the owner or operator must include in the SWPPP the reason(s) 
for the deviation or alternative design and provide information which 
demonstrates that the deviation or alternative design is equivalent to the 
technical standard.  
 
The post-construction stormwater management practice component of the 
SWPPP shall include the following:  

a. Identification of all post-construction stormwater management practices to 
be constructed as part of the project. Include the dimensions, material 
specifications and installation details for each post-construction 
stormwater management practice; 

  
b. A site map/construction drawing(s) showing the specific location and size 

of each post-construction stormwater management practice; 
 

c. A Stormwater Modeling and Analysis Report that includes: 
 

(i) Map(s) showing pre-development conditions, including 
watershed/subcatchments boundaries, flow paths/routing, and 
design points; 

 
(ii) Map(s) showing post-development conditions, including 

watershed/subcatchments boundaries, flow paths/routing, design 
points and post-construction stormwater management practices; 

 
(iii) Results of stormwater modeling (i.e. hydrology and hydraulic 

analysis) for the required storm events. Include supporting 
calculations (model runs), methodology, and a summary table that 
compares pre and post-development runoff rates and volumes for 
the different storm events; 

 
(iv) Summary table, with supporting calculations, which demonstrates 
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that each post-construction stormwater management practice has 
been designed in conformance with the sizing criteria included in 
the Design Manual; 

 
(v) Identification of any sizing criteria that is not required based on the 

requirements included in Part I.C. of this permit; and 
 

(vi) Identification of any elements of the design that are not in 
conformance with the performance criteria in the Design Manual.  
Include the reason(s) for the deviation or alternative design and 
provide information which demonstrates that the deviation or 
alternative design is equivalent to the Design Manual; 

d. Soil testing results and locations (test pits, borings); 
  

e. Infiltration test results, when required; and  
  

f. An operations and maintenance plan that includes inspection and 
maintenance schedules and actions to ensure continuous and effective 
operation of each post-construction stormwater management practice. 
The plan shall identify the entity that will be responsible for the long term 
operation and maintenance of each practice.  

 
 Enhanced Phosphorus Removal Standards - All construction projects 

identified in Table 2 of Appendix B that are located in the watersheds 
identified in Appendix C shall prepare a SWPPP that includes post-
construction stormwater management practices designed in conformance 
with the applicable sizing criteria in Part I.C.2. b., c. or d. of this permit and 
the performance criteria, Enhanced Phosphorus Removal Standards 
included in the Design Manual. At a minimum, the post-construction 
stormwater management practice component of the SWPPP shall include 
items 2.a - 2.f. above. 

C. Required SWPPP Components by Project Type 
 
Unless otherwise notified by the Department, owners or operators of construction 
activities identified in Table 1 of Appendix B are required to prepare a SWPPP that 
only includes erosion and sediment control practices designed in conformance with 
Part III.B.1 of this permit. Owners or operators of the construction activities identified 
in Table 2 of Appendix B shall prepare a SWPPP that also includes post-construction 
stormwater management practices designed in conformance with Part III.B.2 or 3 of 
this permit.
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 Part IV. INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS 

 
A. General Construction Site Inspection and Maintenance Requirements 

 The owner or operator must ensure that all erosion and sediment control 
practices (including pollution prevention measures) and all post-
construction stormwater management practices identified in the SWPPP 
are inspected and maintained in accordance with Part IV.B. and C. of this 
permit.  

 The terms of this permit shall not be construed to prohibit the State of New 
York from exercising any authority pursuant to the ECL, common law or 
federal law, or prohibit New York State from taking any measures, whether 
civil or criminal, to prevent violations of the laws of the State of New York, 
or protect the public health and safety and/or the environment. 

 
B. Contractor Maintenance Inspection Requirements 

 
 The owner or operator of each construction activity identified in Tables 1 

and 2 of Appendix B shall have a trained contractor inspect the erosion and 
sediment control practices and pollution prevention measures being 
implemented within the active work area daily to ensure that they are being 
maintained in effective operating condition at all times. If deficiencies are 
identified, the contractor shall begin implementing corrective actions within 
one business day and shall complete the corrective actions in a reasonable 
time frame. 

  
 For construction sites where soil disturbance activities have been 

temporarily suspended (e.g. winter shutdown) and temporary stabilization 
measures have been applied to all disturbed areas, the trained contractor 
can stop conducting the maintenance inspections. The trained contractor 
shall begin conducting the maintenance inspections in accordance with Part 
IV.B.1. of this permit as soon as soil disturbance activities resume. 

 
 For construction sites where soil disturbance activities have been shut down 

with partial project completion, the trained contractor can stop conducting 
the maintenance inspections if all areas disturbed as of the project 
shutdown date have achieved final stabilization and all post-construction 
stormwater management practices required for the completed portion of the 
project have been constructed in conformance with the SWPPP and are 
operational.  

C. Qualified Inspector Inspection Requirements 
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The owner or operator shall have a qualified inspector conduct site inspections in 
conformance with the following requirements: 
 
[Note: The trained contractor identified in Part III.A.6. and IV.B. of this permit 
cannot conduct the qualified inspector site inspections unless they meet the 
qualified inspector qualifications included in Appendix A. In order to perform these 
inspections, the trained contractor would have to be a: 
 - licensed Professional Engineer,  
 - Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC),  
 - Registered Landscape Architect, or  

- someone working under the direct supervision of, and at the same company 
as, the licensed Professional Engineer or Registered Landscape Architect, 
provided they have received four (4) hours of Department endorsed training 
in proper erosion and sediment control principles from a Soil and Water 
Conservation District, or other Department endorsed entity].    
 
 A qualified inspector shall conduct site inspections for all construction 

activities identified in Tables 1 and 2 of Appendix B, with the exception of:  

a. the construction of a single family residential subdivision with 25% or less 
impervious cover at total site build-out that involves a soil disturbance of 
one (1) or more acres of land but less than five (5) acres and is not located 
in one of the watersheds listed in Appendix C and not directly discharging 
to one of the 303(d) segments listed in Appendix E; 

 
b. the construction of a single family home that involves a soil disturbance of 

one (1) or more acres of land but less than five (5) acres and is not located 
in one of the watersheds listed in Appendix C and not directly discharging 
to one of the 303(d) segments listed in Appendix E; 

 
c. construction on agricultural property that involves a soil disturbance of one 

(1) or more acres of land but less than five (5) acres; and  
 

d. construction activities located in the watersheds identified in Appendix D 
that involve soil disturbances between five thousand (5,000) square feet 
and one (1) acre of land. 

 
 Unless otherwise notified by the Department, the qualified inspector shall 

conduct site inspections in accordance with the following timetable: 

a. For construction sites where soil disturbance activities are on-going, the 
qualified inspector shall conduct a site inspection at least once every 
seven (7) calendar days. 

 
b. For construction sites where soil disturbance activities are on-going and 
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the owner or operator has received authorization in accordance with Part 
II.C.3 to disturb greater than five (5) acres of soil at any one time, the 
qualified inspector shall conduct at least two (2) site inspections every 
seven (7) calendar days. The two (2) inspections shall be separated by a 
minimum of two (2) full calendar days. 

  
c. For construction sites where soil disturbance activities have been 

temporarily suspended (e.g. winter shutdown) and temporary stabilization 
measures have been applied to all disturbed areas, the qualified inspector 
shall conduct a site inspection at least once every thirty (30) calendar 
days. The owner or operator shall notify the DOW Water (SPDES) 
Program contact at the Regional Office (see contact information in 
Appendix F) or, in areas under the jurisdiction of a regulated, traditional 
land use control MS4, the regulated, traditional land use control MS4 
(provided the regulated, traditional land use control MS4 is not the owner 
or operator of the construction activity) in writing prior to reducing the 
frequency of inspections.  

 
d. For construction sites where soil disturbance activities have been shut 

down with partial project completion, the qualified inspector can stop 
conducting inspections if all areas disturbed as of the project shutdown 
date have achieved final stabilization and all post-construction stormwater 
management practices required for the completed portion of the project 
have been constructed in conformance with the SWPPP and are 
operational. The owner or operator shall notify the DOW Water (SPDES) 
Program contact at the Regional Office (see contact information in 
Appendix F) or, in areas under the jurisdiction of a regulated, traditional 
land use control MS4, the regulated, traditional land use control MS4 
(provided the regulated, traditional land use control MS4 is not the owner 
or operator of the construction activity) in writing prior to the shutdown. If 
soil disturbance activities are not resumed within 2 years from the date of 
shutdown, the owner or operator shall have the qualified inspector perform 
a final inspection and certify that all disturbed areas have achieved final 
stabilization, and all temporary, structural erosion and sediment control 
measures have been removed; and that all post-construction stormwater 
management practices have been constructed in conformance with the 
SWPPP by signing the “Final Stabilization” and “Post-Construction 
Stormwater Management Practice” certification statements on the NOT. 
The owner or operator shall then submit the completed NOT form to the 
address in Part II.A.1 of this permit.  

 
e. For construction sites that directly discharge to one of the 303(d) 

segments listed in Appendix E or is located in one of the watersheds listed 
in Appendix C, the qualified inspector shall conduct at least two (2) site 
inspections every seven (7) calendar days. The two (2) inspections shall 
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be separated by a minimum of two (2) full calendar days. 

 
 At a minimum, the qualified inspector shall inspect all erosion and sediment 

control practices and pollution prevention measures to ensure integrity and 
effectiveness, all post-construction stormwater management practices 
under construction to ensure that they are constructed in conformance with 
the SWPPP, all areas of disturbance that have not achieved final 
stabilization, all points of discharge to natural surface waterbodies located 
within, or immediately adjacent to, the property boundaries of  the 
construction site, and all points of discharge from the construction site.   

 The qualified inspector shall prepare an inspection report subsequent to 
each and every inspection. At a minimum, the inspection report shall include 
and/or address the following: 

 
a. Date and time of inspection; 

 
b. Name and title of person(s) performing inspection; 

 
c. A description of the weather and soil conditions (e.g. dry, wet, saturated) 

at the time of the inspection; 
 

d. A description of the condition of the runoff at all points of discharge from 
the construction site. This shall include identification of any discharges of 
sediment from the construction site. Include discharges from conveyance 
systems (i.e. pipes, culverts, ditches, etc.) and overland flow; 

 
e. A description of the condition of all natural surface waterbodies located 

within, or immediately adjacent to, the property boundaries of the 
construction site which receive runoff from disturbed areas. This shall 
include identification of any discharges of sediment to the surface 
waterbody; 

 
f. Identification of all erosion and sediment control practices and pollution 

prevention measures that need repair or maintenance; 
 

g. Identification of all erosion and sediment control practices and pollution 
prevention measures that were not installed properly or are not functioning 
as designed and need to be reinstalled or replaced; 

 
h. Description and sketch of areas with active soil disturbance activity, areas 

that have been disturbed but are inactive at the time of the inspection, and 
areas that have been stabilized (temporary and/or final) since the last 
inspection;
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i. Current phase of construction of all post-construction stormwater 

management practices and identification of all construction that is not in 
conformance with the SWPPP and technical standards;  
 

j. Corrective action(s) that must be taken to install, repair, replace or 
maintain erosion and sediment control practices and pollution prevention 
measures; and to correct deficiencies identified with the construction of 
the post-construction stormwater management practice(s);  

 
k. Identification and status of all corrective actions that were required by 

previous inspection; and 
 

l. Digital photographs, with date stamp, that clearly show the condition of all 
practices that have been identified as needing corrective actions. The 
qualified inspector shall attach paper color copies of the digital 
photographs to the inspection report being maintained onsite within seven 
(7) calendar days of the date of the inspection. The qualified inspector 
shall also take digital photographs, with date stamp, that clearly show the 
condition of the practice(s) after the corrective action has been completed. 
The qualified inspector shall attach paper color copies of the digital 
photographs to the inspection report that documents the completion of the 
corrective action work within seven (7) calendar days of that inspection. 

 
 Within one business day of the completion of an inspection, the qualified 

inspector shall notify the owner or operator and appropriate contractor or 
subcontractor identified in Part III.A.6. of this permit of any corrective 
actions that need to be taken. The contractor or subcontractor shall begin 
implementing the corrective actions within one business day of this 
notification and shall complete the corrective actions in a reasonable time 
frame.  

 
 All inspection reports shall be signed by the qualified inspector. Pursuant to 

Part II.C.2. of this permit, the inspection reports shall be maintained on site 
with the SWPPP.  

 Part V. TERMINATION OF PERMIT COVERAGE 
 
A. Termination of Permit Coverage 

 
 An owner or operator that is eligible to terminate coverage under this permit 

must submit a completed NOT form to the address in Part II.A.1 of this 
permit. The NOT form shall be one which is associated with this permit, 
signed in accordance with Part VII.H of this permit.
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 An owner or operator may terminate coverage when one or more the 

following conditions have been met: 

 
a. Total project completion - All construction activity identified in the SWPPP 

has been completed; and all areas of disturbance have achieved final 
stabilization; and all temporary, structural erosion and sediment control 
measures have been removed; and all post-construction stormwater 
management practices have been constructed in conformance with the 
SWPPP and are operational; 

 
b. Planned shutdown with partial project completion - All soil disturbance 

activities have ceased; and all areas disturbed as of the project shutdown 
date have achieved final stabilization; and all temporary, structural erosion 
and sediment control measures have been removed; and all post-
construction stormwater management practices required for the 
completed portion of the project have been constructed in conformance 
with the SWPPP and are operational; 

 
c. A new owner or operator has obtained coverage under this permit in 

accordance with Part II.E. of this permit. 
 

d. The owner or operator obtains coverage under an alternative SPDES 
general permit or an individual SPDES permit. 

 
 For construction activities meeting subdivision 2a. or 2b. of this Part, the 

owner or operator shall have the qualified inspector perform a final site 
inspection prior to submitting the NOT. The qualified inspector shall, by 
signing the “Final Stabilization” and “Post-Construction Stormwater 
Management Practice certification statements on the NOT, certify that all 
the requirements in Part V.A.2.a. or b. of this permit have been achieved. 

 For construction activities that are subject to the requirements of a 
regulated, traditional land use control MS4 and meet subdivision 2a. or 2b. 
of this Part, the owner or operator shall  have the regulated, traditional land 
use control MS4 sign the “MS4 Acceptance” statement on the NOT in 
accordance with the requirements in Part VII.H. of this permit. The 
regulated, traditional land use control MS4 official, by signing this 
statement, has determined that it is acceptable for the owner or operator to 
submit the NOT in accordance with the requirements of this Part. The 
regulated, traditional land use control MS4 can make this determination by 
performing a final site inspection themselves or by accepting the qualified 
inspector’s final site inspection certification(s) required in Part V.A.3. of this 
permit.
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 For construction activities that require post-construction stormwater 

management practices and meet subdivision 2a. of this Part, the owner or 
operator must, prior to submitting the NOT, ensure one of the following: 

 
a. the post-construction stormwater management practice(s) and any right-

of-way(s) needed to maintain such practice(s) have been deeded to the 
municipality in which the practice(s) is located, 

  
b. an executed maintenance agreement is in place with the municipality that 

will maintain the post-construction stormwater management practice(s), 
 

c. for post-construction stormwater management practices that are privately 
owned, the owner or operator has a mechanism in place that requires 
operation and maintenance of the practice(s) in accordance with the 
operation and maintenance plan, such as a deed covenant in the owner 
or operator’s deed of record, 

 
d. for post-construction stormwater management practices that are owned 

by a public or private institution (e.g. school, university, hospital), 
government agency or authority, or public utility; the owner or operator 
has policy and procedures in place that ensures operation and 
maintenance of the practices in accordance with the operation and 
maintenance plan. 

 
 Part VI. REPORTING AND RETENTION OF RECORDS    

 
A. Record Retention  
 

The owner or operator shall retain a copy of the NOI, NOI  
Acknowledgment Letter, SWPPP, MS4 SWPPP Acceptance form and any 
inspection reports that were prepared in conjunction with this permit for a period of 
at least five (5) years from the date that the Department receives a complete NOT 
submitted in accordance with Part V. of this general permit.  

 
B. Addresses 
 

With the exception of the NOI, NOT, and MS4 SWPPP Acceptance form (which 
must be submitted to the address referenced in Part II.A.1 of this permit), all written 
correspondence requested by the Department, including individual permit 
applications, shall be sent to the address of the appropriate DOW Water (SPDES) 
Program contact at the  Regional Office listed in Appendix F.
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(Part VII) 
 Part VII.  STANDARD PERMIT CONDITIONS 

 
A. Duty to Comply 
 
The owner or operator must comply with all conditions of this permit.  All contractors 
and subcontractors associated with the project must comply with the terms of the 
SWPPP. Any non-compliance with this permit constitutes a violation of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA) and the ECL and is grounds for an enforcement action against the 
owner or operator and/or the contractor/subcontractor; permit revocation, 
suspension or modification; or denial of a permit renewal application. Upon a finding 
of significant non-compliance with this permit or the applicable SWPPP, the 
Department may order an immediate stop to all construction activity at the site until 
the non-compliance is remedied. The stop work order shall be in writing, shall 
describe the non-compliance in detail, and shall be sent to the owner or operator. 
 
If any human remains or archaeological remains are encountered during excavation, 
the owner or operator must immediately cease, or cause to cease, all construction 
activity in the area of the remains and notify the appropriate Regional Water 
Engineer (RWE).  Construction activity shall not resume until written permission to 
do so has been received from the RWE. 

 
B. Continuation of the Expired General Permit 
 
This permit expires five (5) years from the effective date. If a new general permit is 
not issued prior to the expiration of this general permit, an owner or operator with 
coverage under this permit may continue to operate and discharge in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of this general permit, if it is extended pursuant to the 
State Administrative Procedure Act and 6 NYCRR Part 621, until a new general 
permit is issued.  
  
C. Enforcement 

 
Failure of the owner or operator, its contractors, subcontractors, agents and/or 
assigns to strictly adhere to any of the permit requirements contained herein shall 
constitute a violation of this permit. There are substantial criminal, civil, and 
administrative penalties associated with violating the provisions of this permit.  Fines 
of up to $37,500 per day for each violation and imprisonment for up to fifteen (15) 
years may be assessed depending upon the nature and degree of the offense. 
  
D. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense 
 
It shall not be a defense for an owner or operator in an enforcement action that it 
would have been necessary to halt or reduce the construction activity in order to 
maintain compliance with the conditions of this permit.
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(Part VII.E) 
E. Duty to Mitigate 
 
The owner or operator and its contractors and subcontractors shall take all 
reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge in violation of this permit 
which has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the 
environment. 
 
F. Duty to Provide Information  
 
The owner or operator shall furnish to the Department, within a reasonable specified 
time period of a written request, all documentation necessary to demonstrate 
eligibility and any information to determine compliance with this permit or to 
determine whether cause exists for modifying or revoking this permit, or suspending 
or denying coverage under this permit, in accordance with the terms and conditions 
of this permit. The NOI, SWPPP and inspection reports required by this permit are 
public documents that the owner or operator must make available for review and 
copying by any person within five (5) business days of the owner or operator 
receiving a written request by any such person to review these documents. Copying 
of documents will be done at the requester’s expense. 
 
G. Other Information 
 
When the owner or operator becomes aware that they failed to submit any relevant 
facts, or submitted incorrect information in the NOI or in any of the documents 
required by this permit , or have made substantive revisions to the SWPPP (e.g. the 
scope of the project changes significantly, the type of post-construction stormwater 
management practice(s) changes, there is a reduction in the sizing of the post-
construction stormwater management practice, or there is an increase in the 
disturbance area or impervious area), which were not reflected in the original NOI 
submitted to the Department, they shall promptly submit such facts or information to 
the Department using the contact information in Part II.A. of this permit. Failure of 
the owner or operator to correct or supplement any relevant facts within five (5) 
business days of becoming aware of the deficiency shall constitute a violation of this 
permit. 
 
H. Signatory Requirements 
 

 All NOIs and NOTs shall be signed as follows: 

 
a. For a corporation these forms shall be signed by a responsible corporate 

officer. For the purpose of this section, a responsible corporate officer 
means: 

 
(i) a president, secretary, treasurer, or vice-president of the 
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corporation in charge of a principal business function, or any other 
person who performs similar policy or decision-making functions 
for the corporation; or  

 
(ii) the manager of one or more manufacturing, production or 

operating facilities, provided the manager is authorized to make 
management decisions which govern the operation of the 
regulated facility including having the explicit or implicit duty of 
making major capital investment recommendations, and initiating 
and directing other comprehensive measures to assure long term 
environmental compliance with environmental laws and 
regulations; the manager can ensure that the necessary systems 
are established or actions taken to gather complete and accurate 
information for permit application requirements; and where 
authority to sign documents has been assigned or delegated to 
the manager in accordance with corporate procedures; 

 
b. For a partnership or sole proprietorship these forms shall be signed by a 

general partner or the proprietor, respectively; or  
 

c. For a municipality, State, Federal, or other public agency these forms shall 
be signed by either a principal executive officer or ranking elected official. 
For purposes of this section, a principal executive officer of a Federal 
agency includes: 

 
(i) the chief executive officer of the agency, or 
 
(ii) a senior executive officer having responsibility for the overall 

operations of a principal geographic unit of the agency (e.g., 
Regional Administrators of EPA). 

 
 The SWPPP and other information requested by the Department shall be 

signed by a person described in Part VII.H.1. of this permit or by a duly 
authorized representative of that person. A person is a duly authorized 
representative only if: 

a. The authorization is made in writing by a person described in Part VII.H.1. 
of this permit; 

 
b. The authorization specifies either an individual or a position having 

responsibility for the overall operation of the regulated facility or activity, 
such as the position of plant manager, operator of a well or a well field, 
superintendent, position of equivalent responsibility, or an individual or 
position having overall responsibility for environmental matters for the 
company. (A duly authorized representative may thus be either a named 
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individual or any individual occupying a named position) and, 

 
c. The written authorization shall include the name, title and signature of the 

authorized representative and be attached to the SWPPP.  
 

 All inspection reports shall be signed by the qualified inspector that 
performs the inspection. 

 The MS4 SWPPP Acceptance form shall be signed by  the principal 
executive officer or ranking elected official from the regulated, traditional 
land use control MS4, or by a duly authorized representative of that person.  

It shall constitute a permit violation if an incorrect and/or improper 
signatory authorizes any required forms, SWPPP and/or inspection 
reports. 
 

I. Property Rights 
 

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, nor 
any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to private property nor 
any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State or local 
laws or regulations. Owners or operators must obtain any applicable 
conveyances, easements, licenses and/or access to real property prior to 
commencing construction activity. 

  
J. Severability 

 
The provisions of this permit are severable, and if any provision of this permit, or 
the application of any provision of this permit to any circumstance, is held invalid, 
the application of such provision to other circumstances, and the remainder of 
this permit shall not be affected thereby. 

 
K. Requirement to Obtain Coverage Under an Alternative Permit 
 

 The Department may require any owner or operator authorized by this 
permit to apply for and/or obtain either an individual SPDES permit or 
another SPDES general permit. When the Department requires any 
discharger authorized by a general permit to apply for an individual SPDES 
permit, it shall notify the discharger in writing that a permit application is 
required. This notice shall include a brief statement of the reasons for this 
decision, an application form, a statement setting a time frame for the owner 
or operator to file the application for an individual SPDES permit, and a 
deadline, not sooner than 180 days from owner or operator receipt of the 
notification letter, whereby the authorization to 
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discharge under this general permit shall be terminated. Applications must 
be submitted to the appropriate Permit Administrator at the Regional Office. 
The Department may grant additional time upon demonstration, to the 
satisfaction of the Department, that additional time to apply for an 
alternative authorization is necessary or where the Department has not 
provided a permit determination in accordance with Part 621 of this Title. 

 
 When an individual SPDES permit is issued to a discharger authorized to 

discharge under a general SPDES permit for the same discharge(s), the 
general permit authorization for outfalls authorized under the individual 
SPDES permit is automatically terminated on the effective date of the 
individual permit unless termination is earlier in accordance with 6 NYCRR 
Part 750. 

L. Proper Operation and Maintenance 
 
The owner or operator shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities 
and systems of treatment and control (and related appurtenances) which are 
installed or used by the owner or operator to achieve compliance with the conditions 
of this permit and with the requirements of the SWPPP. 
 
M. Inspection and Entry 

 
The owner or operator shall allow an authorized representative of the Department, 
EPA,  applicable county health department, or, in the case of a construction site 
which discharges through an MS4, an authorized representative of the MS4 
receiving the discharge, upon the presentation of credentials and other documents 
as may be required by law, to: 
 

 Enter upon the owner’s or operator's premises where a regulated facility or 
activity is located or conducted or where records must be kept under the 
conditions of this permit;  

 Have access to and copy at reasonable times, any records that must be 
kept under the conditions of this permit; and 

 Inspect at reasonable times any facilities or equipment (including monitoring 
and control equipment), practices or operations regulated or required by 
this permit. 

 Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for purposes of assuring permit 
compliance or as otherwise authorized by the Act or ECL, any substances 
or parameters at any location. 
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N. Permit Actions 
This permit may, at any time, be modified, suspended, revoked, or renewed by the 
Department in accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 621. The filing of a request by the 
owner or operator for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, termination, 
a notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not limit, 
diminish and/or stay compliance with any terms of this permit. 

 
O. Definitions 
 
Definitions of key terms are included in Appendix A of this permit. 
 
P. Re-Opener Clause  
 

 If there is evidence indicating potential or realized impacts on water quality 
due to any stormwater discharge associated with construction activity 
covered by this permit, the owner or operator of such discharge may be 
required to obtain an individual permit or alternative general permit in 
accordance with Part VII.K. of this permit or the permit may be modified to 
include different limitations and/or requirements. 

 
 Any Department initiated permit modification, suspension or revocation will 

be conducted in accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 621, 6 NYCRR 750-1.18, 
and 6 NYCRR 750-1.20.  

 
Q. Penalties for Falsification of Forms and Reports 

 
In accordance with 6NYCRR Part 750-2.4 and 750-2.5, any person who knowingly 
makes any false material statement, representation, or certification in any 
application, record, report or other document filed or required to be maintained under 
this permit, including reports of compliance or noncompliance shall, upon conviction, 
be punished in accordance with ECL §71-1933 and or Articles 175 and 210 of the 
New York State Penal Law. 
 
R. Other Permits 

 
Nothing in this permit relieves the owner or operator from a requirement to obtain 
any other permits required by law.
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 APPENDIX A 

 
Definitions 
 
Alter Hydrology from Pre to Post-Development Conditions - means the post-
development peak flow rate(s) has increased by more than 5% of the pre-developed 
condition for the design storm of interest (e.g. 10 yr and 100 yr).  
 
Combined Sewer - means a sewer that is designed to collect and convey both “sewage” 
and “stormwater”. 
 
Commence (Commencement of) Construction Activities - means the initial 
disturbance of soils associated with clearing, grading or excavation activities; or other 
construction related activities that disturb or expose soils such as demolition, stockpiling 
of fill material, and the initial installation of erosion and sediment control practices 
required in the SWPPP. See definition for “Construction Activity(ies)” also. 
 
Construction Activity(ies) - means any clearing, grading, excavation, filling, demolition 
or stockpiling activities that result in soil disturbance. Clearing activities can include, but 
are not limited to, logging equipment operation, the cutting and skidding of trees, stump 
removal and/or brush root removal. Construction activity does not include routine 
maintenance that is performed to maintain the original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, 
or original purpose of a facility. 
 
Direct Discharge (to a specific surface waterbody) - means that runoff flows from a 
construction site by overland flow and the first point of discharge is the specific surface 
waterbody, or runoff flows from a construction site to a separate storm sewer system and 
the first point of discharge from the separate storm sewer system is the specific surface 
waterbody. 
 
Discharge(s) - means any addition of any pollutant to waters of the State through an 
outlet or point source. 
 
Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) - means chapter 43-B of the Consolidated 
Laws of the State of New York, entitled the Environmental Conservation Law. 
 
Equivalent (Equivalence) – means that the practice or measure meets all the 
performance, longevity, maintenance, and safety objectives of the technical standard and 
will provide an equal or greater degree of water quality protection. 
 
Final Stabilization - means that all soil disturbance activities have ceased and a uniform, 
perennial vegetative cover with a density of eighty (80) percent over the entire pervious 
surface has been established; or other equivalent stabilization measures, such as 
permanent landscape mulches, rock rip-rap or washed/crushed stone have been applied 
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on all disturbed areas that are not covered by permanent structures, concrete or 
pavement. 
 
General SPDES permit - means a SPDES permit issued pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 750-
1.21 and Section 70-0117 of the ECL authorizing a category of discharges. 
 
Groundwater(s) - means waters in the saturated zone. The saturated zone is a 
subsurface zone in which all the interstices are filled with water under pressure greater 
than that of the atmosphere. Although the zone may contain gas-filled interstices or 
interstices filled with fluids other than water, it is still considered saturated.  
 
Historic Property – means any building, structure, site, object or district that is listed on 
the State or National Registers of Historic Places or is determined to be eligible for listing 
on the State  
or National Registers of Historic Places. 
 
Impervious Area (Cover) - means all impermeable surfaces that cannot effectively 
infiltrate rainfall. This includes paved, concrete and gravel surfaces (i.e. parking lots, 
driveways, roads, runways and sidewalks); building rooftops and miscellaneous 
impermeable structures such as patios, pools, and sheds. 
 
Infeasible – means not technologically possible, or not economically practicable and 
achievable in light of best industry practices. 
 
Larger Common Plan of Development or Sale - means a contiguous area where 
multiple separate and distinct construction activities are occurring, or will occur, under 
one plan. The term “plan” in “larger common plan of development or sale” is broadly 
defined as any announcement or piece of documentation (including a sign, public notice 
or hearing, marketing plan, advertisement, drawing, permit application, State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) environmental assessment form or other 
documents, zoning request, computer design, etc.) or physical demarcation (including 
boundary signs, lot stakes, surveyor markings, etc.) indicating that construction activities 
may occur on a specific plot. 
 
For discrete construction projects that are located within a larger common plan of 
development or sale that are at least 1/4 mile apart, each project can be treated as a 
separate plan of development or sale provided any interconnecting road, pipeline or utility 
project that is part of the same “common plan” is not concurrently being disturbed. 
 
Minimize – means reduce and/or eliminate to the extent achievable using control 
measures (including best management practices) that are technologically available and 
economically practicable and achievable in light of best industry practices. 
 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer (MS4) - a conveyance or system of conveyances 
(including roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, 
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ditches, man-made 
channels, or storm drains): 
    (i) Owned or operated by a State, city, town, borough, county, parish, district, 

association, or other public body (created by or pursuant to State law) having 
jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, stormwater, or other 
wastes, including special districts under State law such as a sewer district, flood 
control district or drainage district, or similar entity, or an Indian tribe or an 
authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and approved management 
agency under section 208 of the CWA that discharges to surface waters of the  
State; 

  (ii)  Designed or used for collecting or conveying stormwater; 
  (iii)  Which is not a combined sewer; and 
  (iv)  Which is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as defined at 40 

CFR 122.2. 
 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) - means the national 
system for the issuance of wastewater and stormwater permits under the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act). 
 
New Development – means any land disturbance that does meet the definition of 
Redevelopment Activity included in this appendix. 
 
NOI Acknowledgment Letter - means the letter that the Department sends to an owner 
or operator to acknowledge the Department’s receipt and acceptance of a complete 
Notice of Intent. This letter documents the owner’s or operator’s authorization to 
discharge in accordance with the general permit for stormwater discharges from 
construction activity.  
 
Owner or Operator - means the person, persons or legal entity which owns or leases the 
property on which the construction activity is occurring; and/or an entity that has 
operational control over the construction plans and specifications, including the ability to 
make modifications to the plans and specifications.  
 
Performance Criteria – means the design criteria listed under the “Required Elements”  
sections in Chapters 5, 6 and 10 of the technical standard, New York State Stormwater 
Management Design Manual, dated January 2015. It does not include the Sizing Criteria 
(i.e. WQv, RRv, Cpv, Qp and Qf ) in Part I.C.2. of the permit. 
 
Pollutant - means dredged spoil, filter backwash, solid waste, incinerator residue, 
sewage, garbage, sewage sludge, munitions, chemical wastes, biological materials, 
radioactive materials, heat, wrecked or discarded equipment, rock, sand and industrial, 
municipal, agricultural waste and ballast discharged into water; which may cause or might 
reasonably be expected to cause pollution of the waters of the state in contravention of 
the standards or guidance values adopted as provided in 6 NYCRR Parts 700 et seq . 
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Qualified Inspector - means a person that is knowledgeable in the principles and 
practices of erosion and sediment control, such as a licensed Professional Engineer, 
Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC), Registered Landscape 
Architect, or other Department endorsed individual(s).  
 
It can also mean someone working under the direct supervision of, and at the same 
company as, the licensed Professional Engineer or Registered Landscape Architect, 
provided that person has training in the principles and practices of erosion and sediment 
control. Training in the principles and practices of erosion and sediment control means 
that the individual working under the direct supervision of the licensed Professional 
Engineer or Registered Landscape Architect has received  four (4) hours of Department 
endorsed training in proper erosion and sediment control principles from a Soil and Water 
Conservation District, or other Department endorsed entity. After receiving the initial 
training, the individual working under the direct supervision of the licensed Professional 
Engineer or Registered Landscape Architect shall receive four (4) hours of training every 
three (3) years.  
 
It can also mean a person that meets the Qualified Professional qualifications in addition 
to the Qualified Inspector qualifications.  
 
Note: Inspections of any post-construction stormwater management practices that include 
structural components, such as a dam for an impoundment, shall be performed by a 
licensed Professional Engineer. 
 
Qualified Professional - means a person that is knowledgeable in the principles and 
practices of stormwater management and treatment, such as a licensed Professional 
Engineer, Registered Landscape Architect or other Department endorsed individual(s). 
Individuals preparing SWPPPs that require the post-construction stormwater 
management practice component must have an understanding of the principles of 
hydrology, water quality management practice design, water quantity control design, and, 
in many cases, the principles of hydraulics. All components of the SWPPP that involve 
the practice of engineering, as defined by the NYS Education Law (see Article 145), shall 
be prepared by, or under the direct supervision of, a professional engineer licensed to 
practice in the State of New York.. 
 
Redevelopment Activity(ies) – means the disturbance and reconstruction of existing 
impervious area, including impervious areas that were removed from a project site within 
five (5) years of preliminary project plan submission to the local government (i.e. site plan, 
subdivision, etc.).   
 
 
Regulated, Traditional Land Use Control MS4 - means a city, town or village with land 
use control authority that is required to gain coverage under  New York State DEC’s 
SPDES General Permit For Stormwater Discharges from Municipal Separate Stormwater 
Sewer Systems (MS4s).  
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Routine Maintenance Activity - means construction activity that is performed to 
maintain the original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of a facility, 
including, but not limited to: 

- Re-grading of gravel roads or parking lots,  
- Stream bank restoration projects (does not include the placement of spoil 
material), 
- Cleaning and shaping of existing roadside ditches and culverts that maintains the 
approximate original line and grade, and hydraulic capacity of the ditch, 
- Cleaning and shaping of existing roadside ditches that does not maintain the 
approximate original grade, hydraulic capacity and purpose of the ditch if the 
changes to the line and grade, hydraulic capacity or purpose of the ditch are 
installed to improve water quality and quantity controls (e.g. installing grass lined 
ditch), 
- Placement of aggregate shoulder backing that makes the transition between the 
road shoulder and the ditch or embankment, 
- Full depth milling and filling of existing asphalt pavements, replacement of 
concrete pavement slabs, and similar work that does not expose soil or disturb the 
bottom six (6) inches of subbase material, 
- Long-term use of equipment storage areas at or near highway maintenance 
facilities, 
- Removal of sediment from the edge of the highway to restore a previously 
existing sheet-flow drainage connection from the highway surface to the highway 
ditch or embankment, 
- Existing use of Canal Corp owned upland disposal sites for the canal, and 
- Replacement of curbs, gutters, sidewalks and guide rail posts.  

 
Site limitations – means site conditions that prevent the use of an infiltration technique 
and or infiltration of the total WQv. Typical site limitations include: seasonal high 
groundwater, shallow depth to bedrock, and soils with an infiltration rate less than 0.5 
inches/hour. The existence of site limitations shall be confirmed and documented using 
actual field testing (i.e. test pits, soil borings, and infiltration test) or using information from 
the most current United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Survey for the 
County where the project is located. 
 
Sizing Criteria – means the criteria included in Part I.C.2 of the permit that are used to 
size post-construction stormwater management control practices. The criteria include; 
Water Quality Volume (WQv), Runoff Reduction Volume (RRv), Channel Protection 
Volume (Cpv), Overbank Flood (Qp), and Extreme Flood (Qf).  
 
State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) - means the system 
established pursuant to Article 17 of the ECL and 6 NYCRR Part 750 for issuance of 
permits authorizing discharges to the waters of the state. 
 
Steep Slope – means land area with a Soil Slope Phase that is identified as an E or F, or 
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the map unit name is inclusive of 25% or greater slope, on the United States Department 
of Agriculture (“USDA”) Soil Survey for the County where the disturbance will occur.  
 
Surface Waters of the State - shall be construed to include lakes, bays, sounds, ponds, 
impounding reservoirs, springs, rivers, streams, creeks, estuaries, marshes, inlets, 
canals, the Atlantic ocean within the territorial seas of the state of New York and all other 
bodies of surface water, natural or artificial, inland or coastal, fresh or salt, public or 
private (except those private waters that do not combine or effect a junction with natural 
surface  waters), which are wholly or partially within or bordering the state or within its 
jurisdiction. Waters of the state are further defined in 6 NYCRR Parts 800 to 941. 
 
Temporarily Ceased – means that an existing disturbed area will not be disturbed again 
within 14 calendar days of the previous soil disturbance. 
 
Temporary Stabilization - means that exposed soil has been covered with material(s) as 
set forth in the technical standard, New York Standards and Specifications for Erosion 
and Sediment Control, to prevent the exposed soil from eroding. The materials can 
include, but are not limited to, mulch, seed and mulch, and erosion control mats (e.g. jute 
twisted yarn, excelsior wood fiber mats). 
 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) - A TMDL is the sum of the allowable loads of a 
single pollutant from all contributing point and nonpoint sources. It is a calculation of the 
maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can receive on a daily basis and still 
meet water quality standards, and an allocation of that amount to the pollutant's sources. 
A TMDL stipulates wasteload allocations (WLAs) for point source discharges, load 
allocations (LAs) for nonpoint sources, and a margin of safety (MOS). 
 
Trained Contractor - means an employee from the contracting (construction) company, 
identified in Part III.A.6., that has received four (4) hours of Department endorsed training 
in proper erosion and sediment control principles from a Soil and Water Conservation 
District, or other Department endorsed entity. After receiving the initial training, the trained 
contractor shall receive four (4) hours of training every three (3) years. 
 
It can also mean an employee from the contracting (construction) company, identified in 
Part III.A.6., that meets the qualified inspector qualifications (e.g. licensed Professional 
Engineer, Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC), Registered 
Landscape Architect, or someone working under the direct supervision of, and at the 
same company as, the licensed Professional Engineer or Registered Landscape 
Architect, provided they have received four (4) hours of Department endorsed training in 
proper erosion and sediment control principles from a Soil and Water Conservation 
District, or other Department endorsed entity).     
 
The trained contractor  is responsible for the day to day implementation of the SWPPP. 
 
Uniform Procedures Act (UPA) Permit - means a permit required under 6 NYCRR Part 
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621 of the Environmental Conservation Law (ECL), Article 70. 
 
Water Quality Standard - means such measures of purity or quality for any waters in 
relation to their reasonable and necessary use as promulgated in 6 NYCRR Part 700 et 
seq. 
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 APPENDIX B 

 
Required SWPPP Components by Project Type 

 
Table 1 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES THAT REQUIRE THE PREPARATION OF A SWPPP  
THAT ONLY INCLUDES EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROLS  

The following construction activities that involve soil disturbances of one (1) or more acres of 
land, but less than five (5) acres: 
 

• Single family home not located in one of the watersheds listed in Appendix C or not directly 
discharging to one of the 303(d) segments listed in Appendix E 

• Single family residential subdivisions with 25% or less impervious cover at total site build-out 
and not located in one of the watersheds listed in Appendix C and not directly discharging to 
one of the 303(d) segments listed in Appendix E 

• Construction of a barn or other agricultural building, silo, stock yard or pen. 
The following construction activities that involve soil disturbances of one (1) or more acres of 
land: 

 
• Installation of underground, linear utilities; such as gas lines, fiber-optic cable, cable TV,                  

electric, telephone, sewer mains, and water mains   
• Environmental enhancement projects, such as wetland mitigation projects, stormwater 

retrofits and stream restoration projects 
• Bike paths and trails 
• Sidewalk construction projects that are not part of a road/ highway construction or 

reconstruction project 
• Slope stabilization projects 
• Slope flattening that changes the grade of the site, but does not significantly change the 

runoff characteristics  
• Spoil areas that will be covered with vegetation 
• Land clearing and grading for the purposes of creating vegetated open space (i.e. 

recreational parks, lawns, meadows, fields), excluding projects that alter hydrology from pre 
to post development conditions 

• Athletic fields (natural grass) that do not include the construction or reconstruction of 
impervious area and do not alter hydrology from pre to post development conditions 

• Demolition project where vegetation will be established and no redevelopment is planned 
• Overhead electric transmission line project that does not include the construction of 

permanent access roads or parking areas surfaced with impervious cover  
• Structural practices as identified in Table II in the “Agricultural Management Practices 

Catalog for Nonpoint Source Pollution in New York State”, excluding projects that involve soil 
disturbances of less than five acres and construction activities that include the construction 
or reconstruction of impervious area   

The following construction activities that involve soil disturbances between five thousand (5000) 
square feet and one (1) acre of land: 
 

• All construction activities located in the watersheds identified in Appendix D that 
involve soil disturbances between five thousand (5,000) square feet and one (1) acre of 
land.   
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Table 2 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES THAT REQUIRE THE PREPARATION OF A SWPPP THAT INCLUDES 
POST-CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

The following construction activities that involve soil disturbances of one (1) or more acres of 
land: 

• Single family home located in one of the watersheds listed in Appendix C or directly 
discharging to one of the 303(d) segments listed in Appendix E 

• Single family residential subdivisions located in one of the watersheds listed in Appendix C 
or directly discharging to one of the 303(d) segments listed in Appendix E 

• Single family residential subdivisions that involve soil disturbances of between one (1) and 
five (5)  acres of land with greater than 25% impervious cover at total site build-out  

• Single family residential subdivisions that involve soil disturbances of five (5) or more acres 
of land, and single family residential subdivisions that involve soil disturbances of less than 
five (5) acres that are part of a larger common plan of development or sale that will ultimately 
disturb five or more acres of land 

• Multi-family residential developments; includes townhomes, condominiums, senior housing 
complexes,  apartment complexes, and  mobile home parks 

• Airports 
• Amusement parks 
• Campgrounds 
• Cemeteries that include the construction or reconstruction of impervious area (>5% of 

disturbed area) or alter the hydrology from pre to post development conditions 
• Commercial developments  
• Churches and other places of worship 
• Construction of a barn or other agricultural building(e.g. silo) and structural practices as 

identified in Table II in the “Agricultural Management Practices Catalog for Nonpoint Source 
Pollution in New York State” that include the construction or reconstruction of impervious 
area, excluding projects that involve soil disturbances of less than five acres.  

• Golf courses 
• Institutional, includes hospitals, prisons, schools and colleges 
• Industrial facilities, includes industrial parks 
• Landfills 
• Municipal facilities; includes highway garages, transfer stations, office buildings, POTW’s 

and water treatment plants  
• Office complexes 
• Sports complexes 
• Racetracks, includes racetracks with earthen (dirt) surface 
• Road construction or reconstruction  
• Parking lot construction or reconstruction  
• Athletic fields (natural grass) that include the construction or reconstruction of impervious 

area (>5% of disturbed area) or alter the hydrology from pre to post development conditions 
• Athletic fields with artificial turf 
• Permanent access roads,  parking areas, substations, compressor stations and well drilling 

pads, surfaced with impervious cover, and constructed as part of an over-head electric 
transmission line project , wind-power project, cell tower project, oil or gas well drilling 
project, sewer or water main project or other linear utility project 

• All other construction activities that include the construction or reconstruction of impervious 
area or alter the hydrology from pre to post development conditions, and are not listed in 
Table 1  
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 APPENDIX C 

 
Watersheds Where Enhanced Phosphorus Removal Standards Are Required 

       
Watersheds where owners or operators of construction activities identified in Table 
2 of Appendix B must prepare a SWPPP that includes post-construction 
stormwater management practices designed in conformance with the Enhanced 
Phosphorus Removal Standards included in the technical standard, New York 
State Stormwater Management Design Manual (“Design Manual”). 
 
 
 

• Entire New York City Watershed located east of the Hudson River - Figure 1 
• Onondaga Lake Watershed - Figure 2 
• Greenwood Lake Watershed -Figure 3 
• Oscawana Lake Watershed – Figure 4 
• Kinderhook Lake Watershed – Figure 5 
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Figure 1 - New York City Watershed East of the Hudson 
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Figure 2 - Onondaga Lake Watershed 
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Figure 3 - Greenwood Lake Watershed 
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Figure 4 - Oscawana Lake Watershed 
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 APPENDIX D 
 
Watersheds where owners or operators of construction activities that involve soil 
disturbances between five thousand (5000) square feet and one (1) acre of land 
must obtain coverage under this permit.  
 

Entire New York City Watershed that is located east of the Hudson River - See Figure 
1 in Appendix C 
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 APPENDIX E 

 
List of 303(d) segments impaired by pollutants related to construction activity (e.g. silt, sediment 
or nutrients). Owners or operators of single family home and single family residential subdivisions 
with 25% or less total impervious cover at total site build-out  that involve soil disturbances of one 
or more acres of land, but less than 5 acres, and directly discharge to one of the listed segments 
below shall prepare a SWPPP that includes post-construction stormwater management practices 
designed in conformance with the  New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual 
(“Design Manual”), dated January 2015.  
 

COUNTY WATERBODY COUNTY WATERBODY 
Albany Ann Lee (Shakers) Pond, Stump Pond 
Albany Basic Creek Reservoir 
Allegheny Amity Lake, Saunders Pond 
Bronx Van Cortlandt Lake 
Broome Whitney Point Lake/Reservoir 
Broome Fly Pond, Deer Lake 
Broome Minor Tribs to Lower Susquehanna 

(north) 
Cattaraugus Allegheny River/Reservoir 
Cattaraugus Case Lake 
Cattaraugus Linlyco/Club Pond 
Cayuga Duck Lake 
Chautauqua Chautauqua Lake, North 
Chautauqua Chautauqua Lake, South 
Chautauqua Bear Lake 
Chautauqua Chadakoin River and tribs 
Chautauqua Lower Cassadaga Lake 
Chautauqua Middle Cassadaga Lake 
Chautauqua Findley Lake 
Clinton Great Chazy River, Lower, Main Stem 
Columbia Kinderhook Lake 
Columbia Robinson Pond 
Dutchess Hillside Lake 
Dutchess Wappinger Lakes 
Dutchess Fall Kill and tribs 
Erie Green Lake 
Erie Scajaquada Creek, Lower, and tribs 
Erie Scajaquada Creek, Middle, and tribs 
Erie Scajaquada Creek, Upper, and tribs 
Erie Rush Creek and tribs 
Erie Ellicott Creek, Lower, and tribs 
Erie Beeman Creek and tribs 
Erie Murder Creek, Lower, and tribs 
Erie South Branch Smoke Cr, Lower, and 

tribs 
Erie Little Sister Creek, Lower, and tribs 
Essex Lake George (primary county:  Warren) 
Genesee Black Creek, Upper, and minor tribs 
Genesee Tonawanda Creek, Middle, Main Stem 
Genesee Oak Orchard Creek, Upper, and tribs 
Genesee Bowen Brook and tribs 
Genesee Bigelow Creek and tribs 
Genesee Black Creek, Middle, and minor tribs 
Genesee LeRoy Reservoir 
Greene Schoharie Reservoir 

Greene Sleepy Hollow Lake 
Herkimer  Steele Creek tribs 
Kings Hendrix Creek 
Lewis Mill Creek/South Branch and tribs 
Livingston Conesus Lake 
Livingston Jaycox Creek and tribs 
Livingston Mill Creek and minor tribs 
Livingston Bradner Creek and tribs 
Livingston Christie Creek and tribs 
Monroe Lake Ontario Shoreline, Western 
Monroe Mill Creek/Blue Pond Outlet and tribs 
Monroe Rochester Embayment - East 
Monroe Rochester Embayment - West 
Monroe Unnamed Trib to Honeoye Creek 
Monroe Genesee River, Lower, Main Stem 
Monroe Genesee River, Middle, Main Stem 
Monroe Black Creek, Lower, and minor tribs 
Monroe Buck Pond 
Monroe Long Pond 
Monroe Cranberry Pond 
Monroe Mill Creek and tribs 
Monroe Shipbuilders Creek and tribs 
Monroe Minor tribs to Irondequoit Bay 
Monroe Thomas Creek/White Brook and tribs 
Nassau Glen Cove Creek, Lower, and tribs 
Nassau LI Tribs (fresh) to East Bay 
Nassau East Meadow Brook, Upper, and tribs 
Nassau Hempstead Bay 
Nassau Hempstead Lake 
Nassau Grant Park Pond 
Nassau Beaver Lake 
Nassau Camaans Pond 
Nassau Halls Pond 
Nassau LI Tidal Tribs to Hempstead Bay 
Nassau Massapequa Creek and tribs 
Nassau Reynolds Channel, east 
Nassau Reynolds Channel, west 
Nassau Silver Lake, Lofts Pond 
Nassau Woodmere Channel 
Niagara Hyde Park Lake 
Niagara Lake Ontario Shoreline, Western 
Niagara Bergholtz Creek and tribs 
Oneida Ballou, Nail Creeks 
Onondaga Ley Creek and tribs 
Onondaga Onondaga Creek, Lower and tribs 
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APPENDIX E 
 

List of 303(d) segments impaired by pollutants related to construction activity, cont’d. 
 

COUNTY        WATERBODY COUNTY       WATERBODY 
Onondaga Onondaga Creek, Middle and tribs 
Onondaga Onondaga Creek, Upp, and minor tribs 
Onondaga Harbor Brook, Lower, and tribs 
Onondaga Ninemile Creek, Lower, and tribs 
Onondaga Minor tribs to Onondaga Lake 
Onondaga Onondaga Creek, Lower, and tribs 
Ontario  Honeoye Lake 
Ontario Hemlock Lake Outlet and minor tribs 
Ontario Great Brook and minor tribs 
Orange Monhagen Brook and tribs 
Orange Orange Lake 
Orleans Lake Ontario Shoreline, Western 
Oswego Pleasant Lake 
Oswego Lake Neatahwanta 
Putnam Oscawana Lake 
Putnam Palmer Lake 
Putnam Lake Carmel 
Queens Jamaica Bay, Eastern, and tribs (Queens) 
Queens Bergen Basin 
Queens Shellbank Basin 
Rensselaer Nassau Lake 
Rensselaer Snyders Lake 
Richmond Grasmere, Arbutus and Wolfes Lakes 
Rockland Congers Lake, Swartout Lake 
Rockland Rockland Lake 
Saratoga Ballston Lake 
Saratoga Round Lake 
Saratoga Dwaas Kill and tribs 
Saratoga Tribs to Lake Lonely 
Saratoga Lake Lonely 
Schenectady Collins Lake 
Schenectady Duane Lake 
Schenectady Mariaville Lake 
Schoharie Engleville Pond 
Schoharie Summit Lake 
Schuyler Cayuta Lake 
St. Lawrence Fish Creek and minor tribs 
St. Lawrence Black Lake Outlet/Black Lake 
Steuben Lake Salubria 
Steuben Smith Pond 
Suffolk Millers Pond 
Suffolk Mattituck (Marratooka) Pond 
Suffolk Tidal tribs to West Moriches Bay 
Suffolk Canaan Lake  
Suffolk Lake Ronkonkoma  
Suffolk Beaverdam Creek and tribs 
Suffolk Big/Little Fresh Ponds 
Suffolk Fresh Pond 
Suffolk Great South Bay, East 
Suffolk Great South Bay, Middle 

Suffolk Great South Bay, West 
Suffolk Mill and Seven Ponds 
Suffolk Moriches Bay, East 
Suffolk Moriches Bay, West 
Suffolk Quantuck Bay 
Suffolk Shinnecock Bay (and Inlet) 
Sullivan Bodine, Montgomery Lakes 
Sullivan Davies Lake 
Sullivan Pleasure Lake 
Sullivan Swan Lake 
Tompkins Cayuga Lake, Southern End 
Tompkins Owasco Inlet, Upper, and tribs 
Ulster Ashokan Reservoir 
Ulster Esopus Creek, Upper, and minor 

tribs 
Ulster Esopus Creek, Lower, Main Stem 
Ulster Esopus Creek, Middle, and minor 

tribs 
Warren Lake George 
Warren Tribs to L.George, Village of L 

George 
Warren Huddle/Finkle Brooks and tribs 
Warren Indian Brook and tribs 
Warren Hague Brook and tribs 
Washington Tribs to L.George, East Shr Lk 

George 
Washington Cossayuna Lake 
Washington Wood Cr/Champlain Canal, minor 

tribs 
Wayne Port Bay 
Wayne Marbletown Creek and tribs 
Westchester Lake Katonah 
Westchester Lake Mohegan 
Westchester Lake Shenorock 
Westchester Reservoir No.1 (Lake Isle) 
Westchester Saw Mill River, Middle, and tribs 
Westchester Silver Lake 
Westchester Teatown Lake 
Westchester Truesdale Lake 
Westchester Wallace Pond 
Westchester Peach Lake 
Westchester Mamaroneck River, Lower 
Westchester Mamaroneck River, Upp, and tribs 
Westchester Sheldrake River and tribs 
Westchester Blind Brook, Lower 
Westchester Blind Brook, Upper, and tribs 
Westchester Lake Lincolndale 
Westchester Lake Meahaugh 
Wyoming Java Lake 
Wyoming  Silver Lake 

Note: The list above identifies those waters from the final New York State “2014 Section 303(d) List of 
Impaired Waters Requiring a TMDL/Other Strategy”, dated January 2015, that are impaired by silt, 
sediment or nutrients. 

54 



 
 APPENDIX F 

 
LIST OF NYS DEC REGIONAL OFFICES 

 
 

Region COVERING THE 
FOLLOWING 
COUNTIES: 

DIVISION OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

PERMITS (DEP) 
PERMIT ADMINISTRATORS 

DIVISION OF WATER 
(DOW) 

 
WATER (SPDES) 

PROGRAM  

1 NASSAU AND SUFFOLK 50 CIRCLE ROAD 
STONY BROOK, NY  11790 
TEL. (631) 444-0365 

50 CIRCLE ROAD 
STONY BROOK, NY  11790-3409 
TEL. (631) 444-0405 
 

2 BRONX, KINGS, NEW YORK, 
QUEENS AND RICHMOND 

1 HUNTERS POINT PLAZA, 
47-40 21ST ST. 
LONG ISLAND CITY, NY  11101-5407 
TEL. (718) 482-4997 

1 HUNTERS POINT PLAZA, 
47-40 21ST ST. 
LONG ISLAND CITY, NY  11101-5407 
TEL. (718) 482-4933 
 

3 DUTCHESS, ORANGE, PUTNAM, 
ROCKLAND, SULLIVAN, ULSTER 
AND WESTCHESTER 

21 SOUTH PUTT CORNERS ROAD 
NEW PALTZ, NY  12561-1696 
TEL. (845) 256-3059 

100 HILLSIDE AVENUE, SUITE 1W 
WHITE PLAINS, NY 10603 
TEL. (914) 428 - 2505 
 

4 ALBANY, COLUMBIA, 
DELAWARE, GREENE, 
MONTGOMERY, OTSEGO, 
RENSSELAER, SCHENECTADY 
AND SCHOHARIE 
 

1150 NORTH WESTCOTT ROAD 
SCHENECTADY, NY  12306-2014 
TEL. (518) 357-2069 

1130 NORTH WESTCOTT ROAD 
SCHENECTADY, NY  12306-2014 
TEL. (518) 357-2045       

5 CLINTON, ESSEX, FRANKLIN, 
FULTON, HAMILTON, 
SARATOGA, WARREN AND 
WASHINGTON 

1115 STATE ROUTE 86,  PO BOX 296 
RAY BROOK, NY  12977-0296 
TEL. (518) 897-1234 

232 GOLF COURSE ROAD  
WARRENSBURG, NY 12885-1172 
TEL. (518) 623-1200 
 

6 HERKIMER, JEFFERSON, 
LEWIS, ONEIDA AND 
ST. LAWRENCE 

STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
317 WASHINGTON STREET 
WATERTOWN, NY  13601-3787 
TEL. (315) 785-2245 

STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
207 GENESEE STREET 
UTICA, NY  13501-2885 
TEL. (315) 793-2554 

7 BROOME, CAYUGA, 
CHENANGO, CORTLAND, 
MADISON, ONONDAGA, 
OSWEGO, TIOGA AND 
TOMPKINS 

615 ERIE BLVD. WEST 
SYRACUSE, NY  13204-2400 
TEL. (315) 426-7438 

615 ERIE BLVD. WEST 
SYRACUSE, NY  13204-2400 
TEL. (315) 426-7500 

8 CHEMUNG, GENESEE, 
LIVINGSTON, MONROE, 
ONTARIO, ORLEANS, 
SCHUYLER, SENECA, 
STEUBEN, WAYNE AND 
YATES 

6274 EAST AVON-LIMA ROAD 
AVON, NY  14414-9519 
TEL. (585) 226-2466 

6274 EAST AVON-LIMA RD. 
AVON, NY 14414-9519 
TEL. (585) 226-2466 

9 ALLEGANY, 
CATTARAUGUS, 
CHAUTAUQUA, ERIE, 
NIAGARA AND WYOMING 

270 MICHIGAN AVENUE 
BUFFALO, NY  14203-2999 
TEL. (716) 851-7165 

270 MICHIGAN AVE. 
BUFFALO, NY 14203-2999 
TEL. (716) 851-7070 
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Appendix E – Inspection Forms and Maintenance 
Requirements 

 

 

 

 





G-1 

 
Stormwater Pond/Wetland Operation, Maintenance and  

Management Inspection Checklist 
 

Project        ___________________________________________________________________________ 
Location: ___________________________________________________________________________ 
Site Status: ___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date:  ___________________________________________________________________________ 
Time:  ___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Inspector: ___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

 
Maintenance Item 

 
Satisfactory/ 
Unsatisfactory 

 
Comments 

 
1.  Embankment and emergency spillway   (Annual, After Major Storms) 
 

1.  Vegetation and ground cover adequate 
 
 

 
 

 
2.  Embankment erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
3.  Animal burrows 

 
 

 
 

 
4.  Unauthorized planting 

 
 

 
 

 
      5.  Cracking, bulging, or sliding of dam  

 
 

 
 

 
       a. Upstream face 

 
 

 
 

 
        b. Downstream face 

 
 

 
 

 
         c. At or beyond toe  

 
 

 
 

 
              downstream 

 
 

 
 

 
              upstream 

 
 

 
 

 
        d. Emergency spillway 

 
 

 
 

 
6.Pond, toe & chimney drains clear and functioning 

 
 

 
 

 
7.Seeps/leaks on downstream face 

 
 

 
 

 
8.Slope protection or riprap failure 

 
 

 
 

 
      9. Vertical/horizontal alignment of top of dam �As-Built� 

 
 

 
 

   

Appendix G: Maintenance Inspection Checklists
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G-2 

 
Maintenance Item 

 
Satisfactory/ 
Unsatisfactory 

 
Comments 

   10. Emergency spillway clear of obstructions and debris   
 
11. Other (specify) 

  
 

 
 

 
2.  Riser and principal spillway         (Annual) 
 
Type: Reinforced concrete                                   ______ 
         Corrugated pipe                                          _______ 
         Masonry                                                       _______ 
1. Low flow orifice obstructed 

 
 

 
 

 
2. Low flow trash rack.  
      a. Debris removal necessary 

 
 

 
 

 
      b. Corrosion control 

 
 

 
 

 
3. Weir trash rack maintenance 
     a. Debris removal necessary 

 
 

 
 

 
     b. corrosion control 

 
 

 
 

 
4. Excessive sediment accumulation insider riser 

 
 

 
 

 
5. Concrete/masonry condition riser and barrels 
     a. cracks or displacement 

 
 

 
 

 
      b. Minor spalling (<1" ) 

 
 

 
 

 
      c. Major spalling (rebars exposed)  

 
 

 
 

 
       d. Joint failures 

 
 

 
 

 
      e.  Water tightness 

 
 

 
 

 
6. Metal pipe condition  

 
 

 
 

 
7. Control valve 
      a. Operational/exercised 

 
 

 
 

 
     b. Chained and locked 

 
 

 
 

 
8. Pond drain valve 
      a. Operational/exercised 

 
 

 
 

 
      b. Chained and locked 

 
 

 
 

 
9.  Outfall channels functioning 

 
 

 
 

 
10. Other (specify) 
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G-3 

 
Maintenance Item 

 
Satisfactory/ 
Unsatisfactory 

 
Comments 

 
3.  Permanent Pool (Wet Ponds)                           (monthly) 
 
1. Undesirable vegetative growth 

 
 

 
 

 
2. Floating or floatable debris removal required 

 
 

 
 

 
3. Visible pollution 

 
 

 
 

 
4. Shoreline problem 

 
 

 
 

 
5. Other (specify) 

 
 

 
 

 
4.  Sediment Forebays 
 
1.Sedimentation noted 

 
 

 
 

 
2. Sediment cleanout when depth < 50% design depth 

 
 

 
 

 
5.  Dry Pond Areas 
 
1. Vegetation adequate 

 
 

 
 

 
2. Undesirable vegetative growth 

 
 

 
 

 
3. Undesirable woody  vegetation 

 
 

 
 

 
4. Low flow channels clear of obstructions 

 
 

 
 

 
5. Standing water or wet spots 

 
 

 
 

 
6. Sediment and / or trash accumulation 

 
 

 
 

 
7. Other (specify) 

 
 

 
 

 
6.  Condition of Outfalls     (Annual , After Major Storms) 
 
1. Riprap failures  

 
 

 
 

 
2. Slope erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
3. Storm drain pipes 

 
 

 
 

 
4.Endwalls / Headwalls 

 
 

 
 

 
5. Other (specify) 

 
 

 
 

 
7.  Other                 ( Monthly) 
 
1. Encroachment on pond, wetland or easement area 
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G-4 

 
Maintenance Item 

 
Satisfactory/ 
Unsatisfactory 

 
Comments 

 
2. Complaints from residents  

 
 

 
 

 
3.Aesthetics 
 a. Grass growing required 

 
 

 
 

 
 b. Graffiti removal needed 

 
 

 
 

 
 c. Other (specify) 

 
 

 
 

 
4. Conditions of maintenance access routes. 

 
 

 
 

 
5. Signs of hydrocarbon build-up 

 
 

 
 

 
6. Any public hazards (specify) 

 
 

 
 

 
8. Wetland Vegetation  (Annual) 
 
1. Vegetation healthy and growing 

Wetland maintaining 50% surface area coverage of 
wetland plants after the second growing season. 

(If unsatisfactory, reinforcement plantings needed) 

 
 

 
 

 
2. Dominant wetland plants: 
  Survival of desired wetland plant species 
  Distribution according to landscaping plan? 

 
 

 
 

3. Evidence of invasive species    
 
4. Maintenance of adequate water depths for desired            
wetland plant species 

 
 

 
 

 
5. Harvesting of emergent plantings needed 

 
 

 
 

 
6. Have sediment accumulations reduced pool volume          
significantly or are plants �choked� with sediment 

 
 

 
 

 
7. Eutrophication level of the wetland. 

 
 

 
 

 
8. Other (specify) 

 
 

 
 

 
Comments: 
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G-5 

Actions to be Taken: 
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G-6 

Infiltration Trench Operation, Maintenance, and  
Management Inspection Checklist 

 
 
Project:                                                                                                                                                        
Location:                                                                                                                                                         
Site Status:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Date:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Time:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Inspector:                                                                                                                                                         
 

 
 

 
MAINTENANCE ITEM 

 
SATISFACTORY / 
UNSATISFACTORY 

 
COMMENTS 

 
1.  Debris Cleanout               (Monthly) 
 
Trench surface clear of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
Inflow pipes clear of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
Overflow spillway clear of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
Inlet area clear of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
2.  Sediment Traps or Forebays    (Annual) 
 
Obviously trapping sediment 

 
 

 
 

 
Greater than 50% of storage volume 
remaining 

 
 

 
 

 
3.  Dewatering    (Monthly) 
 
Trench dewaters between storms 

 
 

 
 

 
4.  Sediment Cleanout of Trench        (Annual) 
 
No evidence of sedimentation in 
trench 

 
 

 
 

 
Sediment accumulation doesn=t yet 
require cleanout 

 
 

 
 

 
5.  Inlets          (Annual) 
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G-7 

 
MAINTENANCE ITEM 

 
SATISFACTORY / 
UNSATISFACTORY 

 
COMMENTS 

 
Good condition 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
6.  Outlet/Overflow Spillway    (Annual) 
 
Good condition, no need for repair  

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
7.  Aggregate Repairs        (Annual) 
 
Surface of aggregate clean 

 
 

 
 

 
Top layer of stone does not need 
replacement 

 
 

 
 

 
Trench does not need rehabilitation 

 
 

 
 

 
Comments: 

  
  
  
   
  
  
 

 
Actions to be Taken: 
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G-8 

Sand/Organic Filter Operation, Maintenance 
and Management  Inspection Checklist 

 
 
Project:                                                                                                                                                        
Location:                                                                                                                                                         
Site Status:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Date:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Time:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Inspector:                                                                                                                                                         
 

 
 

 
MAINTENANCE ITEM 

 
SATISFACTORY / 
UNSATISFACTORY 

 
COMMENTS 

 
1.  Debris Cleanout               (Monthly) 
 
Contributing areas clean of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
Filtration facility clean of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
Inlet and outlets clear of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
2.  Oil and Grease   (Monthly) 
 
No evidence of filter surface clogging 

 
 

 
 

 
Activities in drainage area minimize oil 
and grease entry 

 
 

 
 

 
3.  Vegetation      (Monthly) 
 
Contributing drainage area stabilized 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
Area mowed and clipping removed 

 
 

 
 

 
4.  Water Retention Where Required (Monthly) 
 
Water holding chambers at normal 
pool 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of leakage 

 
 

 
 

 
5.  Sediment Deposition            (Annual) 
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G-9 

 
MAINTENANCE ITEM 

 
SATISFACTORY / 
UNSATISFACTORY 

 
COMMENTS 

 
Filter chamber free of sediments 

 
 

 
 

 
Sedimentation chamber not more than 
half full of sediments 

 
 

 
 

 
6.  Structural Components (Annual) 
 
No evidence of structural deterioration 

 
 

 
 

 
Any grates are in good condition 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of spalling or cracking of 
structural parts 

 
 

 
 

 
7.  Outlet/Overflow Spillway    (Annual) 
 
Good condition, no need for repairs 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion (if draining into 
a natural channel) 

 
 

 
 

 
8.  Overall Function of Facility            (Annual) 
 
Evidence of flow bypassing facility 

 
 

 
 

 
No noticeable odors outside of facility 

 
 

 
 

 
Comments: 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
Actions to be Taken: 
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G-10 

Bioretention Operation, Maintenance and 
Management Inspection Checklist 

 
 
Project:                                                                                                                                                        
Location:                                                                                                                                                         
Site Status:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Date:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Time:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Inspector:                                                                                                                                                         
 

 
 

MAINTENANCE ITEM 
 
SATISFACTORY / 
UNSATISFACTORY 

 
COMMENTS 

 
1.  Debris Cleanout               (Monthly) 
 
Bioretention and contributing areas 
clean of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
No dumping of yard wastes into 
practice 

 
 

 
 

 
Litter (branches, etc.) have been 
removed 

 
 

 
 

 
2.  Vegetation            (Monthly) 
 
Plant height not less than design 
water depth 

 
 

 
 

 
Fertilized per specifications 

 
 

 
 

 
Plant composition according to 
approved plans 

 
 

 
 

 
No placement of inappropriate plants 

 
 

 
 

 
Grass height not greater than 6 inches 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
3.  Check Dams/Energy Dissipaters/Sumps (Annual, After Major Storms) 
 
No evidence of sediment buildup 
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G-11 

MAINTENANCE ITEM 
 
SATISFACTORY / 
UNSATISFACTORY 

 
COMMENTS 

 
Sumps should not be more than 50% 
full of sediment 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion at downstream 
toe of drop structure 

 
 

 
 

 
4.  Dewatering    (Monthly) 
 
Dewaters between storms 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of standing water 

 
 

 
 

 
5.  Sediment Deposition            (Annual) 
 
Swale clean of sediments 

 
 

 
 

 
Sediments should not be > 20% of 
swale design depth 

 
 

 
 

 
6.  Outlet/Overflow Spillway    (Annual, After Major Storms) 
 
Good condition, no need for repair  

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of any blockages 

 
 

 
 

7.  Integrity of Filter Bed      (Annual) 
 
Filter bed has not been blocked or 
filled inappropriately 
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G-12 

Comments: 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
Actions to be Taken: 
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G-13 

Open Channel Operation, Maintenance, and  
Management Inspection Checklist 

 
 
Project:                                                                                                                                                        
Location:                                                                                                                                                         
Site Status:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Date:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Time:                                                                                                                                                        
 
Inspector:                                                                                                                                                         
 
 
 
 

 
MAINTENANCE ITEM 

 
SATISFACTORY/ 
UNSATISFACTORY 

 
COMMENTS 

 
1.  Debris Cleanout               (Monthly) 
 
Contributing areas clean of debris 

 
 

 
 

 
2.  Check Dams or Energy Dissipators    (Annual, After Major Storms) 
 
No evidence of flow going around 
structures 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion at downstream 
toe 

 
 

 
 

 
Soil permeability 

 
 

 
 

 
Groundwater / bedrock 

 
 

 
 

 
3.  Vegetation      (Monthly) 
 
Mowing done when needed 

 
 

 
 

 
Minimum mowing depth not exceeded 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
Fertilized per specification 

 
 

 
 

 
4.  Dewatering    (Monthly) 
 
Dewaters between storms 
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MAINTENANCE ITEM 

 
SATISFACTORY/ 
UNSATISFACTORY 

 
COMMENTS 

 
5.  Sediment deposition        (Annual) 
 
Clean of sediment 

 
 

 
 

 
6.  Outlet/Overflow Spillway    (Annual) 
 
Good condition, no need for repairs 

 
 

 
 

 
No evidence of erosion 

 
 

 
 

 
Comments: 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
Actions to be Taken: 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Environmental Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR), 

was retained by the Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprises Corporation (MV EDGE) to delineate 

wetlands and streams along the route of a proposed 115 kV transmission lines to serve the proposed Marcy 

Nanotechnology Center (Nanocenter) in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York (Figure 1).  The transmission 

line is anticipated to include two single-circuit 115 kV lines located within a 150-foot wide cleared right-of-way (ROW).  

The line will be approximately 1.5 miles in length, and will extend from National Grid’s Edic Substation to a proposed 

customer substation on the Nanocenter site south of Hazard Road.  The proposed transmission line is required to 

provide electrical power in support of a computer chip fabrication facility anticipated to be built on the Marcy 

Nanocenter site. 

 

At the request of MV EDGE, EDR investigated portions of approximately 23 acres of private land that is roughly 

bounded by Glass Factory Road to the North, Hazard Road to the South, Edic Road to the East, and Morris Road to 

the west (see Figure 2).  All wetlands and streams were delineated within a 150 to 200-foot corridor that will 

accommodate the proposed transmission line (hereafter referred to as the “Study Area”).  All wetland and stream 

delineations took place there during the fall of 2015, from early November through late December. 

 

1.2 PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this study was to delineate and describe all on-site wetlands and streams that may fall under state or 

federal jurisdiction within the area subject to disturbance by construction of the proposed transmission line.  Specific 

tasks performed for this study included 1) review of background resource data/mapping, 2) field delineation and 

flagging of all potential state and federal jurisdictional wetlands and streams, 3) subsequent Global Positioning 

System (GPS) survey of delineated wetland and stream boundaries, 4) quantification of the area of on-site wetlands 

and streams, and 5) a detailed description of potentially jurisdictional areas based on hydrology, vegetation, and soils 

data collected in the field.   

 

This report describes the results of the on-site wetland and stream delineations conducted by EDR, including a 

description of the wetlands and other waters that were identified and their likely jurisdictional status.  This document 

is intended to provide all of the information necessary to identify on-site jurisdictional areas, evaluate potential 

impacts as part of a State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) process, and if necessary, support a permit 

application to the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). 
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1.3 RESOURCES 
 

Data supporting this investigation have been derived from a number of sources, including USGS topographic 

mapping (South Trenton, NY 7.5 minute quadrangles), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National 

Wetlands Inventory (NWI) mapping, NYSDEC Freshwater Wetlands mapping, Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey (Soil Survey Staff, 2015), the NRCS List of Hydric Soils of the State of New York 

(NRCS, 2014), and recent aerial photography. 

 

Vascular plant names follow nomenclature found in the New York Flora Atlas (Weldy et al., 2015), and the wetland 

indicator status of plant species was determined by reference to the National Wetland Plant List (Lichvar et al., 2014).  

Jurisdictional areas were characterized according to the wetlands and deepwater habitats classification system used 

in NWI mapping (Cowardin, 1979). 

 

1.4 QUALIFICATIONS 
 
 

Wetland and stream delineations were conducted by EDR field ecologists Connor Liddell and Russell Farchione.  

 

Mr. Liddell is an Environmental Analyst/Field Biologist with over five years’ experience in the environmental field.  He 

received a Bachelor of Science and Graduate Certificate in Natural Resource Management from James Cook 

University, Townsville, Australia through direct program affiliations with the State university of New York (SUNY) at 

Buffalo Honors College. Mr. Liddell’s experience includes wetland and stream delineation, wetland/coastal mitigation 

design and monitoring, wildlife management, habitat restoration, ecological surveys, invasive species management, 

environmental impact analysis, and GIS data analysis. 

 

Mr. Farchione is an Environmental Analyst with over one year of experience in the environmental field.  He received 

a Bachelor of Science in Biology from the State University of New York at Geneseo.  Mr. Farchione’s experience 

includes wetland and stream delineation, ecological surveys, conservation and environmental research, and GIS data 

analysis. 
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2.0 REGULATORY AUTHORITIES AND PERMITS 
 

2.1 WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES 
 

In accordance with the Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the USACE has regulatory jurisdiction over waters of the 

Unites States.  As defined by the USACE, Waters of the United States include all lakes, ponds, streams (intermittent 

and perennial), and wetlands.  Jurisdictional wetlands are defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by 

surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 

support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (EPA, 2001).  Such areas 

are indicated by the presence of three criteria: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and evidence of wetland 

hydrology during the growing season (Environmental Laboratory, 1987).  The jurisdictional status of all on-site waters 

can only be determined following official documentation provided by the USACE, which typically includes a field visit. 

 

On August 28, 2015, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released the Clean Water Rule (33 CFR Part 

328) which, according to the EPA, provides a clearer and more consistent approach to defining the scope of the 

Clean Water Act and “waters of the United States”. Three major elements of the Clean Water Rule pertaining to 

federal jurisdiction over waters of the United States are summarized below: 

Traditional navigable waters, interstate waters, territorial seas, and impoundments of jurisdictional waters: 

 Consistent with the existing regulations; 

 The agencies will assert jurisdiction over these waters. 

Tributaries: 

 Specifically defines tributaries as “waters that are characterized by the presence of physical indicators of flow 

– bed and banks and ordinary high water mark – and that contribute flow directly or indirectly to a traditional 

navigable water”.  

 The agencies will assert jurisdiction over these waters. 

Adjacent Waters: 

 Defined as “bordering, contiguous, or neighboring, including waters separated from other “waters of the United 

States” by constructed dikes or barriers, natural river berms, beach dunes and the like”. 

 The agencies will assert jurisdiction over these waters if any of these settings occur: 

o “Waters located in whole or in part within 100 feet of the ordinary high water mark of a traditional 

navigable waters, interstate waters, territorial seas, and impoundments”; 
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o ”Waters located in whole or in part in the 100-year floodplain and that are within 1,500 feet of the 

ordinary high water mark of a traditional navigable water, interstate waters, territorial seas, an 

impoundment, or a tributary”; 

o Waters located in whole or in a part within 1,500 feet of the tide line of a traditional navigable water 

or the territorial seas and waters located within 1,500 feet of the ordinary high water mark of the 

Great Lakes”.  

 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act (33 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) requires a permit from the USACE to construct any 

structure in or over any navigable water of the United States, as well as any proposed action that would alter or 

disturb (such as excavation/dredging or deposition of materials) these waters.  If the proposed structure or activity 

affects the course, location, condition, or capacity of the navigable water, even if the proposed activity is outside the 

boundaries of the water body, a permit from the USACE is required. 

 

2.2 NEW YORK STATE FRESHWATER WETLANDS AND PROTECTED STREAMS 

 

The Freshwater Wetlands Act (Article 24 and Title 23 of Article 71 of the Environmental Conservation Law) gives the 

NYSDEC jurisdiction over state-protected wetlands and adjacent areas (100-foot upland buffer).  The Freshwater 

Wetlands Act requires the NYSDEC to map all state-protected wetlands to allow landowners and other interested 

parties a means of determining where state jurisdictional wetlands exist.  To implement the policy established by this 

Act, regulations were promulgated by the state under 6 NYCRR Parts 663 and 664.  Part 664 of the regulations 

designates wetlands into four class ratings, with Class I being the highest or best quality wetland and Class IV being 

the lowest.  In general, wetlands regulated by the state are those 12.4 acres in size or larger.  Smaller wetlands can 

also be regulated if they are considered of unusual local importance.  A 100-foot adjacent area around the delineated 

boundary of any state-regulated wetland is also under NYSDEC jurisdiction.  An Article 24 permit is required from the 

NYSDEC for any disturbance to a state-protected wetland or an adjacent area, including removing vegetation. 

 

Under Article 15 of the Environmental Conservation Law (Protection of Waters), the NYSDEC has regulatory 

jurisdiction over any activity that disturbs the bed or banks of protected streams.  In addition, small lakes and ponds 

with a surface area of 10 acres or less, located within the course of a protected stream, are considered to be part of a 

stream and are subject to regulation under the stream protection category of Article 15.  Protected stream means any 

stream, or particular portion of a stream, that has been assigned by the NYSDEC any of the following classifications 

or standards: AA, A, B, or C(T) or C(TS) (6 NYCRR Part 701).  A classification of AA or A indicates that the best use 

of the stream is as a source of water supply for drinking, culinary or food processing purposes, primary and 
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secondary contact recreation, and fishing.  The best usages of Class B waters are primary and secondary contact 

recreation and fishing.  The best usage of Class C waters is fishing.  Streams designated (T) indicate that they 

support trout, while those designated (TS) support trout spawning.  State water quality classifications of unprotected 

watercourses include Class C and Class D streams.  Waters with a classification of D are suitable for fishing and 

non-contact recreation.  An Article 15 permit is required from the NYSDEC for any disturbance to a stream classified 

C(T) or higher. 

 

 

3.0 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS AND RESOURCES 
 
3.1 PHYSIOGRAPHY AND SOILS 
 
The Study Area is located within the southeastern extreme of the Tug Hill Plateau physiographic province of Upstate 

New York. Elevations in the Study Area range from approximately 590 to 780 feet above mean sea level (amsl). The 

terrain in the Study Area consists of gently sloping hillsides and steep ravines incised by multiple streams. The Study 

Area is comprised of a mix of undeveloped land, including forests and successional communities, along with roads 

and utility infrastructure.  Forestland is concentrated in the central portions of the Study Area along Gridley Creek.  

Developed land includes low density residential development along the frontage of Hazard Road. The Study Area 

also includes an abundance of existing utility infrastructure including the Edic Substation and several National Grid 

transmission lines.  

 

The Web Soil Survey of Oneida County, New York (USDA, 2015) has mapped soil types within the Study Area (see 

Figure 4).  The soil survey indicates that six soil series are present within the Study Area.  Of these, the Kendaia silt 

loam, 3 to 8 % slopes, is most dominant.  Soil drainage in the Study Area is generally somewhat poorly drained, and 

soil textures are primarily silt loams.  Table 1 lists the soil series found within the Study Area and their characteristics. 

“Hydric” and “Potentially Hydric” designations were based on information obtained on the USDA Web Soil Survey. 

Although soil series may be generally classified as hydric or potentially hydric by the online databases, this is for 

general use and does not supersede site-specific conditions documented in the field.     

 

Table 1.  Study Area Soils 

Mapping 
Unit 

Series Slope (%) Drainage1 Hydric2 
Potentially 

Hydric3 
22 Udorthents, smoothed - MWD No Yes 

111D Lansing silt loam, 15 to 25 percent 
slopes 

15-25 WD No No 

111E Lansing silt loam, 25 to 45 percent 
slopes 

25-45 WD No No 
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Mapping 
Unit 

Series Slope (%) Drainage1 Hydric2 
Potentially 

Hydric3 
136A Kendaia silt loam, 0 to 3 percent 

slopes 
0-3 SPD No Yes 

136B Kendaia silt loam, 3 to 8 percent 
slopes 

3-8 SPD No Yes 

790C Conesus silt loam, 8 to 15 percent 
slopes 

8-15 MWD No No 

1 Soil drainage is represented by the following abbreviations: ”ED”=excessively drained, “SED”=somewhat excessively drained, "WD" = well 
drained, "MWD" = moderately well drained, "SPD" = somewhat poorly drained, “PD” = poorly drained, and "VPD" = very poorly drained. 
2 "Yes" indicates this soil is listed as containing 66% or more hydric components within the map unit as listed on the USDA Web Soil Survey. 
3"Yes" indicates this soil is listed as containing 1% to 65% hydric components within the map unit as listed on the USDA Web Soil Survey. 

 

3.2 HYDROLOGY 
 
The Study Area is drains to the Mohawk River, which flows east for approximately 140 miles to its confluence with 

the Hudson River.  From its source in Lewis County, the Mohawk River flows generally east through the Mohawk 

Valley, passing by the cities of Rome, Utica, Little Falls, Canajoharie, Amsterdam, and Schenectady before entering 

the Hudson River at Cohoes, just north of Albany. This river is the largest tributary of the Hudson River and is 

regarded as a major waterway in north-central New York.  The Mohawk River Drainage Basin (USGS Hydrologic Unit 

02020004), makes up approximately 25% of the larger Hudson River Drainage Basin.  The majority of surface 

hydrology on the Study Area is generated by precipitation and surface water run-off from adjacent land.  Total annual 

precipitation (from 2005 to 2015) averages 46.00 inches in nearby, Rome, New York (NOAA, 2015). 

 

Gridley Creek bisects the central portion of the Study Area. This creek flows southeast to its confluence with the 

Mohawk River. Gridley Creek is located at the bottom of a deeply incised gorge that was created over time as 

surface waters cut through the shale and limestone bedrock.  This creek is perennial in nature and averages between 

20 and 40 feet wide, with a moderate to fast flow of water, and a substrate of cobble, gravel and areas of exposed 

Utica shale bedrock.  At the time of the field investigation, water within the creek channels averaged around 3-6 

inches deep, with some pools approaching 18 inches deep.  Gridley Creek is also identified by Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain mapping as having a 100-year floodplain. Within the Study Area, the Gridley 

Creek floodplain is contained entirely within the steep ravine associated with this stream. 

 

Other streams within the Study Area include two unnamed tributaries to Gridley Creek. These streams are less than 

10 feet wide with a moderate gradient and substrates containing cobble and gravel.  Both unnamed tributaries have 

well-defined banks with abundant streamside vegetation.  The streams appear to be intermittent, but at the time of 

delineation had water depths that averaged 3-6 inches with slow to moderate flow rates. These tributaries collect 

water runoff and discharge from surrounding wetland features within and adjacent to the Study Area.   
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3.3 FEDERAL AND STATE MAPPED WETLANDS AND STREAMS 
 

NWI mapping covers the entire Study Area, and indicates that one wetland, totaling approximately 0.28 acre occurs 

in proximity to the Study Area (Figure 5).  The NWI data indicates that this wetland is representative of an open water 

wetland.  Field reconnaissance indicates that a number of additional wetlands that are likely to be under federal 

jurisdictional also occur in the Study Area. 

 

Review of NYSDEC Freshwater Wetland mapping indicates that no freshwater wetlands regulated under Article 24 of 

the Environmental Conservation Law are present within or adjacent to the Study Area (Figure 5). 

 

Based on available NYSDEC stream classification mapping, streams within the Study Area include one Class C 

unprotected stream (Gridley Creek).  This creek, along with the two tributaries to Gridley Creek described above, are 

also protected by the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

 

4.0 WETLAND AND STREAM IDENTIFICATION 
 

4.1 METHODOLOGY 
 

A preliminary desktop analysis of the Project site was conducted by EDR prior to performing on-site wetland 

delineations.  The desktop analysis was performed using NYSDEC Freshwater Wetland Mapping, NWI Wetland 

Mapping, USGS topographic mapping, and recent aerial photography.  From these mapped resources, EDR 

identified areas likely to contain wetland and stream resources in order to assist with wetland impact avoidance 

during the preliminary siting of Project components. 

 

All wetlands and streams within the Study Area were delineated during the fall of 2015.  The determination of wetland 

boundaries was made by EDR personnel according to the three-parameter methodology described in the USACE 

Wetland Delineation Manual (hereafter referred to as the 1987 Manual) (Environmental Laboratory, 1987).  

Determination of wetland boundaries was also guided by the Interim Regional Supplement to the USACE Wetland 

Delineation Manual: Northcentral and Northeastern Region (hereafter referred to as the Regional Supplement) 

(USACE, 2012).  Attention was also given to the identification of potential hydrologic connections between wetland 

areas that could influence their jurisdictional status.  Wetland boundaries were identified in the field with sequentially 

numbered pink surveyor’s flagging.  

 

Data were collected from one or more sample plots in each delineated wetland (depending on the size and diversity 

of ecological communities of the delineated area), and recorded on USACE Routine Wetland Determination forms 
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(Attachment B).  Data collected for each of the wetlands included dominant vegetation, hydrology indicators, and soil 

characteristics.  Data collected for streams included information on channel width, water depth, substrate material, 

bank condition and gradient. 

 

The vegetative data collection process focused on dominant plant species in four categories: trees (>3” diameter at 

breast height), saplings/shrubs (<3.0” diameter at breast height and >3.2’ tall), herbs (<3.2’ tall), and woody vines.  

Dominance was measured by visually estimating those species having the largest relative basal area (trees), 

greatest height (saplings/shrubs), greatest number of stems (woody vines), and greatest percentage of aerial 

coverage (herbaceous) by species.  Dominant species for each stratum in the plant community were identified for all 

delineated wetlands.  The dominant species from each category are defined as those plants with the highest ranking 

which, when cumulatively totaled, exceeds 50 percent of the total dominance measure for that category, plus any 

additional plant species comprising 20 percent or more of the total dominance measure for the category. The species 

were rank ordered for each category by decreasing value of dominance.    

 

Soils data at each sampling location were collected by examining soils at various depths within a soil pit excavated 

by a tiling spade. Information concerning soil name, drainage classification, texture, matrix and redoximorphic feature 

color was obtained for each delineated wetland by reviewing the County Soil Surveys and through field sampling.  

Soil colors were determined using Munsell Soil Charts (K. I. Corporations, 2000).  These data were used to 

determine whether the soils displayed hydric characteristics.  Hydric soils are those that are saturated, flooded, or 

ponded long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part of the soil layer.  

Hydric soils are poorly drained, and their presence is indicative of the likely occurrence of wetlands (Environmental 

Laboratory, 1987).     

 

The Regional Supplement lists the following indicators as evidence of wetland hydrology (in order of decreasing 

reliability): (A1) surface water, (A2) high water table, (A3) saturation, (B1) water marks, (B2) sediment deposits, (B3) 

drift deposits, (B4) algal mat or crust, (B5) iron deposits, (B7) inundation visible on aerial imagery, (B8) sparsely 

vegetated concave surface, (B9) water-stained leaves, (B13) aquatic fauna, (B15) marl deposits, (C1) hydrogen 

sulfide odor, (C3) oxidized rhizospheres on living roots, (C4) presence of reduced iron, (C6) recent iron reduction in 

tilled soils, and (C7) thick muck surface.  Hydrologic characteristics (inundation and soil saturation) were visually 

assessed to a depth of 12 inches.  The hydrology indicators described above are considered "primary indicators," 

and any one of these indicators is sufficient evidence that wetland hydrology is present.  In addition, “secondary 

indicators” used by EDR personnel included: (B6) surface soil cracks, (B10) drainage patterns, (B16) moss trim lines,  

(C2) dry-season water table, (C8) crayfish burrows, (C9) saturation visible on aerial imagery, (D1) saturation visible 

on aerial imagery, (D2) geomorphic position, (D3) shallow aquitard, (D4) microtopographic relief, and (D5) fac-neutral 
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test.  Any two of these also indicate the presence of wetland hydrology.  Wetland hydrology, when combined with a 

dominant hydrophytic plant community and hydric soils, indicate the presence of a wetland. 

 

Photographs were taken of all wetlands and streams delineated within the Study Area.  Photographs representative 

of the delineated wetlands and streams are included in Attachment C. 

 

4.2 RESULTS 
 
EDR ecologists identified a total of eight wetlands and six streams within the Study Area.  Information pertaining to 

individual wetlands and streams is summarized in Table 2.  Wetlands and streams were categorized as one or more 

of the following six community types: emergent wetland, scrub-shrub wetland, forested wetland, perennial stream, 

intermittent stream, or ephemeral stream.  All wetlands and streams within the Study Area are depicted in Figure 6.  

Descriptions of each of the communities are also presented below. 

 

 



Wetland Delineation Report 
MV Edge Transmission Line Project       10 

Table 2: Delineated Wetlands and Streams 

 

Delineation

ID1 

Wetland 

Present  

Stream 

Present  
Wetland Type2 

Wetland 

Acreage 

within 

Study 

Area 

Stream 

Type3 

Linear 

Feet of 

Stream 

within 

Study 

Area 

NYSDEC 

Stream 

Class 

Stream Name 
Federal 

Jurisdiction4 

State 

Jurisdiction5 

NYSDEC 

Wetland 

ID 

Figure 

7, Sheet 

# 

C No Yes - - RIN 344.0 - 
Unnamed Tributary 

of Gridley Creek 
Yes No - 2,3 

D Yes No PFO/PSS/PEM 0.4753 - - - - Yes No - 2 

E Yes No 
PEM/Wet 

Meadow 
0.0940 - - - - Yes No - 6 

F Yes No PSS 0.0958 - - - - Yes No - 5 

G No Yes - - RUP 168.0 C Gridley Creek Yes No - 5 

H Yes No PSS 1.0773 - - - - Yes No - 5,6 

I Yes Yes PFO/PEM 0.4877 RIN 129.6 - 
Unnamed Tributary 

of Gridley Creek 
Yes No - 1 

L No Yes - - RIN 395.0 - 
Unnamed Tributary 

of Gridley Creek 
Yes No - 3 

M Yes Yes PEM - 
EPHEM 

ST 
158.0 - 

Unnamed Tributary 

of Gridley Creek 
Yes No - 4 

N Yes No PEM 0.2498 - - - - Yes No - 4 

P Yes Yes PEM 0.0014 
EPHEM 

ST 
- - 

Unnamed Tributary 

of Gridley Creek 
Yes No - 1 

Total 8 6  

1Field ID assigned by EDR.  Wetlands identified as A, B, J, K, and O are located outside the Study Area, and are not addressed in this report. 
2Wetland community types noted are based upon the Cowardin et al (1979) classification system: PFO = Palustrine Forested, PSS = Palustrine Scrub-Shrub, PEM = Palustrine 
Emergent, and OW = Open Water. 
3Stream types noted are based upon the Cowardin et al (1979) classification system:  RIN = Riverine Intermittent Stream, RUP = Riverine Perennial Stream, EPHEM ST = 
Ephemeral Stream. 
4 Based on visual observation of hydrologic connectivity in the field and review of available spatial data.  Final jurisdictional determination to be made by the USACE. 
5 Based on existing NYSDEC mapping of freshwater wetlands. 
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4.2.1 Wetlands 
 

Emergent Wetland – Six wetlands identified within the Study Area are emergent or include substantial areas 

dominated by herbaceous wetland species.  These wetlands are found throughout the Study Area.  Although the 

Cowardin classification was used to classify wetlands, some of the emergent wetlands in this category could be best 

described according to the Reschke definition as wet meadow (Reschke, 1990).  Wet meadow wetlands are usually 

found in poorly drained, low-lying, depression areas.  They generally lack standing water for most of the year, though 

snow melt, stormwater runoff, and/or a high water table allows the soil to remain saturated for a significant portion of 

the growing season.   

 

Emergent wetlands delineated in the Study Area are dominated by herbaceous plants such as broad-leaf cattail 

(Typha lattifolia), sedges (Carex spp.), soft rush (Juncus effuses), purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), sensitive fern 

(Onoclea sensibilis), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), and woolgrass (Scirpus cypernius).   

 

An example of an emergent wetland delineated on-site is Wetland E (see Appendix C, Photo 1).   Wetland E displays 

hydric soil conditions typical of those observed within emergent wetlands throughout the Study Area.  These include 

low chroma matrix colors ranging from black to dark brown (10YR 2/1, 10YR 3/2) throughout the upper soil strata, 

and higher matrix values (10YR 4/2, 10YR 5/2) in the lower strata. Some of the emergent wetlands contained thick 

layers (12”+) of black (10YR 2/1) mucky soils. These soils contained high amounts of decomposing organic soil 

matter.  Texture of soils in the emergent wetlands was generally a silt loam layer underlain by a gravelly silt loam 

layer.  The majority of soils sampled within emergent wetlands were considered silt loam F3 Depleted Matrix.  

Evidence of wetland hydrology in the emergent wetlands identified within the Study Area included inundation visible 

on aerial imagery, soil saturation, oxidized rhizospheres on living roots, surface water, and a high water table. 

 

Scrub-shrub Wetland – A total of three wetlands within the Study Area were found to contain scrub-shrub 

communities.  These wetlands are primarily found just north of Hazard Road in the southern section of the Study 

Area.  Scrub-shrub wetlands delineated within the Study Area are characterized by dense stands of shrub species 

less than 20 feet tall, including multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), dogwoods (Cornus spp.), Viburnum species, and 

willows (Salix spp.).  Herbaceous vegetation in these areas includes sensitive fern, purple loosestrife, willowherb 

(Epilobium spp.), flat-topped goldenrod (Euthamia graminifolia), woolgrass, and soft rush.  

 

An example of a scrub-shrub wetland delineated on-site is Wetland H (see Appendix C, Photo 4). Wetland H displays 

hydric soil conditions typical of scrub-shrub wetlands throughout the Study Area.  These include low chroma soils 

(10YR 2/1, 10YR 6/1) with redoxification features throughout the soil strata (5YR 4/6, 5YR 5/6).  Texture of soils in 
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the scrub-shrub wetlands was generally silt loam to clay loam.  Soils sampled within scrub-shrub wetlands were 

considered loamy F6 Redox Dark Surface and F3 Depleted Matrix soils.  Evidence of wetland hydrology in the scrub-

shrub wetlands identified within the Study Area included the presence of a high water table, soil saturation, water-

stained leaves, sparsely vegetated concave surface, and drainage patterns. 

 

Forested Wetland (PFO) – A total of two wetlands delineated within the northern portion of the Study Area contained 

forested wetland communities.  These communities are dominated by trees that are 20 feet or taller, but also typically 

include an understory of shrubs and herbaceous species.  Overstory vegetation is generally dominated by green ash 

(Fraxinus pennsylvanica), with the occasional American elm (Ulmus americana). Understory vegetation typically 

included saplings of the above mentioned species, or shrub species such as multiflora rose and willows.  Herbaceous 

species in forested wetlands included various sedges, sensitive fern, and cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea). 

 

An example of a forested wetland delineated on-site is Wetland I (see Appendix C, Photo 5).  Forested wetlands 

displayed typical hydric soil conditions including low chroma matrix colors ranging from black to dark grayish brown 

(10YR 3/2, 10YR 4/2) and redoxification in the matrix (5YR 4/6).  Texture of soils in the forested wetlands was 

generally silty loam A12 Thick Dark Surface and F3 Depleted Matrix soils.  Evidence of wetland hydrology in forested 

wetlands included water-stained leaves, hummocky micro-topography, drainage patterns, saturation and a high water 

table. 

 

4.2.2 Streams 
 
As indicated in Table 2, EDR ecologists identified a total of six streams within the Study Area, including ephemeral, 

intermittent, and perennial channels.  A total of three streams are directly associated with or adjacent to delineated 

wetland complexes.  The remaining three streams (identified in Table 2 as Streams C, G, and L) are not directly 

associated with delineated wetlands.   

 

Streams within the Study Area are located within forest, scrub-shrub and old-field communities, and generally have a 

gentle to moderate gradient (3-8%). Some streams were bounded by very steep slopes. Substrates most commonly 

consisted of boulders, cobbles, and shale bedrock, although silt and clay were also noted in some streams. Most of 

the streams within the Study Area are intermittent streams characterized by flowing water for only a portion of the 

year.   Observed water depths generally averaged 1-4 inches, however Gridley Creek was up to 18 inches in some 

smaller pools.  The largest stream within the Study Area is Gridley Creek, which is a NYSDEC Class C unprotected 

stream (see Appendix C, Photo 6). 
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 

EDR ecologists identified eight wetlands within the Study Area, totaling approximately 2.48 acres.  Wetlands were 

identified based on the presence of hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils.  The identified 

wetlands consist of emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested communities.  EDR ecologists also identified six streams 

within the Study Area, totaling approximately 1,194.6 linear feet. These streams are primarily intermittent, but also 

include perennial and ephemeral channels.  Three streams are directly adjacent to wetland complexes, while three 

are not associated with delineated wetlands.  The primary functions provided by these wetlands and streams appear 

to include maintaining surface water flows, water quality improvement, recharging groundwater supplies, storm water 

detention, flood abatement, wildlife habitat and nutrient cycling.  Many of the delineated wetlands flow off-site and 

appear to be connected to larger wetland systems, which may provide additional functions and values. 

 

All 14 of the delineated wetlands and streams appear to have surface water connections to other waters of the United 

States, and therefore are likely to be considered jurisdictional by the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act.  However, none of the delineated wetlands or streams fall under state jurisdiction pursuant to Article 24 or Article 

15 of the Environmental Conservation Law. 
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Figure 2: Study Area
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Figure 4: Project Site Soils
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APPENDIX B 

Routine Wetland Determination Data Sheets 



























































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

Photos of Representative Wetland Communities 
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Appendix C: Photos of Representative Wetland Communities

PHOTO 01:

Representative emergent 
wetland.

PHOTO 02:

Representative emergent 
wetland.
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Appendix C: Photos of Representative Wetland Communities

PHOTO 03:

Representative scrub/shrub 
wetland.

PHOTO 04:

Representative scrub/shrub 
wetland.
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Appendix C: Photos of Representative Wetland Communities

PHOTO 05:

Representative forested 
wetland.

PHOTO 06:

Representative stream. Gridley 
Creek.
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Appendix C: Photos of Representative Wetland Communities

PHOTO 07:

Representative stream.
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IPaC - Information for Planning and Conservation ( ): A project planning tool to helphttps://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
streamline the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service environmental review process.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Utica, NY Transmission
Line
IPaC Trust Resources Report
Generated March 29, 2016 01:15 PM MDT,  IPaC v3.0.0

This report is for informational purposes only and should not be used for planning or
analyzing project level impacts. For project reviews that require U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service review or concurrence, please return to the IPaC website and request an official
species list from the Regulatory Documents page.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

IPaC Trust Resources Report

NAME

Utica, NY Transmission Line

LOCATION

Oneida County, New York

IPAC LINK

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/
2OXBB-3QYHF-DNNBI-CQSGV-CTPN2Q

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Contact Information
Trust resources in this location are managed by:

New York Ecological Services Field Office
3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045-9349 
(607) 753-9334

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/2OXBB3QYHFDNNBICQSGVCTPN2Q
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/2OXBB3QYHFDNNBICQSGVCTPN2Q


Threatened

Endangered Species
Proposed, candidate, threatened, and endangered species are managed by the 

 of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.Endangered Species Program

This USFWS trust resource report is for informational purposes only and should
not be used for planning or analyzing project level impacts.

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the
IPaC website and request an official species list from the Regulatory Documents
section.

 of the Endangered Species Act  Federal agencies to "request of theSection 7 requires
Secretary information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may
be present in the area of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted,
permitted, funded, or licensed by any Federal agency.

A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can
only be obtained by requesting an official species list either from the Regulatory
Documents section in IPaC or from the local field office directly.

The list of species below are those that may occur or could potentially be affected by
activities in this location:

Mammals
 Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis

CRITICAL HABITAT

 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat

https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A0JE

Critical Habitats
There are no critical habitats in this location

IPaC Trust Resources Report
Endangered Species

3/29/2016 1:15 PM IPaC v3.0.0 Page 2

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/section-7.html
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A0JE


Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Migratory Birds
Birds are protected by the  and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act Bald and Golden Eagle

.Protection Act

Any activity that results in the  of migratory birds or eagles is prohibited unlesstake

authorized by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.  There are no provisions for allowing[1]

the take of migratory birds that are unintentionally killed or injured.

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in the take
of migratory birds is responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations and
implementing appropriate conservation measures.

1. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

Additional information can be found using the following links:
Birds of Conservation Concern 
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/
birds-of-conservation-concern.php
Conservation measures for birds 
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/
conservation-measures.php
Year-round bird occurrence data 
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/
akn-histogram-tools.php

The following species of migratory birds could potentially be affected by activities in this
location:

 American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F3

 Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008

 Black-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus erythropthalmus

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HI

 Blue-winged Warbler Vermivora pinus

Season: Breeding

IPaC Trust Resources Report
Migratory Birds

3/29/2016 1:15 PM IPaC v3.0.0 Page 3
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https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008
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Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern

Bird of conservation concern Canada Warbler Wilsonia canadensis

Season: Breeding

 Golden-winged Warbler Vermivora chrysoptera

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0G4

 Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0AN

 Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FU

 Pied-billed Grebe Podilymbus podiceps

Season: Breeding

 Prairie Warbler Dendroica discolor

Season: Breeding

 Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus

Season: Breeding

 Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HD

 Upland Sandpiper Bartramia longicauda

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HC

 Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F6

 Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina

Season: Breeding
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Wildlife refuges and fish hatcheries
There are no refuges or fish hatcheries in this location
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Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory
Impacts to  and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation underNWI wetlands
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army
.Corps of Engineers District

DATA LIMITATIONS

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information
on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery.
Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use
of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland
boundaries or classification established through image analysis.

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata
should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the
actual conditions on site.

DATA EXCLUSIONS

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.

DATA PRECAUTIONS

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the
geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities
involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or
local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such
activities.

There are no wetlands in this location
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Environmental Design and Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering, & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR), 
as a subconsultant to CH2M Hill Engineers, (CH2M), was retained by the Mohawk Valley Economic Development 
Growth Enterprises Corporation (MV EDGE) to prepare a Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) for a proposed high voltage 
transmission line (the Project) that will serve the Marcy Nanotechnology Center (Nanocenter) located west of Hazard 
Road in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York. The purpose of this VIA is to: 
 

 Describe and illustrate the appearance of the visible components of the proposed Project; 
 Define and describe the visual character of the Project study area; 
 Inventory and evaluate existing visual resources and viewer groups within the study area; 
 Evaluate potential Project visibility within the study area; 
 Identify key views for visual assessment; and 
 Assess the visual impacts associated with the proposed Project.   

 
This VIA was prepared under the direct guidance of a registered landscape architect licensed in the State of New York 
and experienced in the preparation of visual impact assessments.  It is also consistent with the policies, procedures, 
and guidelines contained in established visual impact assessment methodologies (see Literature Cited/References 
section). 
 



	

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line 2 
Visual Impact Assessment 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
2.1 Project Site 
 
The Project site is located approximately 1.2 miles north of the City of Utica, New York.  It includes approximately 34.8 
acres of land within a 1.2 mile long right-of-way (ROW) that crosses eight parcels of private land in the Town of Marcy 
in Oneida County, New York (Figure 1).  The proposed ROW originates at National Grid’s Edic Substation, on the west 
side of Edic Road.  From the Edic Substation, the new line will head southwest and cross over National Grid’s 115kV 
Booneville-Porter #1 and #2 lines.  After the crossing, the new line will intersect the west side of National Grid’s 115kV 
Yahnundasis-Porter #3/Oneida-Porter #7/Porter-Terminal #6 ROW.  After crossing Gridley Creek, the new lines will 
cross Hazard Road and continue parallel along the National Grid transmission ROW for approximately 2,000 feet 
before entering the proposed Marcy Nanocenter substation.  The proposed transmission line will occupy a new ROW 
approximately 200 feet in width.  The ROW width will be reduced to 150 feet when if parallels existing National Grid 
transmission lines.  The ROW is located in an area dominated by mixed forest and successional vegetation.  The area 
immediately adjacent to the ROW is predominately rural, with residential land use occurring along the nearby public 
road frontage.  Surrounding land use includes rural and suburban residences, local roads, undeveloped forested and 
successional land, agricultural fields and electric utility infrastructure (transmission lines and substations). 
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2.2 Proposed Project 
 
The purpose of the proposed Project is to provide a new electrical interconnection between the regional transmission 
grid and the Marcy Nanocenter.  In partnership with New York State, the State University of New York Polytechnic 
Institute (SUNY Poly), Fort Schuyler Management and MV EDGE, an Austrian company, ams AG, will construct, staff 
and operate a state-of-art microchip fabrication (“fab”) facility at the Marcy Nanocenter site in support of the company’s 
high performance semiconductor operations. 
 
To provide power for the proposed chip fab facility, a new, double-circuit 115kV transmission line from the National 
Grid’s Edic Substation to a new 115kV – 34.5kV substation on the Nanocenter site will be constructed.  The new 
structures for the transmission line will typically be two-pole, wood H-frame structures that range in height from 50 to 
101.5 feet above ground level.  When large structure loads or height requirements warrant it, the transmission line will 
be carried on three-pole wood or self-weathering steel poles.  Two single circuit lines are being proposed, as opposed 
to a single double circuit line, because of the power delivery and reliability requirements of the ams AG chip fab facility.  
Semiconductor manufacturing facilities require redundant electrical systems to protect against potential outages.  A 
rendering of the transmission structures proposed for the Project is included as Figure 3. 
 
 
 



www.edrdpc.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York

April 2016 Sheet 1 of 1
Figure 3 - Computer Model of Proposed Project (Representative Transmission Structures)
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3.0 EXISTING VISUAL CHARACTER 
 
Based on established visual impact assessment methodology, the study area for proposed transmission lines typically 
includes the area within a 0.5 to 1.0 mile radius of the proposed facilities.  Based on site-specific topographic and land 
use conditions, the visual study area for the proposed Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Lines was defined as a 1-mile 
radius around the proposed center line of the new ROW.   This area covers approximately 5.9 square miles, and falls 
primarily within the Town of Marcy. Approximately 0.18 square miles of the visual study area is located within the Town 
of Deerfield.  The location and extent of the visual study area is illustrated in Figure 4. 
 
3.1 Physiographic/Visual Setting 
 
The visual study area for the Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line is located in the Mohawk 
section of the Appalachian Plateaus physiographic province of New York State (Fenneman and Johnson, 1946).  The 
study area is characterized by considerable topographic relief with elevations ranging from approximately 430 feet 
above mean sea level (amsl) along New York State Route 49 in the southern portion of the study area to approximately 
1,100 feet amsl on the hilltop along Glass Factory Road in the northeastern portion of the study area.  A gradually 
rising hill between Route 49 and the top of Glass Factory Road is the dominant topographic feature within the study 
area, bisected by the incised stream valley surrounding Gridley Creek in the central portion of the study area. 
 
Vegetation cover/land use within the 1-mile radius study area is a mix of undeveloped forest, open agricultural land, 
suburban and commercial development, and utility infrastructure.  The central portion of the visual study area, including 
the Project site itself, is characterized by a forested stream valley with reverting agricultural fields on adjacent uplands, 
interrupted by numerous intersecting transmission lines.  Residential and commercial development is concentrated in 
the west and southwestern portions of the study area.  Suburban residential development also occurs in cul-de-sacs 
and along road frontage in the northern and southern portions of the study area.  The SUNY Poly campus, and 
associated athletic facilities, occupy a relatively large area in the southeastern portion of the visual study area.   
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3.2 Landscape Similarity Zones 
 
Definition of discrete landscape types within a given study area provides a useful framework for the analysis of potential 
Project visibility and viewer circumstances. These landscape types, referred to as Landscape Similarity Zones (LSZs), 
are defined based on the similarity of various landscape characteristics including landform, vegetation, water, and/or 
land use patterns, in accordance with established visual assessment methodologies (Smardon et al., 1987; USDA 
Forest Service, 1995; USDOT Federal Highway Administration, 1981; USDI Bureau of Land Management, 1980).  
Within the visual study area for the Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Lines, EDR defined five distinct LSZs.  The USGS 
National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD) used to help define the location of these zones is illustrated in Figure 5.  The 
general landscape character, land use, and potential views to the proposed Project within each of the defined LSZs 
are described below. 
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3.2.1 Zone 1:  Suburban Residential Zone 
 
This zone is dominated by medium-density residential neighborhood development that typically occurs along road 
frontage or in cul-de-sacs spurring off the main roads (Photo Insets 1 and 2).  Buildings tend to be relatively new 
construction, 1-2 stories in height, and more spread out than in a city or village setting. Consequently, open views to 
the surrounding landscape are generally more restricted than in open agricultural areas, but more available than in 
areas of more concentrated of human settlement. The effect of vegetation on visibility is variable in this LSZ, but houses 
and yard trees generally block outward views in most suburban neighborhoods.  Land use in this zone is almost 
exclusively residential, suggesting a relatively high sensitivity to visual quality and visual change.  However, the 
abundance of existing utility infrastructure in the area may temper viewer sensitivity to the proposed Project.  This LSZ 
is located primarily in the north and west portions of the visual study area.  Views of the Project site from this LSZ will 
generally be unavailable, due to distance and screening provided by intervening vegetation.  Potential views toward 
the Project may be available along existing transmission lines intersecting with the route of the proposed Project. 
 

 
Photo Inset 1. Suburban Residential Zone: Jerry Drive (above, left) 
Photo Inset 2. Suburban Residential Zone: Linda Drive (above, right) 
 
3.2.2 Zone 2:  Rural Residential Zone 
 
The Rural Residential LSZ occurs primarily in the central portion of the visual study area.  This landscape type is 
characterized by a mix of pasture, fallow/reverting crop fields, hedgerows, rural residences, and small woodlots (Photo 
Insets 3 and 4).  Due to the presence of open fields, views within this LSZ are more open and long distance than those 
available in other zones within the study area.  These views typically include an open field in the foreground, with a 
tree line defining a woodlot or stream valley in the mid-ground or background.  Views in the Rural Residential LSZ also 
include widely scattered homes.  The generally level to sloping topography and intervening forested areas limit many 
views of the Project site from this zone, except where open fields directly abut the Project site.  Only in this foreground 
area will unobstructed views of the proposed Project be available from the Rural Residential LSZ. 
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Photo Inset 3. Rural Residential Zone: Edic Road (above, left) 
Photo Inset 4. Rural Residential Zone: Mulaney Road (above, right) 
 
3.2.3 Zone 3:  Utility Infrastructure 
 
The study area includes abundant electric transmission infrastructure, including multiple high voltage overhead 
transmission lines and two major substations owned and operated by National Grid.  The landscape around the Edic 
Road – Glass Factory Road intersection, and extending southeast and northwest from the Edic and Porter Substations 
is dominated by utility infrastructure which defines the visual character of this area (Photo Insets 5 and 6).  Existing 
views in this LSZ generally include multiple overhead transmission lines characterized by a variety of structure sizes 
and designs.  These lines, plus the associated substations, result in fairly severe visual clutter and generally low scenic 
quality.  Open views toward the proposed Project site are available in this zone, but they are typically obscured by the 
abundance of overhead lines and transmission structures that already exist in the area. 
 

 
Photo Inset 5. Utility Infrastructure Zone: Edic Road (above, left) 
Photo Inset 6. Utility Infrastructure Zone: Church Road (above, right) 
 
 
3.2.4 Zone 4:  Forest Zone 
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This zone is characterized by the dominance of forest vegetation (mixed deciduous and coniferous) and occurs 
primarily adjacent to existing transmission infrastructure and along the stream valleys associated with Gridley Creek 
and the unnamed tributaries of this stream (Photo Insets 7 and 8).  The Forest LSZ is most common in the west and 
northeast portions of the study area, as well as the land immediately adjacent to Gridley Creek.  Views within this zone 
are generally restricted to forest edges or areas where yards, small clearings and cleared utility ROWs provide breaks 
in the tree canopy. Where long distance views are occasionally available, they are typically of short duration, limited 
distance, and/or tightly framed by trees. Land use in this zone includes low-density residential development and 
recreational use (hunting, fishing, etc.).  These forested areas are typically private lands with limited public access. 
 

 
Photo Inset 7. Forest Zone: Forested conditions in the vicinity of Gridley Creek (above, left) 
Photo Inset 8. Forest Zone: Edic Road (above, right) 
 
3.2.5 Zone 5:  Commercial/Institutional 
 
This LSZ is located along New York State Route 49 (River Road) and centered around the SUNY Poly (formerly SUNY 
Institute of Technology) campus.  Land use within the Commercial/Institutional zone is a mix of commercial and 
institutional buildings with no noticeable residential development (Photo Insets 9 and 10).  Buildings are characterized 
by a mix of traditional and more modern architectural styles.  Foreground buildings, roadside infrastructure, and 
associated street trees and landscape plantings dominate views in this LSZ.  Views of the Project site are generally 
unavailable from the Commercial/Institutional LSZ due to screening provided by intervening vegetation and structures.  
More open views toward the Project site are most likely from open yards and road corridors at the edges of this LSZ, 
where screening from structures and/or vegetation is reduced. 
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Photo Inset 9. Commercial/Institutional Zone: NYS State Route 49/River Road (above, left) 
Photo Inset 10. Commercial/Institutional Zone: Campus Road (above, right) 
 
 
3.3 Viewer/User Groups 
 
Three categories of viewer/user groups were identified within the visual study area.  These include the following: 
 
3.3.1 Local Residents 
 
Local residents include those who live, work, and travel for their daily business within the visual study area.  They 
generally view the landscape from their yards, homes, local roads and places of employment.  Residents are 
concentrated in the south central and southwestern portions of the study area, but occur throughout the study area.  
Except when involved in local travel, residents are likely to be stationary, and have frequent or prolonged views of the 
landscape.  Residents’ sensitivity to visual quality is variable, and may be tempered by the aesthetic character/setting 
of their neighborhood or work place.  As mentioned previously, those living in densely settled areas or locations that 
already include significant utility infrastructure may be less sensitive to landscape changes than those with a view of 
open farmland or undeveloped forest.  However, it is assumed that residents are familiar with the surrounding 
landscape and may be sensitive to visual changes, especially with respect to views that are important to them. 
 
3.3.2 Through Travelers 
 
Travelers passing through the area view the landscape from motor vehicles on their way to other destinations.  Through 
travelers are typically moving, have a relatively narrow field of view oriented along the axis of the roadway, and are 
destination oriented.  Drivers on major roads in the area (e.g., NYS Routes 8/12 and 49) will generally be focused on 
the road and traffic conditions, but do have the opportunity to observe roadside scenery.  Passengers in moving 
vehicles will have greater opportunities for prolonged off-road views than will drivers, and therefore may be more aware 
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of the quality of surrounding scenery.  However, through travelers who are not residents of the area are unlikely to be 
particularly sensitive to visual change along the route of their travel. 
 
3.3.3 Visitors 
 
This viewer group consists of out-of-town visitors who come to the area to visit family or friends, visit or attend SUNY 
Poly, or participate in cultural and recreational activities.  Members of this group may view the landscape from area 
highways while on the way to their destinations, or from the sites themselves.  This group includes those involved in 
outdoor recreation, such as walkers, bicyclists, sporting event participants and spectators.  Outdoor recreational users 
will often have continuous views of landscape features over relatively long periods of time, but visual quality may or 
may not be an important part of their visit to the area.  However, in almost all cases, scenery can serve to enhance the 
quality of their visit.  
 
3.4 Visually Sensitive Resources 
 
To identify visually sensitive resources within the visual study area, EDR consulted a variety of data sources, including: 
digital geospatial data (shapefiles) obtained primarily through the NYS GIS Clearinghouse or the Environmental 
Systems Research Institute (ESRI); numerous national, state, county and local agency/program websites, as well as 
websites specific to identified resources; the DeLorme Atlas and Gazetteer for New York State; USGS 7.5-minute 
topographical maps; and web mapping services such as Google Maps. All inventoried sensitive aesthetic resources, 
including their distance relative to the Project Site, are listed in Appendix B. The locations of mapped visually sensitive 
resources within the visual study area are illustrated in Figure 6. 
 
Visually sensitive resources generally fall into two categories: 1) aesthetic resources that have been formally 
recognized, such as buildings and landscapes listed on the National or State Register of Historic Places, designated 
scenic areas, or publicly owned properties such as State Parks, or 2) places of concentrated activity such as schools, 
villages centers and heavily used roadways, or landscapes of high aesthetic merit that may be considered important 
by local residents.  The former category includes various resources that have been identified as aesthetic resources of 
statewide significance by NYSDEC Visual Policy.  Within the study area, these include the Mohawk Valley Heritage 
Corridor and the Revolutionary Trail Scenic Byway.   
 
Heritage Areas 
According to the NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) website, the visual study 
area lies within the Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor (NYSOPRHP, 2014a).  The Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor 
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extends 130 miles from the Hudson River to Oneida Lake, including eight counties rich in natural features and history 
(NYSORPHP, 2007).  The theme of this heritage area states: 
 

“the dramatic landscapes of the eight Mohawk Valley counties are layered with centuries of history, from 
Iroquois encounters with fur traders and missionaries, through European settlement, colonial wars, the Erie 
Canal, and industrialization” (NYSORPHP, 2007). 

 
Scenic Byways 
The Revolutionary Byway (also known as the Revolutionary Trail Scenic Byway) passes through the southern portion 
of the visual study area along State Route 49, approximately 0.9 mile from the proposed transmission line.  This byway 
is approximately 158 miles in length, extending from the City of Albany to Lake Ontario at the Village of Port Ontario 
(NYSDOT, 2014b).  The vision statement provides a summary of the valued characteristics of this resource: 
 

“The Revolutionary Byway embodies a rich and varied history that is defined by scenic beauty, natural and 
cultural resources, recreation, and agricultural traditions.  Natural and manmade waterways form the basic 
thread of a unique tapestry that follows New York State Routes 5, 49, 69 and 13 from Schenectady to Port 
Ontario, and offer an unparalleled array of multi-modal travel opportunities for both residents and visitors.  
This regional coalition of communities embraces a balanced approach to promote their special qualities, 
maintain a sound economy and enhance the quality of life for people in the corridor.” (Mohawk Valley Heritage 
Corridor et al., undated) 

 
Locally Important Resources 
In addition to the scenic resources of statewide significance described above, the visual study area also includes areas 
that are regionally or locally significant, sensitive to visual impacts, and/or receive significant public/recreational use.  
Identified locally important resources include the SUNY Poly, Marcy Elementary School, the Hamlet of Maynard, Bike 
Route 5, two named streams, a snowmobile trail, and major transportation corridors such as NYS Routes 8/12 and 49.   
 
SUNY Poly is located approximately 0.4 miles from the proposed transmission line, in the southeastern portion of the 
visual study area.  Enrollment is approximately 2,000 students and specialties include engineering, cyber-security and 
technology, professional studies, business and nursing, and more (SUNY, 2016). 
 
Marcy Elementary School is located approximately 0.7 mile southwest of the proposed transmission line.  It is one of 
seven schools that make up the Whitesboro Central School District, and it serves 326 students in grades K through 5 
(Great Schools, 2016).   
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The visual study area also includes recreational resources.  State Bike Route 5 extends from Niagara Falls across 
the state to the Massachusetts border and follows NYS Route 49 (also the Revolutionary Byway) across the southern 
portion of the study area.  A snowmobile trail maintained by the Deerfield Fish and Game Club occurs in the 
northeastern portion of the study area. Gridley Creek is crossed by the proposed transmission line and Jones Creek 
occurs in the southwestern portion of the study area. 
 
The Hamlet of Maynard is located adjacent to Marcy Elementary School, centered on the intersection of Maynard Drive 
and Morris Road in the southern portion of the study area.  Major transportation corridors within the study area include 
previously mentioned NYS Route 49 as well as NYS Route 8/12, which runs along the eastern edge of the visual study 
area.  The NYS Thruway (Interstate 90) is adjacent to the study area, approximately 1.1 miles south of the proposed 
transmission line.  According to NYS Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) 2013 traffic count data, annual average 
daily traffic (AADT) counts for portions of NYS Route 49 and NYS Route 8/12 within the study area are 8,847 and 
14,604 vehicles per day, respectively.  The AADT count for the NYS Thruway adjacent to the study area is 40,669 
vehicles per day for eastbound and west bound lanes combined (NYSDOT, 2013).   
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4.0 VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
 
The VIA procedures used for this study are consistent with methodologies developed by various state and federal 
agencies, including the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (1980), U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, National Forest Service (1974), the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 
(1981), the Adirondack Park Agency (not dated), and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(not dated, 2001).  The specific techniques used to assess potential Project visibility and visual impacts are described 
in the following section. 
 
4.1 Project Visibility 
 
An analysis of Project visibility was undertaken to identify those locations within the visual study area where there is 
potential for the proposed transmission line to be seen from ground-level vantage points.  This analysis included 
identifying potentially visible areas on viewshed maps and evaluating potential Project visibility in the field. The 
methodology employed for each of these assessment techniques is described below. 
 
4.1.1 Viewshed Analysis 
 
Topographic viewshed maps for the Project were prepared using New York State 2 meter digital elevation model (DEM) 
data which was derived from terrestrial LiDAR (2008), the location and height of the proposed transmission structures 
(see Figures 2 and 3), and ESRI ArcGIS® software with the Spatial Analyst extension.  A 1-mile radius topographic 
viewshed was mapped to illustrate potential visibility of the proposed transmission line (based on structure heights 
ranging from 50 to 106 feet above existing grade).   
 
The ArcGIS program defines the viewshed (using topography only) by reading every cell of the DEM data and assigning 
a value based upon visibility from observation points throughout the 1-mile study area.  The resulting topographic 
viewshed map defines the maximum area from which any portion of the completed Project could potentially be seen 
from ground-level vantage points (existing grade plus 1.7 meters to account for viewer height) within the study area 
(ignoring the screening effects of existing vegetation and structures).   
 
Because the screening provided by vegetation and structures is not considered in this analysis, the topographic 
viewshed represents a "worst case" assessment of potential Project visibility.  Topographic viewshed maps assume 
that no trees exist, and are therefore very accurate in predicting where visibility will not occur due to topographic 
interference.  However, they are less accurate in identifying areas from which the Project would actually be visible.  Tall 
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vegetation, coniferous trees, and buildings can limit or eliminate visibility in areas indicated as having potential Project 
visibility in the topographic viewshed analysis. 
 
To supplement the “worst case” topographic viewshed analysis, a vegetation viewshed was also prepared to illustrate 
the potential screening provided by forest vegetation.  A base vegetation layer was created using USGS 2006 NLCD 
to identify the mapped location of forest land (including the Deciduous Forest, Evergreen Forest and Mixed Forest 
NLCD classifications).  The mapped locations of the forest land was assigned an assumed elevation of 40 feet, and 
added to the DEM.  The viewshed analysis was then re-run, as described above.  Once the viewshed analysis was 
completed, the areas covered by the forest vegetation layer were set to zero using a Spatial Analyst conditional 
statement to reflect the fact that views within forested areas will generally be screened.   
 
Because it accounts for the screening provided by mapped forest stands, the vegetation viewshed is a much more 
accurate representation of potential Project visibility.  However, it is important to note that because screening provided 
by buildings and street/yard trees, as well as characteristics of the proposed Project components that influence visibility 
(color, narrow profile, distance from viewer, etc.), are not taken consideration in the viewshed analyses, being within 
the viewshed does not necessarily equate to actual Project visibility. 
 
4.1.2 Field Verification 
 
Visibility of the proposed Project was also evaluated in the field on January 6, 2016.  Existing transmission line and 
substation structures adjacent to the proposed Project provided locational and scale references to verify visibility of the 
proposed transmission line and to obtain photographs for subsequent use in the development of visual simulations 
(see Section 4.2.2).  Sunny to partly cloudy skies resulted in good visibility throughout the day. 
 
During the field verification, an EDR staff member drove public roads and visited public vantage points within the 1-
mile radius study area to document locations from which the proposed transmission line would likely be visible, partially 
screened, or fully screened.  This determination was based on the visibility of existing transmission infrastructure 
adjacent to the Project site.  Photos were taken from 40 representative viewpoints within the study area.  All photos 
were obtained using a Canon EOS Rebel T3i digital SLR camera with a focal length between 28 and 35 mm (equivalent 
to between 45 and 55 mm on a standard 35 mm film camera).  This focal length is the standard used in visual impact 
assessment because it most closely approximates normal human perception of spatial relationships and scale in the 
landscape.  Viewpoint locations were determined using a hand-held global positioning system (GPS) unit and high 
resolution aerial photographs (digital ortho quarter quadrangles).  The time and location of each photo was documented 



	

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line 21 
Visual Impact Assessment 

on field maps and data sheets (see Appendix B).  Viewpoints photographed during field review generally represented 
the most open, unobstructed available views toward the Project. 
 
4.2 Project Visual Impact 
 
Beyond evaluating potential Project visibility, the VIA also examined the visual impact of the proposed transmission 
line on the aesthetic resources and viewers within the Project study area.  This assessment involved creating computer 
models of the proposed transmission line, selecting representative viewpoints within the study area, and preparing 
computer-assisted visual simulations of the proposed Project.  These simulations were then used to characterize the 
type and degree of visual impact resulting from Project construction.  Details of the visual impact assessment 
procedures are described below. 
 
4.2.1 Viewpoint Selection 
 
From the photo documentation conducted during field verification, EDR selected a total of six viewpoints for 
development of visual simulations.  These viewpoints were selected based upon the following criteria: 
 

1. They provide open views of the Project (as determined through field evaluation). 
2. They illustrate typical views from landscape similarity zones and/or sensitive resources where views of the 

Project will be available. 
3. They illustrate typical views of the proposed Project that will be available to representative viewer/user groups 

within the visual study area. 
4. They illustrate views from a variety of viewer distances and directions, to illustrate the range of Project visibility 

and visual change that will occur with the Project in place. 
 
Locational details and the criteria for selection of the viewpoints selected for simulation are summarized in Table 1. 
 
Table 1.  Viewpoints Selected for Simulations and Evaluation 

VP 
# 

Viewpoint 
Location 

Landscape Similarity Zone 
Represented 

Viewer Group  
Represented 

Viewing  
Distance` 

View  
Orientation2 

29 Glass Factory Road Utility Infrastructure Residents 1742 feet W/SW 
30 Edic Road Utility Infrastructure Residents 1237 feet W/NW 
32 Edic Road Forest/ Utility Infrastructure Residents 544 feet W/NW 

33A Hazard Road Rural Residential Residents, Visitors 650 feet SE 
33B Hazard Road Rural Residential Residents, Visitors 650 feet S/SE 
34 Hazard Road Rural Residential Residents, Visitors 85 feet E/NE 

1Distance measured in feet from viewpoint to nearest visible transmission structure. 
2N = North, S = South, E = East, W = West 
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4.2.2 Visual Simulations 
 
To show anticipated visual changes associated with the proposed Project, high-resolution computer-enhanced image 
processing was used to create realistic photographic simulations of the completed transmission line from each of the 
six selected viewpoints. The photographic simulations were developed by using Autodesk 3ds Max® to create a 
simulated perspective (camera view) to match the location, bearing, and focal length of the viewpoint (existing 
conditions) photograph.  Existing elements in the view (e.g., buildings, transmission structures, roads) were modeled 
based on aerial photographs and DEM data in AutoCAD Civil 3D®.  A three dimensional (“3-D”) topographic mesh of 
the landform (based on DEM data) was then brought into the 3-D model space.  At this point minor adjustments were 
made to camera and target location, focal length, and camera roll to align all modeled elements with the corresponding 
elements in the photograph.  This assures that any elements introduced to the model space (i.e., the proposed 
transmission structures) will be shown in proportion, perspective, and proper relation to the existing landscape elements 
in the view.  Consequently, the alignment, elevations, dimensions and locations of the proposed Project structures will 
be accurate and true in their relationship to other landscape elements in the photograph. 
 
A 3-D computer model of the proposed transmission line was prepared based on specifications and data provided by 
the Project Engineers (TRC) (see representations of modeled transmission structures in Figure 3).  Using the camera 
view as guidance, the visible Project elements were then imported to the landscape model space and set at the proper 
coordinates, which were also provided to EDR by TRC.  For the purposes of this visual impact assessment, all 
transmission structures were assumed to be treated wood poles or self-weathering (Corten) steel. 
 
Once the proposed Project was accurately aligned within the camera view, a lighting system was created based on the 
actual time, date, and location of the photograph.  Using the Mental Ray Rendering System® with Final Gather and 
Mental Ray Daylight System® within the Autodesk 3ds MAX® software, light reflection, highlights, color casting, and 
shadows were accurately rendered on the modeled Project based on actual environmental conditions represented in 
the photograph. 
 
The rendered Project was then superimposed over the photograph in Adobe Photoshop CS3® and portions of the 
Project that fall behind vegetation, structures or topography were masked out.  Any shadows cast on the ground by the 
proposed structures were also included by rendering a separate “shadow pass” over the DEM model in Autodesk 3ds 
Max® and then overlaying the shadows on the simulated view with the proper fall-off and transparency using Adobe 
Photoshop CS3®. 
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4.2.3 Visual Impact Evaluation 
 
To evaluate anticipated visual changes associated with the proposed Project, the photographic simulations of the 
completed Project (as described above) were compared to photos of existing conditions. These “before” and “after” 
photographs, identical in every respect except for the Project components shown in the simulated views, were printed 
in 11 x 17 inch format for every viewpoint selected in the previously described process.  A licensed EDR landscape 
architect was then asked to determine the effect of the proposed Project on the existing visual conditions in terms of 
its contrast with existing components of the landscape.  Landscape, viewer, and project related factors considered by 
the landscape architect in his evaluation included the following: 
 

 Variety/Diversity:  As a general rule, more diverse landscapes tend to have higher scenic quality.  Diversity 
may result from diverse topography or vegetative types that produce a range of textures and colors, or from 
the presence of distinct natural features such as water bodies. 

 
 Focal Point:  Certain natural or man-made landscape features stand out and are particularly noticeable as a 

result of their physical characteristics.  Focal points often contrast with their surroundings in color, form 
(shape), scale or texture, and therefore tend to draw a viewer’s attention.  Examples include prominent trees, 
mountains and water features.  Man-made features, such as a steeple or tall building can also be focal points.   

 
 Intactness/Order:  Natural landscapes have an underlying order determined by natural processes.  Cultural 

landscapes exhibit order by displaying traditional or logical patterns or land use/development.  Elements in 
the landscape that are inconsistent with this natural order may detract from scenic quality.  When a new 
project is introduced to the landscape, intactness and order are maintained through the repetition of the forms, 
lines, colors, and textures existing in the surrounding built or natural environment. 

 
 Distance:  Foreground views (within 0.5 mile) are considered to be most sensitive due to viewer proximity, 

and the ability to perceive detail.  Mid-ground views extend from 0.5 mile to 3.5 miles from the viewer; 
distances where one can perceive individual structures and trees, but not great detail.  Background is beyond 
3.5 miles and generally defines the distance where only broad landforms are discernible and where 
atmospheric conditions may render the landscape an overall bluish color.  Views in which all three distance 
zones are visible are often considered to have the highest scenic quality.  In general, the scale and impact of 
a project is reduced the further it is located from a viewer.   
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 Duration of View:  Some views are seen as quick glimpses while driving along a roadway or hiking a trail, 
while others are seen for a more prolonged period of time.  Longer duration views of a project, especially from 
significant aesthetic resources, have the greatest potential for adverse visual impact. 

 
 Scenic or Recreational Value:  When a site receives designation as a scenic or recreational resource, it is 

an indication that there is broad public consensus on the value of that particular resource.  The particular 
characteristics of the resource that contribute to its scenic or recreational designation provide guidance in 
evaluating a project’s visual impact on that resource. 

 
 Project Scale:  The apparent size of a proposed project in relation to its surroundings define the compatibility 

of its scale with the existing landscape.  Perception of project scale is likely to vary depending on the distance 
from which it is seen and other contextual factors. 

 
 Visual Clutter:  Numerous unrelated built elements occurring within a view can adversely impact scenic 

quality by creating visual clutter. 
 

 Form, Line, Color, and Texture:  These are the basic compositional elements that define the visual 
characteristics of a landscape, as well as a project.  The extent to which form, line, color, and texture of a 
project are similar to, or contrast with these same elements in the existing landscape is a primary determinant 
of visual impact. 
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5.0 VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT RESULTS 
 
5.1 Project Visibility 
 
5.1.1 Viewshed Analysis 
 
Potential visibility of the proposed transmission line, as indicated by the viewshed analyses, is illustrated in Figure 7.  
The topographic viewshed analysis indicates that some portion of the proposed Project could potentially be visible in 
approximately 68% of the 1-mile radius study area.  This "worst case" assessment of potential visibility indicates the 
area where any portion of any of the proposed structures could possibly be seen without considering the screening 
effect of existing vegetation and structures.  Based on this analysis, all of the visually sensitive resources within the 
study area are indicated as having potential views of the transmission line, based on the screening provided by 
intervening topography alone (see Appendix B). In general, streams within the study area flow within deeply incised 
ravines with steep walls that restrict outward views from within the stream corridors.  The topographic viewshed analysis 
suggests that potential views of the Project would only be available from limited areas within these stream corridors.   
 
Factoring vegetation into the viewshed analysis greatly reduces potential Project visibility, and is a more accurate 
reflection of what the actual extent of visibility is likely to be (see Figure 7, Sheet 2).  Within a 1-mile radius, the 
vegetative viewshed analysis indicates that approximately 22% of the area could have views of the proposed 
transmission line (i.e., the line should be screened from view in 78% of the study area).  According to this analysis, 
potential views of the Project will generally be available from areas to the north, east and southwest of the site, including 
the Marcy Elementary School, rural residential development, and a portion of SUNY Poly; and open agricultural land 
to the east and west of the site.  With respect to Project visibility from visually sensitive resources, this analysis indicates 
that views of the Project from the Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor will occur, and that all other identified visually 
sensitive resources will have some level of screening provided by forest vegetation.  In particular, visibility from Bike 
Route 5 and the Revolutionary Byway is indicated as minimal.  The Deerfield Fish and Game Club Snowmobile Trail 
is the only resource that is indicated as having an unscreened view of the proposed Project.    
 
As mentioned previously, areas of actual Project visibility are anticipated to be more limited than indicated by the 
viewshed analysis, due to the slender profile of the transmission structures, the effects of distance, and screening 
provided by yard trees, street trees and structures, all of which are not considered in the viewshed analysis.  These 
latter features likely provide significant screening in residential areas where the viewshed analysis suggests potential 
Project visibility. 
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Figure 7: Viewshed Analysis
Sheet 1 of 2: Structure Visibility
Based on Topography Only

!( Proposed Structure
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25 + Structures
City/Village Boundary
Town Boundary

April 2016

Notes:
1. Basemap: Hillshade derived from
2-meter resolution NYS DEM data;
ESRI Street Map North America, 2008.
2. Viewshed analysis based off of
2-meter resolution NYS DEM data.
3. Potential structure visibility based on
topography only. Screening effects of
buildings, trees or other factors are not
accounted for.
4. Analysis based on structure heights 
ranging from 15.2 - 32.3 meters.
5. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in 
grayscale may misrepresent the data.
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Figure 7: Viewshed Analysis
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Notes:
1. Basemap: USDA Imagery: USDA FSA
NAIP "2015 New York 0.5m" Map Service
Layer; Hillshade derived from 2-meter
resolution NYS DEM data; ESRI Street
Map North America, 2008.
2. Viewshed analysis based off of
2-meter resolution NYS DEM data. 
3. Potential structure visibility based on
topography and screening effects of
mapped forest vegetation.
4. Analysis based on structure heights 
ranging from 15.2 - 32.3 meters.
5. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in 
grayscale may misrepresent the data.
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5.1.2 Field Evaluation 
 
Field review suggested that actual Project visibility is likely to be more limited than suggested by viewshed mapping.  
The combined effect of vegetation (forest areas, street trees, and yard vegetation) and buildings throughout the study 
area screens views of the Project from most locations (see Figure 8 and Appendix B).  For example, the viewshed 
analysis considering vegetation as well as topography indicated potential Project visibility from a portion of the 
commercial strip along New York State Route 49.  However, this area is significantly developed with businesses and 
views toward the Project are screened by residences and mature/tall trees along roadways and property lines in the 
direction of the Project (factors that are not considered in the viewshed analysis).  Field review revealed that the 
combination of screening provided by buildings and trees effectively obscured views toward the Project from Route 49 
(Photo Insets 11 and 12).   
 

 
Photo Inset 11. Viewpoint 2: View toward the Project (screened) from the intersection of NYS Route 49 and Maynard Drive (above, left). 
Photo Inset 12. Viewpoint 4: View toward the Project (screened) from NYS Route 49 (above, right). 
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Field review indicates that Project visibility will be restricted primarily to areas with views of existing transmission 
infrastructure within approximately 0.5 mile of the proposed Project (Photo Inset 13).  The majority of the suburban 
residential neighborhoods on the outermost portions of the study area will not have views of the Project, although the 
Project may be partially visible from the elevated areas to the north of the Project site (Photo Inset 14).   
 

 
Photo Inset 13. Viewpoint 19: View toward existing transmission infrastructure and the Project (visible) from Morgan Road (above, left). 
Photo Inset 14. Viewpoint 21: View toward existing transmission infrastructure and the Project from Hillside Terrace (above, right).  Potential 
Project visibility above treeline between houses. 
 
With respect to the identified visually sensitive resources; field review indicates that the Project will not be visible from 
the Revolutionary Trail/Bike Route 5 (Photo Insets 11 and 12, above).  Views of the Project from SUNY Poly will be 
limited to the northernmost portion of the campus near the soccer fields (Photo Inset 15), but will be screened by 
vegetation and buildings from the Marcy Elementary School (Photo Inset 16).   
 

 
 
Photo Inset 15. Viewpoint 37: View toward the Project (visible) from SUNY Polytechnic Institute soccer fields (above, left). 
Photo Inset 16. Viewpoint 7: View toward the Project (screened) from Marcy Elementary School parking lot (above, right). 
 
A comprehensive summary of potential Project visibility from sensitive sites is presented in the table and map included 
in Appendix B.   

Existing 
transmission 
infrastructure 

 

Existing 
transmission 
infrastructure 
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5.2 Project Visual Impact 
 
To illustrate anticipated visual changes associated with the proposed Project, photographic simulations of the 
completed Project from each of the six viewpoints indicated in Figure 8 were used to evaluate Project visibility and 
appearance.  Review of these images, along with photos of the existing view, allowed for comparison of the aesthetic 
character of each view, with and without the proposed Project in place.  Results of this evaluation are presented below. 
 
5.2.1 Analysis of Existing and Proposed Views 
 
Viewpoint 29 (Figure 9) 
 
Existing View 

This viewpoint is located on Glass Factory Road, approximately 1,742 feet (0.33 mile) from the nearest structure on 
the proposed transmission line.  The existing view to the west-southwest from this location (i.e., toward the Project site) 
features two wire gates at the entrance to a snow covered field in the immediate foreground.  The field is uneven, with 
a rolling/sloping land form.  It is backed by the Edic Substation and a hedgerow of mixed deciduous and coniferous 
trees.  The hedgerow, located on the right side of the view, partially screens the steel lattice structures of a transmission 
line coming into the substation.  The steel lattice strain bus/dead end support structures of the substation, and some 
lower substation structures (the fence, bus work, insulators, etc.), dominate the middle to left side of the view.  Forest 
vegetation located directly behind the substation blocks views of any more distant landscape features.  The Edic 
Substation defines the character of this view, giving it an industrial/utilitarian feel and low scenic quality.  
 
Proposed Project 

With the proposed project in place, two new take-off structures can be seen in the center of the view, at the far right 
side of the substation.  Some evidence of tree removal and the upper portions of some new transmission structures 
can be seen on the far side of the station.  However, evidence of the new line is difficult to perceive among the 
abundance of existing substation structures.  Consequently, visual change resulting from the proposed Project is almost 
imperceptible, and there is essentially no effect on existing landscape features, land use, viewer activity or scenic 
quality. 



www.edrdpc.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York

April 2016

Figure 9: Viewpoint 29 (Glass Factory Road - View to the west-southwest)
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Figure 9: Viewpoint 29 (Glass Factory Road - View to the west-southwest)
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Viewpoint 30 (Figure 10) 
 
Existing View 

Viewpoint 30 is located on Edic Road at the entrance to the Edic Substation, approximately 1237 feet (0.23 mile) from 
the nearest proposed transmission structure.  This view to the west-northwest includes the entrance drive to the 
substation and areas of open fields on either side of the drive in the immediate foreground.  The Edic Substation is a 
prominent foreground feature on the right side of the view.  It includes multiple steel lattice strain bus support structures 
that extend well into the sky, along with a variety of lower electrical equipment, a control house, a construction trailer, 
and a galvanized perimeter fence.  Multiple transmission lines carried on wood pole and steel lattice structures can be 
seen entering the station from several directions.  These lines crisscross the sky and add additional visual clutter to 
the view.  An irregular line of deciduous forest vegetation backs the transmission infrastructure present in this view, 
and blocks views of more distant landscape features.  Scenic quality at this viewpoint is low. 
 
Proposed Project 

With the proposed project in place, a new set of wood pole transmission structures, and some evidence of tree clearing 
are visible along the edge of the woodlot that forms a backdrop in this view.  With the removal of some larger trees 
along the new ROW, the tree line now appears more uniform in height and texture, but otherwise the Project’s impact 
on vegetation is minimal.  The color of the new poles blends well with the background vegetation, and their height is 
roughly the same as the tree tops.  Although existing utility infrastructure has been added to the view, it is compatible 
with the existing infrastructure that already dominates the landscape.  Because the Project is consistent with existing 
land use, it will have no impact on scenic quality or viewer activity at this location. 
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Figure 10: Viewpoint 30 (Edic Road - View to the west-northwest)
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Viewpoint 32 (Figure 11) 
 
Existing View 

This viewpoint is located on Edic Road, approximately 0.5 mile south of the Edic Substation.  This location is 
approximately 544 feet from the nearest proposed transmission line structure, which is as close as the Project gets to 
residential properties on Edic Road.  The existing view to the west northwest from this viewpoint looks directly down 
the cleared ROW of National Grid’s Boonville-Porter transmission lines.  A series of steel lattice structures on this line 
extend away from the viewer into the Gridley Creek valley, before rising back up on to a ridge further down the ROW.  
This ridgeline and a clump of trees beyond it, block views of more distant landscape features along the ROW.  The 
ROW is lined by mature conifers and young deciduous trees on both sides.  This vegetation encloses the view and 
directs the viewer’s eye down the cleared ROW.  Shrubs and herbaceous vegetation that characterize the cleared 
ROW dominate the immediate foreground, which also includes a single wood pole utility structure on the far left side 
of the view.  The lack of vegetative and topographic diversity, the enclosed nature of the view, and the presence of 
existing utility structures in the immediate foreground, result in low scenic quality. 
 
Proposed Project 

With the proposed Project in place, the most noticeable change is removal of the tall spruce trees and some lower 
deciduous vegetation on the left side of the view.  The Project’s contrast with existing vegetation is thus appreciable to 
strong, and the result is a much more open view that increases the visibility of existing utility structures.  The new poles 
and overhead lines are clearly visible against the sky, and extend well above the new tree line.  The presence of the 
existing transmission line limits the perceived change in land use, but addition of the new lines accentuates the 
utilitarian character of the view.  Where previously the utility structures in this view were largely restricted to a well-
defined corridor within the trees, the loss of vegetation and the addition of new overhead lines makes these structures 
the dominant features of the new open view from Edic Road.   
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Figure 11: Viewpoint 32 (Edic Road - View to the west-northwest)
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Figure 11: Viewpoint 32 (Edic Road - View to the west-northwest)
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Viewpoint 33A (Figure 12) 
 
Existing View 

Viewpoint 33A is located on Hazard Road, approximately 850 feet from the crossing of this road by the proposed 
transmission line.  This viewpoint is approximately 650 feet from the nearest proposed transmission line structure.  The 
existing view to the southeast features an overgrown field in the immediate foreground, backed by a hedgerow of 
deciduous and coniferous trees.  A row of roadside utility poles precedes away from the viewer on the left side of the 
view.  A house and yard, and a single steel lattice transmission structure, can be seen in an open area beyond the 
hedgerow.  A second wood pole transmission structure can be seen directly behind the house, but it is almost lost 
among the tree trunks behind it.  A deciduous woodlot forms the backdrop and blocks views of more distant landscape 
features, except on the far right side of the view, where the woodlot ends and a long distance view is available to the 
Mohawk River Valley and wooded hills beyond.  The view has a strong rural residential character and moderate to high 
scenic quality. 
 
Proposed Project 

With the proposed Project in place, two three-pole wooden transmission structures have been added to the view behind 
the existing hedgerow.  The new structures are adjacent to an existing transmission structure, which minimizes any 
perceived change in land use. The line and form of the new and existing structures are compatible, but the new 
structures are taller and bulkier than the existing structure, and have a different color.  However, the new structures 
are consistent in color and height with the existing trees, and do not exceed the height of the tree tops against the sky.  
The new overhead conductors add some visual clutter when viewed against the sky, but are difficult to perceive when 
viewed against a backdrop of forest vegetation.  The most substantial impact of the Project is its potential effect on 
viewer activity at the rural residence which is directly adjacent to the line.  However, this effect is limited due to the 
presence of two existing transmission lines that already run past this home. Moreover, the pending construction of the 
Marcy Nanocenter will have a much more substantial effect on the southerly views from this residence. 
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Figure 12: Viewpoint 33A (Hazard Road - View to the southeast)
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Figure 12: Viewpoint 33A (Hazard Road - View to the southeast)
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Viewpoint 33B (Figure 13) 
 
Existing View 

This viewpoint is the same as 33A on Hazard Road, but oriented to the south-southeast.  It is approximately 650 feet 
to the nearest proposed transmission structure.  The view in this direction includes an overgrown brushy field in the 
foreground that slopes downward toward an open area (the proposed Marcy Nanocenter site) and an irregular woods 
line in the mid-ground.  Two existing transmission lines, one on steel lattice structures and the other carried on wood 
pole H-frame structures, span the view.  These lines are clearly visible, but the structures do not break the skyline or 
define the character of the view.  Beyond the woods in the mid-ground, the land continues to descend into the Mohawk 
River Valley, before rising to rolling hills in the background.  The background hills are a mix of forest and fields, and 
extend to a distant hazy horizon line.  The character of this view is open and expansive, but scenic quality is considered 
moderate. 
 
Proposed Project 

With the proposed Project in place, the new line spans the view, running parallel to the existing lines.  Two new wood 
pole H-frame structures have been added to the center of the view, along with a single 3-pole structure on the far left 
and a single H-frame structure on the right.  Due to a lack of existing trees along the ROW, addition of the new lines 
has not resulted in any perceptible loss of vegetation.  The color of the new structures is compatible with the existing 
vegetation, and their form is compatible with the existing wood pole transmission structure in the view.  With the 
exception of the one 3-pole structure, the new structures do not break the skyline, and are compatible with the existing 
land use in this view.  However, the increased number and height of the new structures strengthen the dominance of 
utility infrastructure in this view, and could have a moderate effect on viewer activity at nearby residences.  It is worth 
noting that the proposed Marcy Nanocenter (including warehousing and flex space in the foreground and the chip fab 
facility behind that) will also be a prominent new addition to this view and will result in a much more substantial change 
in visual character than the proposed transmission line. 
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Figure 13: Viewpoint 33B (Hazard Road - View to the south-southeast)
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Viewpoint 34 (Figure 14) 
 
Existing View 

Viewpoint 34 is located on Hazard Road, essentially right at the crossing of the proposed transmission line.  The 
viewpoint is approximately 85 feet from the location of the nearest proposed structure.  The existing view to the east 
northeast is looking down National Grid’s Yahnundasis-Porter/Oneida-Porter/Porter-Terminal ROW, which includes 
two overhead transmission lines; one carried on steel lattice structures, the other on wood pole H-frames structures.  
The transmission lines angle away from the viewer across a gently rolling landscape characterized by successional 
vegetation in foreground and a mix of deciduous and coniferous trees in the background.  Trees at the top of a gentle 
rise in the background form the visible horizon and block views of more distant landscape features.  Other than the 
transmission lines, and a single barn structure, the view is generally devoid of developed features.  Due to the thickness 
of the successional vegetation in the foreground, the edges of the existing cleared ROW are not obvious.  However, 
the cleared ROW corridor does offer a view of an open field in the distance, which is located on the east side of Edic 
Road.  Overall scenic quality is considered low to moderate. 
 
Proposed Project 

With the proposed Project in place, the bases of three new poles are prominent additions to the landscape in the 
immediate foreground.  Beyond these poles, parallel sets of wood pole H-frame structures proceed away from the 
viewer down a substantially widened ROW.  Widening of the ROW has also increased the visibility of existing 
transmission line structures, as well as the Porter Substation, which is now partially visible beyond the end of the 
widened ROW.  The new structures, especially those in the immediate foreground, present strong contrast with the 
existing vegetation, land form and sky, due to their substantial height and visual mass.  While they are consistent with 
the existing transmission lines already present in the view, the new lines substantially increase the utilitarian/industrial 
character of a view that formally appeared relatively undeveloped.  This change in the intensity of utility land use could 
have an appreciable to strong impact on viewer activity at adjacent residences.  Although siting the Project along an 
existing transmission line ROW is appropriate, the resulting increase in the intensity of utilitarian land use does have 
an adverse effect on scenic quality.  This effect is limited somewhat by the moderate to low scenic quality of the existing 
view. 
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Figure 14: Viewpoint 34 (Hazard Road - View to the east-northeast)
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5.2.2 Impact Evaluation 
 
Evaluation of the simulations of the proposed Project by an EDR landscape architect indicated that overall visual 
contrast and impact on scenic quality is likely to be minor to moderate (i.e., average score of 1.56 on a scale of 0 
[insignificant] to 4 [strong]).  However, scores from individual viewpoint were highly variable, depending on viewer 
location relative to the Project site (see completed evaluation forms in Appendix C).  Of the six simulations evaluated, 
four had a composite contrast rating of less than 2.0 on a scale of 0 to 4, while the remaining two viewpoints had scores 
that ranged from 2.1 to 3.8.  The lowest contrast viewpoints were those where the Project appeared as a relatively 
minor addition to existing utility infrastructure, or where a limited number of new structures or required vegetation 
removal could be seen.  The viewpoints with higher contrast were closer to the viewer and resulted in the addition of 
multiple new structures at foreground distances, and/or required substantial removal of vegetation to accommodate 
the Project. 
 
Table 2.  Visual Contrast Rating Summary Table 

Viewpoint 
Contrast Score1 

Landform Vegetation Land Use Water Sky Viewer 
Activity Average 

29 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 0 
30 0 0.5 0 N/A 0.5 0 0.20 
32 1.0 3.5 2.0 N/A 2.0 2.0 2.1 

33A 1.0 1.5 1.5 N/A 1.5 2.5 1.6 
33B 1.5 2.5 1.0 N/A 1.0 2.5 1.7 
34 4.0 4.0 3.0 N/A 4.0 4.0 3.8 

Average 1.25 2.0 1.25 N/A 1.5 1.8 1.56 
1On a scale of 0 to 4 where 0 = Insignificant, 1 = Minor, 2 = Moderate, 3 = Appreciable, and 4 = Strong 
 
Viewpoint 34 received the highest composite contrast rating (3.8), indicating a strong visual contrast.  This is largely 
attributable to the Project’s strong contrast with the existing landform, vegetation, sky and viewer activity, as well as its 
appreciable contrast with existing land use.  This score reflects the proximity of the viewer to the Project (85 feet), and 
the fact that the view of the Project is largely unscreened from this vantage point.  This view essentially represents a 
“worst case” scenario, since it is the closest available public vantage point, and currently includes relatively few man-
made features.  Viewpoint 32 received a score of 2.1, due largely to the extent of vegetation that needed to be removed.  
The result was a much more open view that increased visibility of both the existing and proposed transmission lines.  
From this viewpoint, the Project’s contrast with vegetation, land use, sky and viewer activity were all in the range of 
moderate to appreciable.  From the other viewpoints at greater distances and/or with more screening or existing utility 
infrastructure in the view, the contrast/impact of the Project was significantly reduced (i.e., composite contrast ratings 
in the range of 0 to 1.7).  It is worth noting, that all of the viewpoints that received anything more than a minimal visual 
impact score (i.e., a score over 1.0) were at distances of 650 feet or less from the proposed line.  For the more distant 
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views available within the vast majority of the study area the Project is expected to result in insignificant visual impact 
due to the effects of screening and the presence of existing utility infrastructure.   
 
Where a project’s visual contrast with existing landscape features is low, its visual impact can sometimes still be 
significant if aesthetic quality and/or viewer sensitivity are high.  However, the abundance of existing utility 
infrastructure, as well as a lack of topographic and vegetative variability in the Rural Residential and Utility Infrastructure 
LSZ’s where views of the Project are available, generally results in relatively low to medium aesthetic quality in much 
of the area where views of the proposed Project will be available.  Also, with the exception of a few adjacent residences, 
views of the proposed Project will be screened from sensitive resources/receptors within the study area. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
The VIA for the Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project allows the following conclusions 
to be drawn:  
 
1. Viewshed mapping and field verification indicate that areas with views of some portion of the Project will be limited 

to less than 25% of the 1-mile radius study area.  This is due to the modest height of proposed Project components 
and the substantial screening provided by surrounding forest, street, and yard vegetation.  Open or partially 
screened views are generally confined to an area within 0.33 mile of the Project site. 

 
2. Topographic viewshed analysis indicates that views of the substation could potentially be available from the 

majority of the visually sensitive resources and areas of intensive land use that occur within the 1-mile radius study 
area.  However, vegetation viewshed analysis and field review suggest that views of the Project from almost all of 
these sensitive sites (with the exception of a few adjacent residences and roads) will be fully or significantly 
screened by foreground vegetation and/or structures, or obscured by the effects of distance. 

 
3. Simulations of the proposed Project indicate that the visibility and visual impact of the Project will be variable, 

based largely on the degree of vegetative screening, existing utility infrastructure, and distance of the viewer from 
the Project.  However, open views of the Project are generally not available beyond 0.33 mile, and of six 
simulations of the Project (all prepared from viewpoints with open views toward the Project site), two were 
significantly obscured by existing utility infrastructure, and all included one or more existing overhead transmission 
lines.  Open, unobstructed views of the Project are only available from the areas immediately adjacent to the 
Project site (i.e., along Edic and Hazard Roads within 650 feet of the Project). 

 
4. Evaluation by a licensed EDR landscape architect indicates that the Project’s overall contrast with the 

visual/aesthetic character of the area will be minimal to moderate (average score of 1.56), but will range from 
insignificant (score of 0) to strong (score of 3.8).  Insignificant to minimal contrast was noted for two of the six 
viewpoints evaluated in this study.  The minimal (or lack of) contrast noted for these views is representative of 
those portions of the study area where views of the Project also include major substation facilities. From most 
locations where the Project will be visible, it is expected to result in minimal to moderate visual impact.  However, 
strong contrast was noted for one viewpoint that was located immediately adjacent to the Project and represented 
“worst case” Project visibility.  Such views will only be available from a few locations directly on or adjacent to the 
proposed ROW.  Such views will only be available from a few locations directly on or adjacent to the proposed 



	

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line 52 
Visual Impact Assessment 

ROW.  Ground-level views from the vast majority of roads, homes and yards within the study area will include 
substantially more screening.   

 
5. As indicated by the results of the analyses summarized above, visual impact of the proposed Project will generally 

be restricted to those sites within 0.33 mile of the Project site that have an unobstructed line of sight toward the 
proposed transmission line.  This is due primarily to the modest height of the proposed facility and the abundance 
of forest vegetation that surrounds the line in most locations.  The feasibility and possible benefits of additional 
mitigation measures are described below.  

 
A. Design and Siting.  Siting the Project adjacent to existing transmission line ROWs that are well screened from 

the majority of scenic resources within the study area minimizes its visual impact.  Utilizing structure spacing, 
design and color that are more consistent with the existing transmission structures on the ROW is not possible 
given the varying designs of the existing structures, and the reliability/redundancy needs of the end user, 
which require two single circuit lines. 

 
B. Relocation.  Relocation of the proposed line to a new corridor would increase contrast with the existing 

landscape and result in a more substantial visual impact.  Relocation of certain individual structures as a 
means of minimizing visual impacts in one location could well have a ripple effect that would increase structure 
visibility or visual impact elsewhere.   

 
C. Camouflage.  The brown color of the new wood pole and self-weathering steel structures generally minimizes 

contrast with surrounding vegetation under most conditions.  Use of alternate materials, such as galvanized 
steel, could reduce color contrast and visual weight when the structures are viewed against the sky.  However, 
this material would increase color contrast when the structures are viewed against a vegetated backdrop.  
Because most of the proposed structures do not extend substantially above the adjacent tree tops, and since 
wood poles minimize color contrast with existing background vegetation, this is considered the best material 
for reducing visual impact in most situations. 

 
D. Low Profile Structures.  Single circuit H-frame structures are being proposed for the new line to provide 

reliability and redundancy to the end user, in case of an outage.  This structure design also minimizes the 
height of the new structures to the extent practicable.  Additional reduction in structure height is not feasible 
given the line clearance/safety requirements of the Project.  The only way to accommodate lower structures 
would be to shorten span length and install additional structures, which would likely increase visual impact. 
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E. Downsizing.  The size of the proposed Project (dimensions and voltage) is necessary to achieve Project 
purpose and need (i.e., providing an adequate and reliable supply of energy to the Marcy Nanocenter site).  
Therefore, downsizing is not a feasible mitigation alternative.  

 
F. Alternate Technologies.  Alternate technologies do not exist that would substantially reduce the visibility and 

visual impact of the proposed transmission line.  The overall visibility and visual impact of the Project has 
been significantly reduced by proposing to install the line in an area that is well screened by forest vegetation 
and/or runs parallel to existing transmission lines.   

 
G. Nonspecular Materials.  In accordance with National Grid standards, the proposed Project will use 

nonspecular conductors to minimize reflected glare. 
 
H. Lighting.  The transmission line is not tall enough to require aviation obstruction lights, and no additional 

lighting (beyond that required at the substations at either end of the line) will be required.     
 
I. Maintenance.  Use of wood and self-weathering steel prevents the need for repainting of towers as part of 

transmission line maintenance.  Maintenance of the ROW will be conducted on a regular basis to assure the 
electrical security of the line and remove any debris that is illegally disposed in the area. 

 
J. Offsets.   Correction of an existing aesthetic problem within the viewshed is a viable mitigation strategy for 

projects that result in significant adverse visual impact.  However, the analysis presented herein indicates that 
views in the area very often already include significant utility infrastructure, and adverse visual impact will be 
very localized to the areas immediately adjacent to the Project site.  Therefore, offset mitigation does not 
appear to be warranted. 
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PHOTO 01:

NYS State Route 49/Bike 
Route 5 near intersection of 
County Route 34, view to the 
north.

PHOTO 02:

NYS Route 49/Revolutionary 
Scenic Byway at Maynard 
Drive, view to the north-
northeast.



www.edrdpc.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York

Sheet 2 of 20April 2016
Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 03:

NYS Route 49/Revolutionary 
Scenic Byway, view to the 
northeast.

PHOTO 04:

NYS Route 49/Revolutionary 
Scenic Byway, view to the 
northeast.
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PHOTO 05:

Evergreen Cemetery, Maynard 
Drive, view to the north-
northeast. 

PHOTO 06:

Maynard Drive, view to the 
north-northeast. 
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PHOTO 07:

Rear parking lot of Marcy 
Elementary School, view to the 
northeast. 

PHOTO 08:

Jerry Drive, view to the 
northeast. 
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PHOTO 09:

Linda Drive, view to the east-
northeast. 

PHOTO 10:

Morris Road, view to the east-
northeast. 
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PHOTO 11:

Morris Road, view to the east-
southeast. 

PHOTO 12:

Hazard Road at Morris Road, 
view to the southeast.



www.edrdpc.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York

Sheet 7 of 20April 2016
Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 13:

Morris Road, view to the 
southeast.

PHOTO 14:

Morris Road, view to the 
southeast.
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PHOTO 15:

Morris Road, view to the 
southeast.

PHOTO 16:

Morris Road, view to the 
southeast.
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PHOTO 17:

Ray Road, view to the south-
southeast.

PHOTO 18:

Pekov Drive, view to the south.
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PHOTO 19:

Morgan Road, view to the 
south.

PHOTO 20:

Intersection of Morgan and 
Glass Factory Roads, view to 
the south-southwest.
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PHOTO 21:

Hillside Drive, view to the 
south-southwest.

PHOTO 22:

Glass Factory Road, view to 
the south.
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PHOTO 23:

Church Road, view to the 
southwest.

PHOTO 24:

Church Road, view to the 
southwest.
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PHOTO 25:

Salem Cemetery, Church 
Road, view to the southwest.

PHOTO 26:

Trenton Road, view to the 
west-southwest.
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PHOTO 27:

Glass Factory Road, view to 
west.

PHOTO 28:

Glass Factory Road, view to 
west.
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PHOTO 29:

Glass Factory Road, view to 
southwest.

PHOTO 30:

Edic Road, view to the west-
northwest.
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PHOTO 31:

Edic Road, view to the west-
northwest.

PHOTO 32:

Edic Road, view to the west, 
northwest.



www.edrdpc.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York

Sheet 17 of 20April 2016
Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 33:

Hazard Road, view to the 
southeast.

PHOTO 34:

Hazard Road, view to the 
northeast.
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PHOTO 35:

Edic Road/County Route 34, 
view to the north-northwest.

PHOTO 36:

Edic Road/County Route 34, 
view to the north-northeast.
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PHOTO 37:

SUNY Institute of Technology, 
view to the north-northwest.

PHOTO 38:

SUNY Institute of Technology, 
view to the north-northwest.
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PHOTO 39:

Mulaney Road, view to the 
north-northwest.

PHOTO 40:

Mulaney Road at NYS Route 8 
overpass, view to northwest.
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!( Proposed Structure
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Erie Canal Bike Path
NYS Scenic Byway
NRHP-Listed Site
NYS Heritage Areas
College
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Proposed ROW
1 Mile Study Area

April 2016

µ

Notes:
1. Basemap: ESRI ArcGIS "USGS Topo"
Map Service. 
2. Viewshed analysis based off of
2-meter resolution NYS DEM data. 
3. Potential structure visibility based on
topography and screening effects of
mapped forest vegetation.
4. Analysis based on structure heights 
ranging from 15.2 - 32.3 meters.
5. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in 
grayscale may misrepresent the data.



Visually Sensitive Resource Location 

NYSDEC Visual Policy 

Inventory of Aesthetic 

Resources Category1 

Distance2 
Project Visibility3 

+ Visible - Not Visible +/- Partially Visible 

Mile from Nearest 

Structure 

Topographic 

Viewshed4 

Topographic & 

Vegetation Viewshed4 

Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor 
Towns of Marcy and Deerfield, 

Oneida County 
4 < 0.1 + + 

Gridley Creek Town of Marcy, Oneida County 13 < 0.1 +/- +/- 

SUNY Institute of Technology Town of Marcy, Oneida County 15 0.1 +/- +/- 

Jones Creek Town of Marcy, Oneida County 13 0.1 +/- +/- 

Deerfield Fish & Game Club 

Snowmobile Trail 
Town of Marcy, Oneida County 12b 0.2 +/- +/- 

Marcy Elementary School Town of Marcy, Oneida County 15 0.2 +/- +/- 

State Highway 8 
City of Utica, Towns of Deerfield and 

Marcy, Oneida County 
11 0.3 +/- - 

Revolutionary Trail Town of Marcy, Oneida County 9 0.3 +/- +/- 

Bike Route 5 Town of Marcy, Oneida County 12a 0.3 +/- +/- 

Hamlet of Maynard Town of Marcy, Oneida County 10 0.3 +/- +/- 

 1 NYSDEC. 2000. Program Policy Assessing and Mitigating Visual Impacts (DEP 00-2). NYSDEC. Albany, NY. 
2 For large areas and linear sites, approximate distance to the nearest transmission structure was measured from the respective area's closest point. 
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Douglas R. Brackett, RLA 

Vice President 
 
 

 1 

education 
 
State University of New York, College of 
Environmental Science and Forestry, Syracuse, New 
York, School of Landscape Architecture, Bachelor of 
Landscape Architecture, 1968. 
 
professional licensure 
 
Registered Landscape Architect in the states of New 
York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania 
 
professional affiliations 
 
Member, American Society of Landscape 
Architects. 
Member, Council of Landscape Architectural 
Registration Boards. 
Member, New York State Board for Landscape 
Architecture. 
Member, New York State Council of Landscape 
Architects Boards. 
Honorary Member, NU Chapter of Sigma 
Lambda Alpha 
 
employment history 
 
Vice President, Environmental Design & Research, 
Landscape Architecture, Engineering & 
Environmental Services, D.P.C., 2005 to Present. 
 
Principal/Division Director: Landscape Architecture, 
Environmental Design & Research, P.C.; Syracuse, 
Rochester and Buffalo, New York, 1993-2005. 
 
Visiting Instructor, State University of New York, 
College of Environmental Science and Forestry, 
Syracuse, New York, 1993 to Present. 
 
Principal, Clark Patterson Mossien, Rochester and 
Newburgh, New York, 1992 - 1993. 
 
Vice President and Treasurer, Environmental Design 
& Research, P.C., Syracuse, Rochester and Buffalo, 
New York, 1982 - 1991. 
 
 
 

project experience 
 
Cazenovia Intermunicipal Planning – Served as EDR’s principal-in-charge on 
intermunicipal comprehensive plan for a development corridor in Madison County, 
New York.  As part of the effort to develop the Town of Cazenovia’s 
Comprehensive Plan, EDR evaluated Route 20 corridor options, including 
potential gateway treatments.  The corridor analysis served as a common thread 
for addressing planning issues in the Town and Village of Cazenovia as well as 
the neighboring Town of Nelson.  As a result, EDR developed a Comprehensive 
Plan Update for the Town of Nelson and an update of the Village of Cazenovia’s 
Comprehensive Plan.  These intermunicipal planning tasks involved data review 
and analysis, extensive public participation, community visioning, development 
analysis, and revisions to the community’s respective zoning regulations.  EDR’s 
goal for all three participating communities was to safeguard community character 
while fostering economic growth. 
 
Town of Marcy Comprehensive Plan Update – Led EDR’s effort in assisting the 
Town of Marcy (Oneida County, New York) in updating its 1972 Comprehensive 
Plan. The updated plan describes the types and patterns of development desired 
by the town. It also identifies key community values, goals and strategies for how 
to achieve them. Its main purpose is to establish a community vision and to guide 
decision making on important land use issues such as zoning and public 
investments. EDR solicited input through public workshops, a newsletter, a 
questionnaire, a project website, and project progress reviews. 
 
Visual Impact Assessment, Jordanville Wind Power Project – Evaluated the 
visual impacts of a proposed 150 MW 75-turbine project proposed in the Towns of 
Stark and Warren in Herkimer County, New York.  The Visual Impact Assessment 
(VIA) report described visible components of the proposed project (including wind 
turbines, 230 kV transmission line and substation), defined the visual character of the 
study area, and inventoried and evaluated visual resources and viewer groups.  The 
study also evaluated potential project visibility and visual impact within a 10-mile 
radius study area that included numerous historic, scenic and recreational resources. 
 
Visual Impact Assessment, Cohocton Wind Power Project – Evaluated the 
visual impacts of an 82 MW, 41-turbine project proposed in the Town of Cohocton 
in Steuben County, New York. The VIA report described visible components of the 
proposed project (including wind turbines and 115 kV transmission line), defined 
the visual character of the study area, and inventoried and evaluated visual 
resources and viewer groups.  The study also evaluated potential project visibility 
within the study area, identified key views, and assessed visual impacts 
associated with the proposed wind power project. 
 
Visual Impact Assessment, Marble River Wind Farm – Assessed the visual 
impacts of a 200 MW, 109-turbine project proposed for a 19,310-acre site in the 
Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg in Clinton County, New York.  The VIA report 
described visible components of the proposed project (including wind turbines, 
transmission line and substation), defined the visual character of the study area, and 
inventoried and evaluated visual resources and viewer groups.  The study also 
evaluated potential project visibility within the study area, identified key views, and 
assessed visual impacts associated with the proposed project.  Cumulative impacts 
of the Marble River Wind Farm and a second proposed wind project were also 
evaluated as part of the study. 
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project experience 
 
Visual Impact Assessments, Ohio Wind Project – Assessed the visual impact of four separate wind power projects in Paulding, VanWert and 
Champaign Counties, Ohio.  The VIA reports prepared for these projects were included in the Application’s prepared by EDR and submitted to the Ohio 
Power Siting Board. 
 
North Tonawanda Gateway Park Design and Implementation – Developed Packets Landing area in the Town of North Tonawanda (Erie County, New 
York) into a dynamic “Gateway Park” that celebrates the Erie Canal system and provides necessary services, entertainment, and shopping for canal 
users.  The design concept included expanded transient docking and a complete redesign of the docking wall system.  An open pedestrian promenade 
along the canal as well as plaza area with pavilion for special events were proposed.  Parking areas, additional planting, and lawn areas for informal park 
uses were also designed.  Since its construction, the facility has experienced record numbers of users, including 5,000 overnight boaters in its first year. 
 
Highland Park Festival Site Design and Implementation – Managed design development, construction documentation, and construction observation for a 
support facility for the famous Monroe County Lilac Festival in Highland Park in the City of Rochester, New York.  It presented schedule challenges since the 
Festival is an annual event lasting only two weeks.  Two subsequent additional phases of construction were implemented. 
 
Village of Cazenovia Streetscape Improvements – As principal-in-charge, managed study to address the main street in the Village of Cazenovia, 
Madison County, New York.  The study included an analysis of the existing condition of the architecture, streetscape, parking, pedestrian circulation, and 
vehicular traffic.  A review of the history of the village was also done in an attempt to define and maintain its distinctive character.  Recommendations for 
changes to the parking pattern and pedestrian pavements were made, including revisions to allow for additional tree plantings and a lawn strip which was 
a historic feature of downtown Cazenovia.  Other recommendations included banners and planters to be hung from streetlights and traffic poles, and a 
street light pole and fixture which were in character with the historic village. 
 
Genesee Valley Park Master Plan, Site Design, and Implementation - EDR completed a comprehensive master plan for this 800-acre park in the City of 
Rochester, New York.  Served as principal-in-charge during design development and preparation of contract documents for approximately $2.5 million in 
construction on the northern portion of the park.  This work included the rebuilding of Moore Road through the park, major grading, parking, pedestrian 
circulation, a restroom building, a pavilion structure, and major planting.  All this work was done with consideration for the historic Frederick Law Olmsted 
design of the park.  A subsequent commission involved design of drainage and irrigation improvements at two 18-hole golf courses at this park.  Construction 
was completed in the summer of 1997 at a cost of $1.5 million. 
 
Amherst State Park Master Plan – As principal-in-charge, developed master plan for 87-acre state park along Ellicott Creek in suburban Amherst, New 
York.  The site is rich in history (with a stone building having served as a convent since 1923) and ecological diversity.  With public participation, identified 
passive recreation uses compatible with the historic character and sensitive environmental resources unique green space within a suburban environment. 
 
Black Creek Park Phase I Improvements – Directed design, construction documentation, and construction observation of $1,000,000 improvement to 1,500-
acre Monroe County Park in the Town of North Chili, New York.  The development included the construction of a winter activity hill, lodge, restrooms, shelter, 
parking, park road, and walks.  Additionally, nature trails were designed and located by EDR and constructed by Monroe County Parks Department. 
 
Joseph Davis State Park Master Plan and DEIS – Prepared master plan for re-development of 300-acre state park in the Town of Lewiston, Niagara 
County, New York.  The park has significant undeveloped land and frontage on the lower Niagara River.  Design development included presentations to 
the public and involved agencies.  The final master plan included provisions for expanded family-oriented park facilities such as trails for biking and 
jogging, picnicking, tennis and volleyball courts, and fishing and canoeing, and enhancement of the river’s edge including development of a boardwalk, 
expanded fishing opportunities, and short-term transient boat dockage.  The project involved interaction and coordination with the New York State Office 
of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation  (OPRHP).  EDR prepared an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the project, which was required by 
the OPRHP as lead agency during the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) process. 
 
Greece Canal Park Master Plan, Design, and Improvements – Prepared master plan for 577- acre Monroe County Park along the Erie Canal in the 
Town of Greece, New York.  Phase I involved design development, construction documentation, and $1.2 million in construction.  Included stormwater 
control devices, canal dock and kiosk, park roads and walks, a shelter, restrooms, parking, and plantings. 
 
Silver Lake State Park Development Plan – Prepared development plan for undeveloped State Park land.  The concept included support facilities such 
as parking and a restroom building for recently installed boat launch.  Also included picnic shelters, fishing enhancement, potential canoe concession 
facility, new access and connection to a future nature trail through the extensive wetlands in the park. 
 
Syracuse University Manley Athletic Complex Redesign – Led multi-phased project that began with a redesign of the master plan for the Manley 
Athletic Complex at Syracuse University.  EDR designed and produced construction documents for the total site development program with construction 
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costs of approximately $3.2 million.  Redesign included artificial turf practice field surrounded by NCAA-sanctioned 400-meter running track; two lighted 
grass football fields (fully irrigated); a grass soccer/lacrosse field (fully irrigated); a field hockey field; the rehabilitation of Coyne Stadium; and related 
parking.  EDR also provided site design for the Manley Field House Football Wing Addition.  A major element of this design was the Team Court area, 
which is a commemorative feature that pays tribute to the individual and team accomplishments of the football program. 
 
Houghton College Suburban Campus Master Plan – Served as principal-in-charge of a project to transform a former church camp into a small college 
campus in the Town of Houghton, New York.  The site is in a suburban area outside of Buffalo that is experiencing significant land use changes.  The site was 
a unique natural area along Cazenovia Creek, approximately one-third wetland and two-thirds upland woods.  The design concept maintained site features and 
preserved the original community character while providing modern college facilities.  The master plan also provided for a trail system to provide public access 
to creek and wetlands.   
 
Houghton College Main Campus Athletic Facilities Design and Construction – Led design and construction oversight of new athletic facilities at Houghton 
College, including all–weather track and related field events facilities; a full-size lighted grass soccer field; a grass field hockey field, a secondary soccer field; a 
practice field, and six tennis courts.  Also included support facilities such as parking, walks, and access drives. 
 
SUNY Buffalo Amherst Campus Master Plan – Served as principal-in-charge of developing a master plan for a connection corridor between student housing 
and the main SUNY Buffalo academic campus in Amherst, New York.  The nearly 1/3 mile corridor of open land presented design challenges for weather 
protection, student conveniences, additional housing, community uses, and recreational opportunities.  Integrated previously underused man-made lake as an 
aesthetic and recreational element. 
 
Gulick Hall Restoration, Hobart & William Smith Colleges – Managed site design for building restoration that included the establishment of a major 
pedestrian connection between Hobart and William Smith Colleges in Geneva, New York.  Reinforcement of the traditional formal character of the Hobart 
Campus and a transition to the more informal character of the William Smith Campus were major design issues.  Maintenance and service access were 
addressed in combination with the pedestrian circulation. 
 
Beebe Lake Feasibility Study at Cornell University – Served as project manager for feasibility study to address uses around a man-made lake on the 
campus of Cornell University in Ithaca, New York.  Project included developing solutions for regular sediment removal from the lake. 
 
Clarence Central Schools Expansion– Directed site design for the expansion of the middle school facility in the Town of Clarence, New York.  Included 
design of vehicular circulation, parking, bus loop, parental drop-off area, play fields, and stormwater management. 
 
Sweet Home Central Schools Site Improvements – Designed site improvements that modified access and provided new parking at the Sweet Home High 
School in the Town of Amherst, New York.  Included design work for reorientation of ball fields and stormwater management at the high school. 
 
Tonawanda City Schools Site Improvements – Designed vehicular and pedestrian circulation improvements at the Tonawanda High School, including new 
parking and drop-off areas.  Project also included design of an all-weather track, reorientation of baseball fields, and resurfacing of tennis courts. 
 
Akron Central Schools Site Development – Designed vehicular and pedestrian circulation at the elementary school in the Town of Akron, New York.  Also 
designed two new soccer/field hockey fields, baseball, and softball fields with related bus access and parking. 
 
Bloomfield Central Schools Site Development and Expansion – Directed site design of expansion of high school/middle school and elementary school 
at the Bloomfield Central School campus in the Town of East Bloomfield, New York.  Included a new bus drop-off and athletic field modifications at the 
elementary school.  Improvements at the high school/middle school included a new all-weather track, parking, and public access to the auditorium wing. 
 
Starpoint Central Schools Renovation and Expansion – Managed design, construction documentation, and construction oversight for renovation to 
existing school buildings and construction of a new high school in the Town of Lockport, New York.  Site development included varsity and junior varsity 
athletic fields, as well as practice fields for softball, baseball, soccer, field hockey, football, two new tennis courts and an all-weather track.  Additionally a 
new bus loop, parking lots and parental drop-off areas were designed.  Wetland permitting and drainage issues were also addressed as part of the site 
design. 
 
Cincinnatus Central Schools Renovations – Redesigned all vehicular and pedestrian circulation, drainage and athletic fields at a new school campus in the 
Town of Cincinnatus, New York.  Also designed new transportation facility, and oversaw preparation of SEQR documents, stormwater management, and utility 
design for the site.  
 
Schodack Central Schools Five-Year Capital Facilities Plan – Analyzed three sites in the Town of Schodack, (Rensselaer County) New York for required 
updates to existing facilities.  Included pavement repairs and recommended improvements for safety and efficiency, drainage adjustments, athletic field 
revisions and additions, and utilities updates.  Also prepared a master plan for the elementary school site where a significant architectural addition was 
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proposed.  This included relocation of the bus loop and parental drop-off area for separation, relief of congestion and safety issues; redesigned play fields; 
modified utilities; provided stormwater management and SEQR compliance assistance. 
 
Glacier Creek Office Park Design Development and Construction Administration - Served as principal-in-charge of design development and construction 
phases of national corporate headquarters for an engineering firm in the Town of DeWitt (Onondaga County), New York.  The design concept was to 
incorporate a large wetland on-site into the overall facility design.  This was accomplished by working closely with the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers during wetland permitting.  Open water was created between the building and marsh, 
which provided aesthetic character, a physical barrier, and habitat for a wider variety of wetland plants and wildlife.  All the parking and building access 
elements were located on the roadside of the office building, away from the wetland.   
 
Brookfield Country Club Tennis Court – Prepared design and construction documents for four tennis courts with fencing, planting, and access walks at a 
country club in the Town of Clarence, New York.  The courts were to be located in a valley adjacent to a drainage course, necessitating a design that 
accommodated stormwater runoff.  Siting objectives included providing visibility from an existing swimming pool facility and future sitting deck to overlook the 
tennis courts. 





 

 

 

Appendix F 
Historic Architectural Resources 

Survey, April 2016 





Prepared by:
Environmental Design & Research,
Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C.
217 Montgomery Street, Suite 1000
Syracuse, New York 13202
P: 315.471.0688
F: 315.471.1061    
www.edrdpc.com

Prepared for:

Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprises   CH2MHILL Engineering, P.A. (CH2M)
584 Phoenix Drive       430 East Genesee Street, Suite 400
Rome, NY 13441        Syracuse, NY 13202
www.mvedge.org        www.ch2m.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York

Historic Architectural Resources Survey

April 2016



Historic Architectural Resources Survey 

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line 

Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York 

 

 

Prepared for: 

 
 
Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprises  
584 Phoenix Drive 
Rome, NY 13441 
www.mvedge.org 
 

And 

 
 

CH2MHILL Engineering, P.A. (CH2M) 
430 East Genesee Street, Suite 400 
Syracuse, New York 13202 
www.ch2m.com 

 

Prepared by:  

 

Environmental Design & Research,  
Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C. 
217 Montgomery Street, Suite 1000 
Syracuse, New York 13202 
P: 315.471.0688 
F: 315.471.1061      
www.edrdpc.com 
 

 

April 2016 



Historic Architectural Resources Survey 
Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project ii 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

 

SHPO Project Review Number:   15PR00283 

 

 

Involved State and Federal Agencies:  Town of Marcy (SEQRA)  

 

   

Phase of Survey:     Historic Architectural Resources Survey  

 

 

Location Information: Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York  

 

       

Survey Area:    One-mile study area around proposed transmission line 

Project Description:   Approximately 1.4-mile-long 345 kV transmission line 
 

 

USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Maps:  Oriskany, NY and South Trenton, NY  

 

 

Historic Resources Survey Overview: No properties previously listed on or determined eligible for the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are located within the one-mile study 

area for the Project. There are five newly surveyed properties located 

within one mile of the Project that are recommended NRHP-eligible by 

EDR.  

 

 

Report Authors:     Susan Lawson  

Grant Johnson 

Patrick Heaton, RPA 

 

  

Date of Report:     April 2016 

  



Historic Architectural Resources Survey 
Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project iii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Purpose of the Investigation .......................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2 Project Location and Description ................................................................................................................... 1 

2.0 BACKGROUND AND METHODS ..................................................................................................................... 3 

2.1 Project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) and Study Area ............................................................................... 3 

2.2 History of the Project Site .............................................................................................................................. 3 

2.3 Criteria for Evaluating the Significance of Historic Resources ....................................................................... 6 

2.4 Historic Resources Research and Survey Methods ...................................................................................... 7 

3.0 HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY RESULTS ................................................................................................ 9 

3.1 Previous Cultural Resource Surveys and Historic Resources ....................................................................... 9 

3.2 Newly Identified Historic Resources .............................................................................................................. 9 

3.3 Potential Effect on Historic Resources ........................................................................................................ 15 

3.4 Visual Effects Analysis ................................................................................................................................ 16 

3.5 Visual Simulations ....................................................................................................................................... 19 

4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS .................................................................................................................. 20 

4.1 Summary of Historic-Architectural Resources Survey Results .................................................................... 20 

4.2 Summary of Project’s Potential Effect on Historic Resources ..................................................................... 20 

4.3 Recommendations ...................................................................................................................................... 21 

5.0 REFERENCES ................................................................................................................................................ 22 

  

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1. Summary of Viewshed Results for One-Mile Study Area ............................................................................... 18 

Table 2. Visibility and Distance Analysis of Historic Resources ................................................................................... 19 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1.  Regional Project Location  

Figure 2. Project Layout and Area of Potential Effect 

Figure 3. 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York – Marcy plate 

Figure 4. 1907 Century Map Co. Atlas of Oneida County, New York – Marcy plate 

Figure 5. 1955 USGS Oriskany, NY and South Trenton, NY topographic quadrangle maps 

Figure 6.  Historic Resources Survey Results 

Figure 7. Viewshed Analysis (2 Sheets) 

 



Historic Architectural Resources Survey 
Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project iv 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

Appendix A. Photographs 

Appendix B. Visual Simulations 

 



Historic Architectural Resources Survey 
Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project 1 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Purpose of the Investigation 

On behalf of Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprise (MV EDGE) and CH2M Hill Engineering, P.A. 

(CH2M), Environmental Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C. 

(EDR) is conducting cultural resources studies in support of environmental review and permitting for a proposed new 

115 kilovolt (kV) transmission line to serve the proposed Marcy Nanotechnology Center (Nanocenter) in the Town of 

Marcy, Oneida County, New York (the Project) (see Figure 1).  The potential environmental impacts of the proposed 

Project are being reviewed under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) with the Town of Marcy serving 

as the Lead Agency. 

 

The purpose of the historic resources survey is to identify and document those buildings within the Project’s area of 

potential effect (APE) for indirect (visual) effects that appear to satisfy National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

eligibility criteria.  The historic resources survey was conducted by a qualified architectural historian who meets the 

U.S. Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation Projects (36 CFR Part 61). 

 

The information included in this report is intended to assist the Town of Marcy (acting as Lead Agency) in their review 

of the Project under SEQRA, as well as NYSOPRHP’s (and other agencies) obligations to review the potential effects 

of the Project under Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation Law and/or 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as applicable. Consultation with the NYSOPRHP was initiated 

on January 28, 2015 using the Cultural Resources Information System (CRIS).  Please note that this report applies 

only to historic architectural resources. A separate Phase 1 Archaeological Survey report is being provided to 

NYSOPRHP by EDR that addresses the Project’s potential effect on archaeological resources. 

 

1.2 Project Location and Description 

The proposed Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project includes the construction and 

operation of a new 115 kV electrical interconnection between the regional transmission grid and the Marcy Nanocenter 

in Marcy, New York (see Figure 2).  MV EDGE is developing the Nanocenter to support state-of-the-art semiconductor 

manufacturing as the cornerstone of a broader economic development and job growth strategy.  Power delivery for the 

Nanocenter will consist of a new, double-circuit 115kV interconnection that will originate at the existing National Grid 

Edic Substation and continue approximately 1.4 miles southwest, crossing Gridley Creek and Hazard Road before 

connecting to the proposed 115kV Marcy Nanocenter substation.  Approximately 19 transmission structures are 

proposed for the Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project.  The structures for the 

transmission lines are proposed to be wood H-frame constructed on reinforced concrete caisson foundations, and 
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range in height from approximately 50 feet to 106 feet high.  Some portions of the proposed transmission lines may be 

carried on three-pole or galvanized steel poles when larger structure loads or height requirements need to be met. 

 

The proposed transmission line will occupy a new right-of-way (ROW) ranging between approximately 150 and 200 

feet wide, with narrower portions of the proposed ROW paralleling existing National Grid transmission infrastructure.  

The proposed ROW will cross eight parcels of land located in a predominantly forested and rural area, with residential 

land use scattered throughout.  The proposed Project is consistent with the Town of Marcy Vision Plan (EDR, 2009), 

which identifies the area in the vicinity of the Project as a suburban tech campus that would include campus-like planned 

development, open space network with trails that connect to other parts of the town, and suburban residential areas. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND AND METHODS 

 

2.1 Project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) and Study Area 

The proposed transmission line will be located within the Town of Marcy, in Oneida County.  The Project’s potential 

effect on a given historic property would be a change (resulting from the introduction of transmission poles) in the 

property’s visual setting.  Therefore, the APE for indirect (visual) effects on historic resources includes those areas 

where Project components will be visible and where there is a potential for a significant visual effect, and includes the 

area located within one mile of the proposed transmission line. The one-mile study area for the Project is identified on 

Figure 2.  

 

The study area is comprised of a mix of developed land, residential development, roads and utility infrastructure.  

Undeveloped land includes a mix of second growth forest and successional old-field and shrubland.  Forestland is 

concentrated in the northwestern and southwestern portions of the study area.  Developed portions of the study area 

primarily include residential development along the frontage of major roads and in some residential subdivisions.  This 

type of development is concentrated along Glass Factory Road, Morgan Road, Cavanaugh Road, Morris Road, Church 

Road, and Ray Road.  Other roads within the study area include Edic Road and Hazard Road, which have a lower 

density of residential development.  The majority of residential development in the vicinity of the Project is comprised 

of mid-to-late twentieth century ranch-style houses, interspersed with significantly altered late-nineteenth century farm 

complexes.  Existing transmission infrastructure is a dominant feature within the study area. 

 

2.2 History of the Project Site 

The Project is located in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York, just north of the City of Utica.  Although 

European travelers and settlers had passed through the area via the Mohawk River in the early eighteenth century, the 

area now comprising the Town of Marcy was initially settled in 1793 by John Wilson, who established a farm near Nine 

Mile Creek.  The Wilson family was instrumental in the early growth of the town and establishing agriculture as the 

dominant industry throughout the nineteenth century.   Additional early settlement within the town was focused on the 

Mohawk River.  The central and northern portions of the town came to be inhabited by a considerable population of 

Welsh settlers, who established a glass factory as early as 1809 and founded a number of religious societies (Child, 

1869; Durant, 1878).  

 

The Town of Marcy was formed from the Town of Deerfield in 1832, and named in honor of William Marcy, then New 

York Senator and later governor of New York State (as well as the namesake of Mount Marcy in the Adirondack 

Mountains) (Wager, 1896; Sterngass. 2005a and 2005b).  The presence of Nine Mile Creek within the town and the 

Mohawk River along the southern border encouraged agricultural growth throughout the early nineteenth century, 
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including the dairy industry for which Oneida County became renowned.  The Erie Canal, completed through the town 

in 1825, provided Marcy farmers with a low cost means of transporting their goods. Almost entirely devoted to farming, 

the only early minor industries aside from the glass factory were saw and grist milling along the Mohawk and Nine Mile 

Creek (Wager, 1896). 

 

As population grew, the first schoolhouse opened in 1816, with ten more to follow, and a post office was established 

in 1836 (Wager, 1896). Religion played a considerable role in the lives of early settlers, who built their first church, the 

Stittville Methodist Church, in 1836 (Oneida County Historical Society, 2016a). The second church in the town was the 

Methodist Episcopal Church and its adjacent cemetery, established in 1839 in a small settlement known as Maynard.  

Throughout the mid-nineteenth century, several additional groups, including the Welsh Presbyterians, constructed 

churches within the Town of Marcy, some of which are still extant today (Ball, 2007). 

 

The Welsh were among the initial settlers of Marcy, coming to Oneida County in significant numbers as early as the 

1780s, in pursuit of cheap farming land.  By 1855, ten percent of the county’s population were Welsh and many were 

descendants of the original immigrants.  This figure meant that there were more people of Welsh heritage per capita 

in Oneida County, as compared to any other county in the United States (Evans, 2001; OCHS, 2016b). 

 

Following the Civil War, land within the town was still predominantly agricultural in nature, with most landowners 

engaging in farming as a profession (Child, 1869; Durant, 1878; Sterngass, 2005a). There was not a single store, nor 

hotel in the Town of Marcy at the end of the nineteenth century (Wager, 1896).  However, once the Utica and Black 

River Railway established a station in Marcy in the late nineteenth century, the nature of the town drastically changed: 

 

Formerly one was born, married and died all within the rural environment. But now you could get your chores 

done early on a Saturday and catch the train to Utica where young people could promenade up and down the 

city streets, see all kinds of people, and feast their eyes on store merchandise. They discovered that factory 

jobs in the city were paying six to eight dollars a week, and you only had to work sixty hours a week. Why that 

was even better than the dollar and a half a day you could earn during the haying season. The world was a big 

inviting place once you got beyond the farm fences. Rural life would never be the same. And so, as the railroad 

changed the outlook for young rural people, it also changed "what was to become the Town of Marcy" into 

another of the many hamlets of the 'township' of Marcy. The action shifted to the railroad station at Marcy 

Station and Stittville Station. Soon, both of these areas grew. They developed as passenger depots and 

shipping points for farm produce and manufactured goods from Stittville factories, and receiving depots for 

goods coming into the area (Ball, 2016). 
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Additional forms of transportation played an important role in Marcy’s growth.  The 1847 Northern Plank Road was 

paved in 1906 and renamed River Road.  As the first state road in Marcy, River Road brought considerable automobile 

traffic through town (Durant, 1878; Ball, 2016).  The early twentieth century saw the construction of the Utica Municipal 

Airport (1929-1959) in Marcy, used for both airmail and passenger service. The 1954 opening of the New York State 

Thruway, which passes through the southeast corner of the town, encouraged post-war suburbanization and growth, 

and marked the beginning of the end for Marcy’s agricultural age.  Soldiers returning from World War II opted for 

suburban housing, resulting in many farmers choosing to sell their land as building lots.  Due to the increase in methods 

of transportation of agricultural goods from outside Marcy, it became less expensive to purchase produce than to grow 

it.   In addition to decreasing profits, many young people opted for city jobs in lieu of farm work, resulting in the closure 

of many agricultural enterprises.  By 1957, Marcy’s population was 3,550, having grown from 2,602 in 1930 (Ball, 2016; 

Oneida County Historical Society, 2016a).  

 

Agriculture was not the only industry to experience change in the Town of Marcy during the twentieth century.  The 

closing of the 1919 Marcy State Hospital, and its 1983 adaptive reuse as a prison signaled a change in the economy 

of the town, shifting jobs out of medical care into the growing prison system. In 1988, another correctional facility was 

constructed on former farming land.  The economy has since been revitalized by large employers including the State 

University of New York (SUNY) Polytechnic Institute (formerly the SUNY Institute of Technology, founded 1966) and 

Wal-Mart, who built a distribution center in town.  By 2010, Marcy had a population of 8,982 (Sterngrass, 2005a; Ball, 

2016). 

 

A review of historic maps indicates the predominant agricultural character and relatively few changes with the Project 

study area throughout the nineteenth and early/mid twentieth centuries.  The 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New 

York (Figure 3) depicts structures located along major roadways, and large, likely agricultural parcels comprising much 

of the land within the study area.  The 1907 Century Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 4) reflects a similar 

condition to the 1874 Beers map, with several farms noted and identified within the Project study area, including Seavy 

Farm, Glass Factory Hill Farm, and Mohawk Valley View.  The 1955 USGS Oriskany, NY and South Trenton, NY 

topographic quadrangle maps (Figure 5) show a considerable number of new structures along roadways within the 

Project study area, though no significant suburban developments or commercial operations were noted as of that time.  

However, these maps do note the presence of a number transmission lines located within and immediately adjacent to 

the study area (including one running parallel to the Project) and the Town of Marcy, indicating that transmission 

infrastructure has been a significant visual element within the study since at least 1955. 
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2.3 Criteria for Evaluating the Significance of Historic Resources  

Criteria set forth by the National Park Service (NPS) for evaluating historic properties (36 CFR 60.4) state that a historic 

building, district, object, structure or site is significant (i.e., eligible for listing on the NRHP) if the property conveys (per 

CFR, 2004a; NPS, 1990):  

 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture is 

present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, 

setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and:  

 

(A) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of our history; or  

(B) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or  

(C) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 

that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or  

(D) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

 

In addition, the NPS criteria for evaluation of historic properties include additional criteria consideration for properties 

that meet special conditions or do not normally meet National Register criteria (NPS, 1990): 

Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical figures, properties owned by religious institutions or 

used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved from their original locations, reconstructed 

historic buildings, properties primarily commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved 

significance within the past fifty years shall not be considered eligible for the National Register. However, such 

properties will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within the 

following categories:  

a. a religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or historical 

importance; or  

b. a building or structure removed from its original location but which is significant primarily for 

architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly associated with a historic 

person or event; or  

c. a birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no appropriate site or 

building directly associated with his or her productive life; or  
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d. a cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves of persons of transcendent 

importance, from age, from distinctive design features, from association with historic events; or  

e. a reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and presented in a 

dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building or structure with 

the same association has survived; or  

f. a property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value has invested 

it with its own exceptional significance; or,  

g. a property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance.  

 

2.4 Historic Resources Research and Survey Methods 

Archives and repositories consulted during EDR’s research for the Project included EDR’s in-house collection of 

reference materials, and online digital collections of the New York State Library, Ancestry.com, New York Heritage, 

David Rumsey Map Collection, and USGS.  Sources reviewed for the Project included History of Oneida County, New 

York (Durant, 1878) and Our County and Its People: A Descriptive Work on Oneida County, New York (Wager, 1896) 

Historic maps include the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 3), the 1907 Century Atlas of Oneida 

County, New York (Figure 4) and the 1955 USGS Oriskany, NY and South Trenton, NY topographic quadrangles 

(Figure 5).  

 

The historic resources survey included a site visit on January 6, 2016 to identify and evaluate potential historic 

resources within the study area. Historic resources survey fieldwork included systematically driving all public roads 

within the study area to photograph and evaluate the NRHP-eligibility of previously surveyed structures and properties 

within the study area.  When sites that were not previously surveyed that appeared to satisfy NRHP-eligibility criteria 

were identified, the existing conditions of the property were documented by EDR’s architectural historian. This included 

photographs of the building(s) (and property) and field notes describing the style, physical characteristics and materials 

(e.g., number of stories, plan, external siding, roof, foundation, and sash), condition, physical integrity, and other 

noteworthy characteristics for each resource.  EDR’s evaluation of historic resources within the study area focused on 

the physical condition and integrity (with respect to design, materials, feeling, and association) to assess the potential 

architectural significance of each resource.  Note that all properties included in the historic resources survey were 

photographed and assessed from public rights of way.  The condition and integrity of all resources were evaluated 

based solely on the visible exterior of the structures.  No inspections or evaluations requiring access to the interior of 

buildings, or any portion of private property, were conducted as part of this assessment.   
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Buildings that are not sufficiently old (i.e., are less than 50 years in age), that lack architectural integrity, or otherwise 

were evaluated by EDR’s architectural historian as lacking historical or architectural significance were not included in 

or documented during the survey.  
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3.0 HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY RESULTS 

 

No properties previously listed on, or determined eligible for, the NRHP are located within the one-mile study area for 

the Project.  There are five newly surveyed properties located within one mile of the Project that are recommended 

NRHP-eligible by EDR. The locations of the five properties within the Project study area are depicted on Figure 6, and 

photographs of the properties are included as Appendix A.  

 

3.1 Previous Cultural Resource Surveys and Historic Resources 

EDR reviewed the Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) database maintained by NYSOPRHP to identify 

previous cultural resource surveys undertaken within or immediately adjacent to the Project study area (NYSOPRHP, 

2015).  The review of CRIS indicated that three previous archaeological surveys have been undertaken within or 

immediately adjacent to the Project study area (Curtin, 1999a and 1999b; PCI, 2012a and 2012b; HAA, 2014).  No 

historic architectural resources were identified as a result of these surveys. In addition, EDR reviewed the CRIS 

database to identify significant historic buildings and/or districts located within one mile of the Project.  No properties 

listed on or previously determined eligible for listing on the NRHP are located within one-mile of the Project study area. 

 

The nearest NRHP-listed resource to the Project is the Enlarged Erie Barge Canal (14NR06559), located approximately 

1.2 miles to the southwest (see Figure 6).  Due to the amount of existing transmission infrastructure within the study 

area, construction and operation of the Project is not anticipated to have adverse impacts on the Enlarged Erie Barge 

Canal. 

 

It is also worth noting that the entire study area for the Project is located within the Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor, 

which was established in 1997 by the New York State Legislature. The Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor includes eight 

counties and its mission was “To preserve, promote and celebrate the natural, cultural and historic treasures of the 

Mohawk River Valley, a region designated as a NYS Heritage Area - promoting economic growth through the 

development of a regional heritage tourism industry” (MVHC, 2010). The Heritage Corridor Commission was disbanded 

in 2010 (Lombardo, 2013).  Due to the amount of existing transmission infrastructure within the study area, construction 

and operation of the Project is not anticipated to have adverse impacts on the Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor. 

 

3.2 Newly Identified Historic Resources 

EDR identified five properties within the study area that had not been previously surveyed but are recommended by 

EDR to be NRHP-eligible.  These historic resources include one church/cemetery parcel, one farm complex, one 

cemetery, one diner and one residence with barn.  Newly identified historic resources are depicted on Figure 6 and 

described below: 
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 The Salem Church and Cemetery (see Appendix A, Photographs 1-4) are located on the north side of Church 

Road, just west of the intersection with Trenton Road, in the northeast section of Marcy, where a number of 

Welsh immigrants were known to have settled.  By the 1840s, the Welsh community had organized three 

houses of worship in their own language, including the Salem Church (Town of Marcy, 1996a; OCHS, 2016b). 

 

In 1815, Cadawalader Richards donated a parcel of his farmland for the purpose of building a Welsh church 

and cemetery. The cemetery’s earliest headstone dates to 1819. The burials in the cemetery are mostly Welsh 

or Welsh immigrant descendants, including Richards who died in 1856 (Town of Marcy, 1996a). By 1830, 

Richards was a trustee of the newly founded First Welsh Congregational Society, organized as a Methodist 

Society by those who left the existing Welsh Presbyterian denomination. The Society built their church in 1830 

and the group was led by visiting clergy who rotated on a six-week schedule (Durant, 1878). The name 

“Salem” was not adopted until 1840. The original frame church was relocated to Plank Road to serve as a 

cheese factory, and was replaced by the current building. Above the Salem Church doors, a sign reads in 

Welsh, "Salem Ail-Adeiladwyd 1859” which translates into “Rebuilt 1859.”  By 1932, its use as a church had 

been discontinued, remaining open for community use for many years (Town of Marcy, 1996b). 

 

The 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 3) locates the church and cemetery parcel (labeled 

“Welsh”) with a singular structure on its original location at the northeast section of the study area. The 1907 

Century Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 4) appears similar to the 1874 Beers map, however the 

parcel is identified as the “Cong’l Church and Cem.” The 1955 USGS Oriskany, NY and South Trenton, NY 

topographic quadrangle (Figure 5) reflects a similar condition to previous historic, though the church is now 

identified as the Salem Church.  

 

The Salem Church (see Appendix A, Photographs 1-2) is a single-story Greek Revival style building, with a 

front gable and rectangular footprint, constructed circa 1859.  Its three bay, horizontal clapboard front elevation 

has a central entrance door flanked by windows at either side. The tall, narrow windows are nine-over-nine 

wood sash. Four windows are located on the east elevation. The west elevation contains three windows, and 

a replacement door in the last bay. The rear elevation is a blank façade with a stone foundation visible above 

grade. It is a modest building with minimal adornment that includes wood bracketed roof eaves and rakes. 

Despite some noticeable deterioration, boarded front windows and peeling clapboard paint, the building 

retains a high degree of integrity. 
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The Salem Cemetery (see Appendix A, Photographs 3-4) is located on the east, north and west sides of the 

church, with a short decorative iron picket fence fronting onto Church Road providing the southern boundary. 

The older portions of the cemetery are located on the east and north of the church building, similar to a 

traditional churchyard where burials are located immediately adjacent to the edifice.  The grave markers 

closest to the church appear to be the older burials, with several of the grave markers inscribed in Welsh.  The 

western portion of the cemetery is set back from the church by a large clearing, and appears to have newer 

burials though does not appear active.  Several stones in the cemetery appear to be damaged or dislodged, 

and the iron fence is noticeably worn or damaged in several locations.  It is unclear if maintenance is regularly 

performed or who is responsible for care of the cemetery.  However, the cemetery retains a high degree of 

integrity as well as clear association to the early Welsh settlement in the Town of Marcy.  

 

The Salem Church and Cemetery are recommended NRHP-eligible under Criterion B for their association 

with the Welsh settlement of Marcy, under Criterion C for serving as an excellent, highly intact example of 

Greek Revival religious architecture in Oneida County.  

 

 The residence and farm complex at 6018 Morris Road is comprised of a two-story residence and five 

outbuildings, including a garage, barn, silo, and two sheds (see Appendix A, Photographs 5-6).  The buildings 

are centrally located within a large parcel on the east side of Morris Road, north of its intersection with Hazard 

Road.  The house sits close to Morris Road, with the farm buildings located to its southeast.  

 

The house’s concrete foundation suggests that the residence may be a twentieth century replacement of the 

original mid-nineteenth century house on its original location, per historic maps. The Colonial Revival style 

residence has a rectangular footprint with a small rear wing. The east elevation serves as the main (entry) 

façade, facing the outbuildings.  Nine-over-nine double hung windows occupy most of its three bays at both 

levels, with the exception of a central portico entrance.  The same windows are located on the, gable-end, 

south elevation, facing Morris Road. The rear wing is set back and infilled on ground level with a covered 

porch. Decorative elements include pedimented window hoods.  The storage shed to the northwest of the 

house is of modern construction, adjacent to an above-ground pool. 

 

A small gable-front, vertical-board barn is located directly behind (east of) the residence, and has been 

converted into a garage. A double-wide overhead garage door on its west elevation has been installed, 

replacing original sliding doors. A larger, gable-front wood-framed barn is located to the south, and also 

exhibits an overhead entry door on the west elevation, which was installed between the original sliders that 

are pinned in place. Windows are located to either side of the slider doors, as well as on the side elevations, 
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to light the interior space. A hay loft occupies the upper level with access via a door below the gable peak of 

the gambrel roof. The majority of the barn is sheathed in horizontal clapboard, with the hay loft door set within 

vertical boards. Based on their materials and the presence of buildings in this location on available historic 

maps (see Figures 3 and 4), were likely built circa 1875-1906. 

 

A round, vertical silo sits southeast of the barn, constructed of hollow clay tile and topped with a metal domed 

roof. The shed to the west of the silo is a single-story, gable-front structure with vertical board siding, a metal 

roof and concrete foundation. The use of tile and concrete indicates those buildings were constructed in the 

early-mid twentieth century. 

 

The 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 3) identifies the parcel as the property of George 

Kunkle, with a single building noted in this location. The 1907 Century Atlas of Oneida County, New York 

(Figure 4) depicts a similar condition to the 1874 Beers map in this location.  However, two additional 

outbuildings (likely barns) are noted to be present, with the property owner identified as “M. Kunkel,”1 

determined to be George’s son Mathew (USCB, 1870). The 1955 USGS Oriskany, NY and South Trenton, 

NY topographic quadrangle (Figure 5) shows only one outbuilding located behind the house. However, based 

on the buildings currently located on the property, it is likely that more were present at that time.  

  

George Kunkle (born 1827 in Germany) and his wife Mary settled in Oneida County in 1855, and were farmers 

with ten children. The 1910 U.S. Federal Census notes his son Mathew as head of household, living with his 

wife, sons and his father George until his 1914 death. By 1920, Mathew’s widow Mary was head of household, 

living with her two sons, and still farming the land (Wager, 1896; USCB, 1910; USCB, 1920). 

 

The property at 6018 Morris Road is recommended NRHP-eligible under Criterion C as an example of a rural 

nineteenth and twentieth-century farmstead that retains its overall integrity of design.  

 

 Evergreen Cemetery is located on the south side of Maynard Drive, immediately west of the Maynard United 

Methodist Church (see Appendix A, Photographs 7-8). The church and cemetery were founded by the Union 

Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church in the Town of Marcy by incorporation of a vote on February 4, 

1839 (Town of Marcy, 1996a). Land was donated by Society member Jacob Edic (born 1782), whose father 

Henry was an early Marcy settler in 1816 (Durant, 1878). Prior to this time, Methodists in the Town of Marcy 

                                                           

1 A search of 1870-1920 U.S. Federal Census records revealed no people named “Kunkle” in Marcy in the early nineteenth century. Atlases 
which reference that spelling are assumed to be written in error. There were 15 people named Kunkel in Marcy in 1870, that number growing 
through the decades as their families increased in size. 
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did not have a church or cemetery of their own, and worshipped in the local school house with a visiting 

preacher “who had a large following, which became the foundation for the church” (Wager, 1896).  Early 

meeting minutes of the Society note that a burying ground was an original feature managed by the Society’s 

Board of Trustees The cemetery was laid out and fenced at the same time as the construction of the church 

and parsonage in 1839 (Durant, 1878; Town of Marcy, 1996b).   

 

The 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 3) locates the cemetery (“cem”) in this location, 

west of the Maynard United Methodist Church (“Meth Ch”) at the south end of the study area. The 1907 

Century Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 4) displays a similar condition to the 1874 Beers map at 

this location, however the cemetery has grown in size, and is now affiliated with the Methodist Episcopal 

Church (“M.E. Church”) next to a settlement identified as “Maynard.” The 1955 USGS Oriskany, NY and South 

Trenton, NY topographic quadrangle (Figure 5) shows yet another enlargement of the cemetery, roughly 

equivalent to its current boundaries.  The earliest reference by name to Evergreen Cemetery is found in an 

1896 Oneida County history (Wager, 1896). 

 

Evergreen Cemetery is located immediately west of the Maynard United Methodist Church and is in overall 

good condition, although several grave markers were noted to be dislodged.  Although both the church and 

cemetery were established circa 1839, the current church building is of recent (late twentieth century) 

construction.  The original church was dismantled and rebuilt as part of the Erie Canal Village outside of 

Rome, New York (Ball, 2016).  A variety of exceptional grave markers and early headstones are present, 

including that of Colonel Nathaniel Hanna (born 1717), an early settler of Oneida County who emigrated from 

Ireland, known as an expert farmer and horseman (Wager, 1896). In addition, fifteen members of the Edic 

family (a founding family of the Town of Marcy) are buried at Evergreen Cemetery (Find a Grave, 2016). 

 

Evergreen Cemetery is recommended NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as one of the early church cemeteries 

in the Town of Marcy, under Criterion B for its association with the Edics who were a founding family of the 

town (see entry below for Henry Edic Farmstead), and for NRHP Criteria Consideration D for cemeteries (see 

Section 2.3), based on its age (circa 1839) and for its association with the original settlement of the Town of 

Marcy.  

 

 The Henry Edic Farmstead at 5519 Edic Road includes a two-story farmhouse, historic bank barn, silos, shed 

and a modern barn (see Appendix A, Photographs 9-10). The property is located at the south side of the study 

area, on the west side of Old Edic Road, just northwest of the intersection of River Road and (new) Edic Road. 

The mid-nineteenth residence is a two-and-one-half story Italianate style building with low pitched hipped roof. 
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A two-story rear wing extends north. It is a highly decorated structure, with bracketed eaves, pedimented 

windows, a two-story bay window and an entrance porch. The rear wing addition (circa mid-to-late nineteenth 

century) also displays decorative roof brackets and a one-story covered porch. Windows are replacement 

one-over-one double hung sash. 

 

Several agricultural outbuildings are located north of the residence. The bank barn has a rectangular footprint 

and its grade is banked towards the narrow, central cross gable wing, which extends southeast towards Old 

Edic Road. The basement level is above grade at the north side of the building, set atop a stone foundation. 

Additional small single story appendages have been added to the east elevation. The primary entrance and 

silos are located on the west side of the barn, and were not visible from the street. A small single-story shed 

is located southeast of the barn. Both the barn and shed share vertical board siding and a gable roof shape. 

A modern metal barn is located to the northwest of the historic bank barn. 

 

The property at 5519 Old Edic Road was historically known as the Henry Edic Farmstead. Edic was an early 

founder of Marcy, and the first of many generations of his family to settle there. This has been acknowledged 

by the various Marcy roads and institutions named after the Edic family. Henry Edic arrived in Marcy in 1816, 

served as an early town supervisor in 1869. His brother Charles Edic was Town Supervisor in 1872, and again 

in 1876-77 when he concurrently served as Justice of the Peace. Henry’s son Jacob was involved with the 

establishment of the Union Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church (including the Evergreen Cemetery as 

noted above) while Jacob’s brother Amos served as Town Supervisor, Town Clerk and Justice of the Peace 

during his lifetime. Amos’ son was recorded to be a local farmer as late as 1896 (Durant, 1878; Wager, 1896).  

Fifteen of the Edic family members are buried at Evergreen Cemetery (Find a Grave, 2016). 

 

The 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 3) notes a building belonging to “H. Edic” in this 

location. The 1907 Century Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 4) depicts a similar condition to the 

1874 Beers map, with an additional outbuilding (likely the bank barn) located north of the residence, and still 

owned by H. Edic. The 1955 USGS Oriskany, NY and South Trenton, NY topographic quadrangle (Figure 5) 

shows the same house and outbuilding in situ. Based on a review of available historic maps and the 

architectural style of the residence, the house was built circa 1840-1850, with its addition and bank barn 

constructed circa 1875-80. 

 

The Henry Edic Farmstead at 5519 Old Edic Road is NRHP-eligible under Criterion B for its association with 

the Edic family, who were a founding family of the Town of Marcy, and under Criterion C as an example of a 
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rural nineteenth century farmstead that retains its overall integrity of design, including an Italianate residence 

and bank barn.  

 

 The building at 9580 River Road (Sharyn’s Place) is a mid-century example of streamline diner architecture 

(see Appendix A, Photographs 11-12). The single-story establishment has an elongated, narrow massing, 

with its frontage facing River Street. Its building materials include faux stone veneer on the lower half of the 

south (entrance) elevation and a stainless steel window wall system above, with metal barrel vault roof. These 

materials, and lack of art-modern styling, suggest a construction date of circa 1950. There are two additions 

to the building: an entrance vestibule at the center of the south elevation, and a wing at the rear, likely for 

additional food preparation space. 

 

The diner is not present on the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 3) nor the 1907 Century 

Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 4). However, a building does appear in this location on the 1955 

USGS Oriskany, NY and South Trenton, NY topographic quadrangle (Figure 5), indicating that the diner may 

have been present in this location at that time. 

 

The building embodies the distinctive characteristics of the American diner prototype which includes its scale, 

massing and materials. The building at 9580 River Road is NRHP-eligible under Criterion C as an example of 

mid-twentieth century diner architecture, most which have not survived due to the proliferation of modern fast 

food and larger sit down restaurants.  

 

3.3 Potential Effect on Historic Resources 

Construction of the Project will not require the demolition or physical alteration of any historic resources. No direct 

physical impacts to historic-architectural resources will occur as a result of the Project.     

 

The Federal Regulations entitled “Protection of Historic Resources” (36 CFR 800) include in Section 800.5(2) a 

discussion of potential adverse effects on historic resources.  The following types of effects apply to transmission line 

projects include: 

 

“Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to: [items i-iii do not apply]; (iv) 

Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property's setting that 

contribute to its historic significance; (v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that 

diminish the integrity of the property's significant historic features; [items vi-vii do not apply]” (CFR, 

2004b). 
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The Project’s potential effect on a given historic property would be a change (resulting from the introduction of 

transmission poles) in the property’s visual setting.  As it pertains to historic properties, setting is defined as “the 

physical environment of a historic property” and is one of seven aspects of a property’s integrity, which refers to the 

“ability of a property to convey its significance” (NPS, 1990:44-45).  The other aspects of integrity include location, 

design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association (NPS, 1990).  The potential effect resulting from the 

introduction of transmission poles into the visual setting for any historic or architecturally significant property is 

dependent on a number of factors including distance, visual dominance, orientation of views, viewer context and 

activity, and the types and density of modern features in the existing view (such as buildings/residences, overhead 

electrical transmission lines, cellular towers, billboards, highways, and silos).  The presence of numerous existing 

transmission lines (originally constructed circa 1955) located within and immediately adjacent to the study area, have 

already altered the visual setting of historic resources in the vicinity (see Appendix A, Photographs 13-16). Therefore, 

the proposed construction of additional transmission infrastructure is not anticipated to result in a significant change to 

the existing visual setting. 

 

3.4 Visual Effects Analysis  

Visual Setting 

The visual study area for the Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line is a mix of undeveloped 

forest, open agricultural land, suburban and commercial development, and utility infrastructure. The study area includes 

abundant electric transmission infrastructure, including multiple high voltage overhead transmission lines and two major 

substations owned and operated by National Grid.  A gradually rising hill between Route 49 and the top of Glass 

Factory Road is the dominant topographic feature within the study area. The central portion of the visual study area, 

including the Project site itself, is characterized by a forested stream valley with reverting agricultural fields on adjacent 

uplands, interrupted by numerous intersecting transmission lines.  Residential and commercial development is 

concentrated in the west and southwestern portions of the study area.  Suburban residential development also occurs 

in cul-de-sacs and along road frontage in the northern and southern portions of the study area.  The SUNY Poly 

campus, and associated athletic facilities, occupy a relatively large area in the southeastern portion of the visual study 

area.   

 

Viewshed Analysis 

Viewshed (GIS mapping) models were prepared to evaluate the potential visibility of the Project within the one-mile 

study area (EDR, 2016).  Digital Elevation Model (DEM) data were obtained from the USGS (7.5 minute and 1:250,000 

scale), and ESRI ArcView® software with the Spatial Analyst extension was used to define areas where both the 

existing and proposed poles would potentially be visible within the one-mile radius visual study area. The analysis was 
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based on proposed electrical transmission poles ranging in height from ± 50 to 106 feet. The resulting viewshed maps 

(Figure 7) define the areas from which the top of the poles could potentially be seen from ground level vantage points 

within the study area. 

 

The visibility analysis includes consideration of two viewsheds: one based solely on topography (Figure 7, Sheet 1) 

and the other based on the combined potential screening effect of topography and mapped forest vegetation (Figure 

7, Sheet 2).  The topographic viewshed defines the maximum area from which any portion of the proposed poles could 

potentially be seen (ignoring the screening effects of existing vegetation and structures), and therefore represents a 

"worst case" assessment of potential Project visibility. As described in Section 2.1 of this report, the topographic 

viewshed provides the basis for defining the APE for indirect effects and study area for the historic-architectural 

resources survey. 

 

To supplement the topographic viewshed analysis, a vegetation viewshed was also prepared to illustrate the potential 

screening provided by forest vegetation. A base vegetation layer was created using the 2006 USGS National Land 

Cover Dataset (NLCD) to identify the mapped location of forestland (including the Deciduous Forest, Evergreen Forest, 

and Mixed Forest NLCD classifications) within the visual study area. Based on standard visual assessment practice, 

the mapped locations of the forest land were assigned an assumed height of 40 feet and added to the DEM. Once the 

initial vegetation viewshed analysis was completed, a Spatial Analyst conditional statement was used to assign zero 

visibility to all areas of mapped forest, resulting in the final vegetation viewshed. The vegetation viewshed is based on 

the assumption that in most forested areas, outward views will be well screened by the overhead tree canopy. Because 

it accounts for the screening provided by mapped forest stands, the vegetation viewshed is a much more accurate 

representation of potential Project visibility.  

 

It is important to note that areas of actual Project visibility are anticipated to be more limited than indicated by the 

viewshed analysis, due to the slender profile of the transmission structures, the effects of distance, and screening 

provided by yard trees, street trees and structures, all of which are not considered in the viewshed analysis.  These 

latter features likely provide significant screening in residential areas where the viewshed analysis suggests potential 

Project visibility (EDR 2016). 

 

Potential transmission pole visibility, as indicated by the viewshed analyses, is summarized in Table 1. Considering 

topography alone, some portion of the proposed Project could be potentially visible in approximately 67.5% of the one-

mile study area (Figure 7, Sheet 1; Table 2). This “worst case” assessment of potential visibility indicates the area 

where any portion of any pole could potentially be seen, without considering the screening effect of existing vegetation 

and structures.   
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Table 1. Summary of Viewshed Results for One-Mile Study Area 

Number of 
Poles 

Visible 

One-Mile-Radius Study Area1 Viewshed Results 

Topography Only 
Topography 

and Vegetation 

Acres 
% of 

Study Area 
Acres 

% of 
Study Area 

0 1,204.7 32.1 2,922.6 77.9 

1-8 384.1 10.2 281 7.5 

9-16 765.3 20.3 370.3 9.9 

17-24 453.7 12.0 126.3 3.4 

25-37 945.9 25.0 53.3 1.5 

Total Visible2 2549.0 67.5 830.9 22.3 

1The one-mile study area includes approximately 5.9 square miles, or approximately 3,754 acres. 
2 Totals may not add up or equal 100.0% due to rounding. 

 

Factoring vegetation into the viewshed analysis significantly reduces potential Project visibility (Figure 7, Sheet 2).  

Within the one-mile study area, vegetation, in combination with topography, will serve to block daytime views of the 

Project from approximately 77.9% of the Project study area.  Including vegetation and structures, 7.5% of the study 

area is indicated and having possible visibility of 1-8 poles; 9.9 % of the study area has possible visibility of 9-18 poles; 

3.4% of the study area has possible visibility of 17-24 poles; and 1.5% has possibility visibility of 25-27 poles. As 

mentioned previously, areas of actual visibility are anticipated to be more limited than indicated by the vegetation 

viewshed analysis, due to the slender profile of the poles, the effects of distance, and screening from hedgerows, street 

trees and structures, which are not considered in the analysis. Areas where there is no possibility of seeing the Project 

include locations in narrow ravines and on hillsides oriented away from the Project site.  These are concentrated in the 

outer portions of the study area.  

 

Visual Assessment 

EDR conducted a Visual Impact Assessment (EDR, 2016) to determine whether visually sensitive sites, including 

properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), are located in the areas that may be 

affected by the proposed Project. Per Section 2.5, five properties that EDR has evaluated to be eligible for the NRHP 

and are located within the one-mile Project study area (Figure 6). The potential visibility of the Project from the identified 

historic resources within the study area is listed in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Visibility and Distance Analysis of Historic Resources 

Historic Resource 
Distance to Nearest 

Proposed Transmission Line Structure 
(Miles) 

Visiblility1 

Two-story vernacular horse and farm complex 
(circa 1870), 6018 Morris Road 

0.5 Not Visible 

Salem Cemetery (circa 1830) and Meetinghouse 
(circa 1859), Church Road 

0.8 Not Visible 

Evergreen Cemetery (circa 1839), Maynard Drive 0.8 Not Visible 

One-story streamline diner (circa 1950), 9580 
River Road 

0.9 Visible 

Two-story Italianate house and bank barn (circa 
1870), 5519 Edic Road 

1.0 Visible 

1Based on Vegetation Viewshed. See Figure 7. 

 

3.5 Visual Simulations 

The information included in this this section of the report is intended to assist the Town of Marcy (acting as Lead 

Agency) in their review of the Project under SEQRA, as well as NYSOPRHP’s (and other agencies) obligations to 

review the potential effects of the Project under Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation, and Historic 

Preservation Law and/or Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as applicable. To address this 

requirement relative to historic architectural resources, visual simulations were prepared as part of the Visual Impact 

Assessment for the Project (EDR, 2016) for locations where viewshed analysis indicates potential visibility of the 

Project, or locations where preparation of a visual simulation would be appropriate to assess the Project’s potential 

effect on historic properties.  

 

This assessment involved creating computer models of the proposed Project structures, selecting representative 

viewpoints within the study area, and preparing computer-assisted visual simulations of the proposed Project. These 

simulations were then used to characterize the type and degree of visual impact resulting from Project construction. 

To show anticipated visual changes associated with the proposed Project, high-resolution computer-enhanced image 

processing was used to create realistic photographic simulations of the transmission lines from each of the selected 

viewpoints.  

 

A set of 12 visual simulations were prepared to provide representative views of the proposed Project from a variety of 

landscape settings, directions, and viewing distances from within the Project’s visual study area. Although these 

simulations do not necessarily represent the views of or from specific historic properties, the simulations do provide 

representative depictions of the Project’s potential effect on the visual settings associated with historic properties within 

the study area. The visual simulations are included as Appendix B of this report.   
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4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

4.1 Summary of Historic-Architectural Resources Survey Results 

On behalf of MV EDGE and CH2MHill, EDR conducted a historic resources survey for the proposed Mohawk Valley 

EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project, located in the Town of Marc, in Oneida County, New York.  A 

total of five resources were inventoried as part of the historic resources survey, and are recommended NRHP-eligible 

by EDR: 

 

 Salem Church (circa 1859) and Cemetery (circa 1830), associated with the early-to-mid Welsh settlement of 

the Town of Marcy 

 The George Kunkle Farmstead (6018 Morris Road), a late nineteenth century residence with accompanying 

barns and silo, associated with an early family of the Town of Marcy 

 Evergreen Cemetery (circa 1839), an approximately one-acre cemetery associated with the settlement of the 

community of Maynard and the resting place of several prominent former Marcy residents 

 The Henry Edic Farmstead (5519 Edic Road), a two-story Italianate residence with bank barn and agricultural 

outbuildings, associated with the Edic family, one of the founding families of the Town of Marcy 

 9589 River Road (Sharyn’s Place), a one-story mid-century streamline modern diner that embodies the 

distinctive characteristics of the American diner prototype 

 

The locations of historic resources surveyed by EDR are depicted on Figure 6, and photographs are included in 

Appendix A. 

 

4.2 Summary of Project’s Potential Effect on Historic Resources 

Construction of the Project will not require the demolition or physical alteration of any buildings or other potential historic 

resources. No direct physical impacts to historic-architectural resources will occur as a result of the Project.  The 

Project’s potential effect on a given historic property would be a change (resulting from the introduction of transmission 

poles) in the property’s visual setting.  However, the presence of existing transmission lines (c.1955) located within and 

immediately adjacent to the study area, have already significantly altered the viewshed, so that the location of additional 

transmission infrastructure would not pose a significant change in the existing visual setting. 

  

The Project’s only potential effect on properties listed or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places 

would be a change in the properties’ visual setting (resulting from the introduction of the replacement transmission 

structures).  As confirmed by the viewshed analysis maps, areas with views of some portion of the Project will be limited 

to less than 25% of the 1-mile radius study area.  Views of the newly constructed line will generally be limited to those 
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sites within 0.33 miles of the Project that have an unobstructed line of sight toward the proposed transmission line.  

This is due primarily to the modest height of the proposed facility, and the proposed dark brown color and self-

weathering steel structures that generally minimizes contrast with surrounding vegetation under most conditions.  The 

presence of existing forest will significantly screen the Project from many public vantage points (see viewshed maps 

included in Figure 7), Therefore, no significant adverse visual impacts are anticipated from the proposed action. 

 

4.3 Recommendations 

No additional historic architectural resources surveys are recommended in association with the proposed Project.  The 

presence and extent of existing electrical transmission infrastructure has already compromised the visual setting 

associated with historic resources in the study area.  The proposed construction of the Project will not result in a 

significant change in the visual character or aesthetic quality of the study area.  Therefore, the proposed Project will 

not have an adverse effect on the visual setting associated with historic resources. 

 



Historic Architectural Resources Survey 
Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project 22 

5.0 REFERENCES 

 
Ball, Raymond. 2016.  History of the Town of Marcy. Available at http://townofmarcy.org/content/History#History of the 
Town of Marcy.   
 
Ball, Raymond.  2007.  Images of America: Marcy.  Arcadia Publishing, Charleston, SC. 
 
Beers, D.G.  1874.  Atlas of Oneida County, New York.  D.G. Beers & Co., Philadelphia, PA.  Available at 
www.davidrumsey.com. 
 
Century Map Company.  1907.  Century Atlas, Oneida County, New York.  Century Map Company, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
Child, Hamilton.  1869.  Gazetteer and Business Directory of Oneida County, NY for 1869.  Hamilton Child, Syracuse, 
NY. 
 
Curtin, E.V.  1999a.  Proposed Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprise (EDGE) Corporation Semi-
Conductor Fabricating Facility, Edic Road, Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York, Phase 1A Archaeological 
Survey.  Saratoga Springs, NY.  
 
Curtin, E.V.  1999b.  Proposed Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprise (EDGE) Corporation Semi-
Conductor Fabricating Facility, Edic Road, Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York, Phase 1B Archaeological 
Survey.  Saratoga Springs, NY.  
 
Durant, Samuel W.  1878.  History of Oneida County, New York.  Everts & Fariss, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
Environmental Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR). 
2009. Town of Marcy Vision Plan. Syracuse, NY. 
 
EDR. 2016. Visual Impact Assessment: Mohawk Valley Edge Transmission Line, Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New 
York. Environmental Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C., 
Syracuse, NY. 
 
Evans, Paul Demund. 1914. The Welsh in Oneida County, New York. Master of Arts Thesis, Cornell University.  
Revised edition, Siloam Road Enterprises, 2001. Available at 
http://www.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~nyunywh/oneidawelsh/index.html.   
 
Find a Grave. 2016. Evergreen Cemetery, Oneida County, Edic Family. Available at http://www.findagrave.com/cgi-
bin/fg.cgi?page=gsr&GSiman=1&GScid=418707&GSfn=&GSln=edic  
 
Hartgen Archeological Associates, Inc (HAA).  2014.  Phase I Archeological Investigation, New York State Power 
Authority, Marcy South Series Compensation Project, Towns of Marcy and Delhi, Oneida and Delaware Counties, New 
York.  Rensselaer, NY. 
 
Lombardo, David.  2013. “Lawmaker Looks to Revive Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor Commission.”  The Daily 
Gazette, May 30, 2013.  Available at http://www.dailygazette.com/news/2013/may/30/0530_corridor/.  
 
Mohawk Valley Heritage Corridor (MVHC). 2010. Facebook Page. Available at: https://www.facebook.com/Mohawk-
Valley-Heritage-Corridor-291696812445/timeline.  
 



Historic Architectural Resources Survey 
Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project 23 

National Park Service (NPS).  1990.  How to Apply the National Register of Historic Places Criteria for Evaluation.  
National Register Bulletin No. 15. National Register Branch, National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/pdfs/nrb15.pdf.  
 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP).  2015.  Cultural Resource 
Information System (CRIS). New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation, Waterford, NY.  
https://cris.parks.ny.gov. 
 
Oneida County Historical Society (OCHS). 2016a. Oneida County Municipalities: Marcy. Available at  
http://www.oneidacountyhistory.org/Municipalities/municipalities.asp 
 
OCHS. 2016b. Oneida County Ethnic Development: Welsh. Available at  
http://www.oneidacountyhistory.org/EthnicDevelopment/EthnicDevelopment.asp  
 
Sterngass, Jon.  2005a.  Marcy.  In The Encyclopedia of New York State, edited by P. Eisenstadt, p. 956-957.  Syracuse 
University Press, Syracuse, NY. 
 
Sterngass, Jon.  2005b.  Marcy, William Learned.  In The Encyclopedia of New York State, edited by P. Eisenstadt, p. 
957.  Syracuse University Press, Syracuse, NY. 
 
Town of Marcy. 1996a. Town of Marcy Centennial History and Program, 1832-1932 – Volume 1, Supplement 2.  1996 
reprint.  Collections of the Town of Marcy Planning Board, Marcy, NY. 
 
Town of Marcy. 1996b. History: Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York, 1832-1970 – Volume 1, Supplement 3. 
1996 reprint.  Collections of the Town of Marcy Planning Board, Marcy, NY. 
 
United States Census Bureau (USCB).  Federal census records, 1870-1920. Available online at 
http://search.ancestry.com/search/group/usfedcen. 
 
United States Geological Service (USGS).  1955.  Oriskany, NY 1:24000 Topographic Quadrangle Map.  U.S. 
Geological Survey, Washington, D.C. 
 
USGS.  1955.  South Trenton, NY 1:24000 Topographic Quadrangle Map.  U.S. Geological Survey, Washington, D.C. 
 
Wager, Daniel E, ed.  1896.  Our County and Its People: A Descriptive Work on Oneida County, New York.   
Boston History Company, Boston, MA.
 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figures 

  



£¤20

§̈¦790

§̈¦90

Ilion

Little
Falls

Oneida

Rome

Utica

Frankfort Herkimer

Mohawk

Boonville

Clark
Mills

Clinton New Hartford

New
York
Mills

Oriskany

Sherrill Vernon

Whitesboro
Yorkville

Hamilton

Morrisville

Waterville

Richfield
Springs

Hamilton
County

Herkimer
County

Lewis
County

Madison
County

Oneida
County

Otsego
County

www.edrdpc.com

µ
Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York
Figure 1: Regional Project Location

Notes: 1. Basemap: ESRI StreetMap North America, 2008.
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.

0 4 82
Miles

April 2016

^

Project Location

Lake 
Ontario



Enlarged Erie Barge
Canal Nominated

by NPS (2014)

Copyright:© 2013 National Geographic Society, i-cubed

www.edrdpc.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York

Notes: 1. Basemap: ESRI ArcGIS Online "USA Topo Maps" Map Service.
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.

0 1,000 2,000500
Feet

µ

Figure 2: Project Layout and Area of Potential Effect
April 2016

Project Center Line
NYS Heritage Area
NRHP-Listed Site
Area of Potential Effect (APE)
for Indirect (Visual) Effects



www.edrdpc.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York

Notes: 1. Basemap: 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York - Marcy plate.
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.

0 1,000 2,000500
Feet

µ

Figure 3: 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York - Marcy plate
April 2016

Project Center Line
Area of Potential Effect (APE)
for Indirect (Visual) Effects

Note: This historic map has been geo-referenced with modern map 
features. Potential sources of error inherent in this process include 
cartographic inaccuracies, differences in scale, and changes in the
modern landscape. The geo-referenced map therefore presents 
approximate locations of historic map-documented features, and is 
not intended to depict survey-accurate information.
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Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 01:

Salem Church (circa 1859), 
Church Road - view toward 
south facade of church and 
eastern portion of cemetery

PHOTO 02:

Salem Church (circa 1859), 
Church Road - view toward 
north facade of church and 
northeastern portion of cem-
etery
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Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 03:

Salem Cemetery (circa 1830), 
Church Road  - view toward 
western portion of cemetery

PHOTO 04:

Salem Cemetery (circa 1830), 
Church Road  - view toward 
central portion of cemetery
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Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 05:

Two-story vernacular house 
and farm complex (circa 1870), 
6018 Morris Road - view of 
house and barn/garage

PHOTO 06:

Two-story vernacular house 
and farm complex (circa 1870), 
6018 Morris Road - view of 
barn and silo
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Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 07:

Evergreen Cemetery (circa 
1839), Maynard Drive - view 
from Maynard Drive

PHOTO 08:

Evergreen Cemetery (circa 
1839), Maynard Drive - view 
towards Maynard United 
Methodist Church
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Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 09:

Two-story Italianate house and 
bank barn (c. 1870), 5519 Edic 
Road - south and east facades

PHOTO 10:

Two-story Italianate house and 
bank barn (c. 1870), 5519 Edic 
Road - east and north facades 
of bank barn
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Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 11:

One-story streamline diner 
(circa 1950), 9580 River Road - 
south and east facades

PHOTO 12:

One-story streamline diner 
(circa 1950), 9580 River Road - 
north and west facades
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Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 13:

View of existing transmission 
infrastructure within APE for 
indirect visual effects, view to 
the southwest from Church 
Road.

PHOTO 14:

View of existing transmission 
infrastructure within APE for 
indirect visual effects, view to 
the north from Edic Road.
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Appendix A: Photographs

PHOTO 15:

View of existing transmission 
infrastructure within APE for 
indirect visual effects, view 
to the northeast from Hazard 
Road.

PHOTO 16:

View of existing transmission 
infrastructure within APE for 
indirect visual effects, view to 
the east-northeast from Linda 
Drive
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Appendix B: Visual Simulations (Glass Factory Road - View to the west-southwest)
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Appendix B: Visual Simulations (Edic Road - View to the west-northwest)
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Appendix B: Visual Simulations (Edic Road - View to the west-northwest)

Sheet 2 of 2 - Proposed View

SIMULATION



www.edrdpc.com

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York

April 2016
Appendix B: Visual Simulations (Edic Road - View to the west-northwest)
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Appendix B: Visual Simulations (Hazard Road - View to the southeast)
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Appendix B: Visual Simulations (Hazard Road - View to the southeast)
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Appendix B: Visual Simulations (Hazard Road - View to the south-southeast)
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transmittal 

 

To: Mr. Phillip Perazio 

New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation & Historic Preservation 
(NYSOPRHP) 

EDR Project No: 14108 

From: Nick Freeland, RPA, Cultural Resources Specialist (EDR) 
Patrick Heaton, RPA, Director of Cultural Resources (EDR) 

Date: April 20, 2016 

Reference: NYSOPRHP Project Review #15PR00283 

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line 

Phase 1 Archaeological Survey 
 
Comments: 
 
On behalf of the Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprise (EDGE) and Ch2M, Environmental Design 

and Research, Engineering, & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR) conducted a Phase 1 archaeological survey for 

the proposed Mohawk Valley Edge Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project (or the Project), located in the town 

of Marcy, Oneida County, New York. The Phase 1 archaeological survey was conducted as a part of a review of the 

Project under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The information and recommendations included 

in this report are intended to assist the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 

(NYSOPRHP) and other New York state and/or federal agencies in their review of the Project under SEQRA, Section 

14.09 of the New York State Historic Preservation Law, and/or Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 

as applicable. 

 

Please note that this report addresses only archaeological resources; information concerning the Project’s potential 

effect on historic architectural resources is being provided to NYSOPRHP under separate cover.  The Phase 1 

archaeological survey report was uploaded via the Cultural Resources Information System (CRIS) website on April 

20th, 2016.   

 

Please contact Patrick Heaton at pheaton@edrdpc.com or Nicholas Freeland at nfreeland@edrdpc.com or both at 

(315) 471-0688 if you have any questions about this submission. 

 
 
 
Copies To: Jeffrey Neld (Ch2M); via email; file. 

mailto:pheaton@edrdpc.com
mailto:nfreeland@edrdpc.com


Prepared by:

Environmental Design & Research,
Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C.
217 Montgomery Street, Suite 1000
Syracuse, New York 13202
P: 315.471.0688
F: 315.471.1061    
www.edrdpc.com

Prepared for:

Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprises   CH2M
584 Phoenix Drive       430 East Genesee Street, Suite 400
Rome, NY 13441        Syracuse, NY 13202
www.mvedge.org       www.ch2m.com

Mohawk Vally EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project
Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York

Phase 1 Archaeological Survey

April 2016



  

 

Phase 1 Archaeological Survey  

Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line 

Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York 

 
 
Prepared for: 

 

Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprises  
584 Phoenix Drive 
Rome, NY 13441 
www.mvedge.org 
 
And 
  

 
CH2M 
430 E. Genesee Street, Suite 400 
Syracuse, New York 13202 
www.ch2m.com 

 

 

Prepared by:  

 

Environmental Design & Research, 
Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C. 
217 Montgomery Street, Suite 1000 
Syracuse, New York 13202 
P: 315.471.0688 
F: 315.471.1061      
www.edrdpc.com  

 

 

April 2016 

http://www.mvedge.org/
http://www.ch2m.com/
http://www.edrdpc.com/


  

 

Phase 1 Archaeological Survey – Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line ii 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Purpose of the Investigation 

On behalf of Mohawk Valley Economic Development Growth Enterprise (MV EDGE) and CH2M Hill, Environmental 

Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering, & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR) conducted a 

Phase 1 Archaeological Survey for a proposed new 115 kilovolt (kV) transmission line (the Project) to serve the 

proposed Marcy Nanocenter (Nanocenter) in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York (Figure 1). The 

information and recommendations included in this Phase 1 archaeological survey report are intended to assist the 

Town of Marcy in their review of the Project under the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) 

and/or the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) in their review of the 

proposed Project under SEQRA, Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 

Law, and/or Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as applicable.   

 

The purpose of the Phase 1 survey is to determine whether archaeological resources (historic and/or pre-Contact 

Native American archaeological sites) are located in the areas that may be affected by the proposed Project (the 

Project’s area of potential effect, or APE). Please note that a historic architectural resources survey for the Project is 

also being prepared by EDR and will be submitted to NYSOPRHP under separate cover. Background research and 

fieldwork for the Phase 1 survey was conducted under the supervision of a Registered Professional Archeologist 

(RPA) in a manner consistent with the New York Archaeological Council’s 1994 Standards for Cultural Resources 

Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections in New York State (the NYAC Standards; NYAC, 1994).  

The Phase 1 report was prepared in accordance with NYSOPRHP’s Phase 1 Archeological Report Format 

Requirements (NYSOPRHP, 2005).     

 

1.2 Project Location and Description 

The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of a new electrical interconnection between the 

regional transmission grid and the Nanocenter in Marcy, New York.  MV EDGE is developing the Nanocenter to 

support state-of-the-art semiconductor manufacturing as the cornerstone of a broader economic development and 

job growth strategy.  Power delivery for the Nanocenter will consist of a new, double-circuit 115kV interconnection 

that will originate at the existing National Grid Edic Substation and continue approximately 1.4 miles (2.3 km) 

southwest, crossing Gridley Creek and Hazard Road before connecting to the proposed 115kV-34.5kV Marcy 

Nanocenter substation. The structures for the transmission lines are proposed to be wood H-frame constructed on 

reinforced concrete caisson foundations.  Some portions of the proposed transmission lines may be carried on three-

pole or galvanized steel poles when larger structure loads or height requirements need to be met. 
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The proposed transmission line will occupy a new right-of-way (ROW) ranging between approximately 150 and 200 

feet (approximately 46 to 61 meters) wide, with narrower portions of the proposed ROW paralleling existing National 

Grid transmission infrastructure. The proposed ROW will cross eight parcels of land located in a predominantly 

forested and rural area, with residential land use on adjacent parcels.  The proposed Project is consistent with the 

Town of Marcy Vision Plan (EDR, 2009), which identifies the area in the vicinity of the Project as a suburban tech 

campus that would include campus-like planned development, open space network with trails that connect to other 

parts of the town, and suburban residential areas. 

 

At the request of MV EDGE, EDR investigated the previously un-surveyed portions of the Project ROW (see Figure 

2).  Previously conducted archaeological surveys in the vicinity of the Project area are discussed further in Section 

2.2, but it is sufficient to say here that approximately 5.2 acres of the 29.4-acre Project site has been previously 

subject to Phase 1 archaeological survey, and EDR did not re-survey this area (Figures 2 and 3). The following terms 

are used throughout the document to describe the proposed action: 

 

 The Project: The Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line Project consists of a new 

double-circuit 115kV interconnection that will originate at the existing National Grid Edic Substation and 

continue approximately 1.4 miles (2.3 km) southwest, crossing Gridley Creek and Hazard Road before 

connecting to the proposed 115kV-34.5kV Marcy Nanocenter substation. The proposed transmission line 

will occupy a new right-of-way (ROW) ranging between approximately 150 and 200 feet (approximately 46 

to 61 meters) wide, with narrower portions of the proposed ROW paralleling existing National Grid 

transmission infrastructure.  

 The Project site and/or Area of Potential Effect (APE):  The area within which all potential ground 

disturbance for the Project will occur, which includes the entirety of the 150-200-foot wide ROW centered on 

the proposed Project centerline. The APE has a total area of approximately 29.4 acres. Approximately 5.2 

acres of the APE has been previously subject to Phase 1 archaeological survey and was not resurveyed 

during the current Phase 1 survey (see Figures 2 and 3). Following the Phase 1 survey fieldwork, minor 

shifts were made to the Project APE to avoid wetlands in a few places. These shifts were minimal and the 

Phase 1 survey presented herein still provides a sufficient assessment of the Project APE. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

 

2.1 Geology and Soils 

Oneida County, located in central New York State, is a 1,259 square mile (805,760 acres) area bounded by Lewis 

County to the north, Herkimer County to the east, Otsego and Madison Counties to the south, and Oswego County 

and Oneida Lake to the west.  Oneida County lies within seven physiographic provinces, including the Ontario Lake 

Plain, the Erie-Ontario Lowland, the Allegheny Plateau, the Black River-Mohawk River Lowland, the Tug Hill Plateau, 

the Adirondack Foothills and the Mohawk Valley provinces. The Black River, Eastern Oswego, Mohawk, West 

Canada Creek and Susquehanna river drainage basins all have headwaters in the county. Oneida Lake, at the 

western edge of Oneida County, is the largest naturally occurring lake, though several smaller lakes are also present.  

Manmade canals and hydropower reservoirs affect the natural drainage patterns (Natural Resources Conservation 

Service [NRCS], 2008).   

 

The Project site is located on generally south-sloping terrain along the north side of the upper Mohawk River Valley, 

approximately 1.8 miles north of the river (Appendix A: Photographs 1-4 and 12-14). Elevations within the Project site 

range between approximately 590 and 790 feet (approximately 180 and 241 meters) above mean sea level. The 

Mohawk Valley in the vicinity of the Project site is underlain by Middle Ordovician Utica Shale bedrock. The region 

was glaciated as recently as 12,000 years ago, and as a result, many upland soils are formed from glacial till (NRCS, 

2008) 

 

EDR reviewed the Soil Survey of Oneida County, New York (NRCS, 2008) and the Esri Soil Survey Geographic 

Database (Esri and NRCS, 2016) online map service for data concerning soils within the Project site. Four mapped 

soil units occur within the Project site: Conesus Silt Loam, Kendaia Silt Loam, Lansing Silt Loam, and Unorthents, 

smoothed. A summary of typical characteristics for the mapped soils that comprise a significant portion of the Project 

site is provided in Table 1.  Soil map units within the Project site are depicted in Figure 4. 
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Table 1.  Project Site Soils (Esri and NRCS, 2016; NRCS, 2008). 

Map 
Unit 

Name 
(Symbol) 

% of 
Project 

Site 

Soil Horizon 
& Depth Description 

Slope, 
Drainage, & 
Landform 

Conesus Silt 
Loam (790C) 

9% 
 
 

A: 0-7 in (0-18cm) 
B1: 7-13 in (18-33cm) 
B2: 13-24 in(33-61cm) 
B3: 24-35 in (61-89cm) 
B4: 35-42 in (89-107cm) 
C: 42-72 in (107-183 cm) 

Dark brown silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown and brown silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown silt loam 
Brown gravelly silty clay loam 
Dark grayish brown gravelly silt loam 
Dark grayish brown and grayish brown, firm, 
gravelly silt loam  

C: 8-15% slopes 
Well drained; 
Gently sloping;  
Glaciated uplands  

 
Kendaia 
Silt  
Loam (136A & 
136B) 
 

72% 
 
A: 12%  
B: 60% 

A: 0-9 in (0-23cm) 
B1: 9-13 in (23-33cm) 
B: 13-32in (33-81cm) 
C1: 33-38in (81-97cm) 
C2: 38-72in (97-183cm) 

Very dark grayish brown silt loam 
Brown silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown silt loam 
Brown, firm, gravelly silt loam  
Dark brown, firm, gravelly silt loam 

A: 0-3% slopes 
B: 3-8% slopes 
Poorly drained; 
Footslopes & upland plains; 
Calcareous glacial till   

Lansing 
Silt  
Loam (111D & 
111E) 
 

19% 
 
D: 17% 
E: 2% 

A: 0-9 in (0-23cm) 
B1: 9-13 in (23-33cm) 
B2: 13-17 in (33-43cm) 
B3:17-22 in (43-56cm) 
B4: 22-36 (56-91cm) 
C: 36-72 (91-183cm) 

Very dark grayish brown silt loam 
Brown silt loam 
Dark yellowish brown silt loam 
Very dark grayish brown, gravelly silt loam 
Very dark grayish brown silt loam 
Very dark grayish brown, firm, gravelly silt loam 

D: 15-25% slopes 
E: 25-45% slopes 
Well drained; 
Gently sloping;  
Glaciated uplands 

Unorthents, 
smoothed (22)  

1% 

Variable – results from 
cutting and filing during 
substation construction in 
this area. 

Variable Variable 

 

2.2 Previously Conducted Archaeological Surveys and Previously Identified Archaeological Sites 

EDR reviewed NYSOPRHP’s online Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) to identify previously recorded 

archaeological sites in the Project vicinity (i.e., within 1 mile, or 1.6 km) of the Project site and to determine if any 

portions of the Project’s APE have been previously surveyed for archaeological resources.  The CRIS database 

includes 14 previously recorded archaeological sites, including one New York State Museum (NYSM) site and two 

NYSM areas, located within one mile (1.6 km) of the Project site, which are summarized in Table 2. As further 

described below, one previously recorded site occurs within the APE for the current Project (the Humphrey-Mush 

Historic Site; USN 6513.000121); however, the site has been previously determined not eligible for listing on the 

S/NRHP (i.e., not archaeologically or historically significant) and therefore no further investigation of this site was 

conducted as part of the current Phase 1 survey. 

 

Table 2 Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites within 1 mile of the Project APE. 

USN 
Time 
Period 

Name NRHP Status 
Distance from Project 
APE 

6513.000008 Prehistoric ALB 301 Undetermined 0.9 mile 

6513.000029 Historic Glass Factory Site Undetermined 0.5 mile 

6513.000030 Prehistoric Campsite I NYSM 1274 Undetermined 0.8 mile 
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USN 
Time 
Period 

Name NRHP Status 
Distance from Project 
APE 

6513.000091 Unknown Durham Project #182 Undetermined 0.8 mile 

6513.000098 Historic Martin-Deck Historic Site Not Eligible 0.5 mile 

6513.000099 Prehistoric Edge 1 Prehistoric Site Not Eligible 0.6 mile 

6513.000100 Prehistoric Edge 2 Prehistoric Site  Not Eligible 0.4 mile 

6513.000101 Historic Goodale-Kauth Historic Site  Not Eligible 0.4 mile 

6513.000102 Historic Bemster-Humphrey Historic Site  Not Eligible 110 feet 

6513.000117 Historic Edic Road Historic Site (RMSC Uta 022) Not Eligible 0.6 miles 

6513.000121 Historic PCI/Humphrey-Mush Historic Site Not Eligible Within Project APE 

NYSM (site) 2232/ 
SUNY Albany Site 301 

Prehistoric 
(Early 
Woodland) 

Atlas Unevaluated 1.0 mile 

NYSM (area) 4139 Prehistoric 
Described by Parker (1922) as  
“Camps..on the terrace north of the river…” 

Unevaluated 0.2 mile 

NYSM (area) 7658 Prehistoric “Camp” Unevaluated  0.5 mile 

 

As noted in Section 1.2, approximately 5.2 acres of the current 29.4-acre Project site/APE were previously surveyed 

for archaeological resources (see Figure 5). These areas were included in two previous archaeological survey 

reports: a Phase 1B archaeological survey for the Marcy Nanocenter (Panamerican, 2012a) and Phase 1B 

archaeological survey for the MV EDGE Semi-Conductor Fabricating Facility (Curtin, 1999). The current Phase 1 

archaeological survey addresses those portions of the APE that were not included in these previous surveys, which 

total approximately 24.2 acres. The Panamerican (2012a) and Curtin (1999) reports and their findings are 

summarized below. 

 

The Phase 1B archaeological survey for the MV EDGE Semi-Conductor Fabricating Facility (Curtin, 1999) included 

approximately 280 acres, which were systematically surveyed for archaeological resources according to standard 

methodologies approved by NYSOPRHP. The survey identified five archaeological sites, which included three 

historic-period archaeological sites (USNs 06513.000098, 06513.000100, and 06513.000102) and two prehistoric 

(i.e., pre-Contact Native American) archaeological sites (USNs 06513.000099 and 06513.000101). All five sites were 

determined not eligible for listing on the State or National Register of Historic Places (S/NRHP; see below) and all are 

located outside the current Project site (see Figure 5). No archaeological sites were identified within the current 

Project’s APE as a result of this survey. 

 

The Phase 1B archaeological survey for the Marcy Nanocenter (Panamerican, 2012a) included 55 acres, which were 

systematically surveyed for archaeological resources according to standard methodologies approved by 

NYSOPRHP.  In addition, this report included the results of Phase II investigations (i.e., NRHP-eligibility evaluations) 

at the five archaeological sites identified by Curtin (1999). The Phase 1B survey for the Marcy Nanocenter 
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(Panamerican, 2012a) also identified one historic-period archaeological site (the Humphrey-Mush Historic Site) and 

one prehistoric isolated find (an Onondaga Chert scraper with no associated artifacts). Panamerican (2012a) 

recommended the isolated prehistoric find as ineligible for listing on the S/NRHP because it was an isolated find with 

no associated artifacts or features. In addition, the report recommended that a Phase II NRHP-eligibility investigation 

be conducted for the Humphrey-Mush Historic Site. This site is located within the previously surveyed portions of the 

current Project’s APE.  

 

A Phase II site evaluation was conducted at the Humphrey-Mush Historic Site (USN 06513.000121) later in 2012 

(Panamerican, 2012b). The results of the Phase II investigation indicated that the site was poorly preserved with little 

research potential or preservation value and the site was recommended not eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Therefore, although the Humphrey-Mush Historic Site is located within the previously surveyed portions of the current 

Project’s APE, the site was previously determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP (i.e., not archaeologically or 

historically significant) and therefore no further investigation of this site was conducted as part of the current Phase 1 

survey. 

 

2.3 History of the Project Site 

Archives and repositories consulted during EDR’s research for the Project included EDR’s in-house collection of 

reference materials, and online digital collections of the New York State Library, Ancestry.com, New York Heritage, 

David Rumsey Map Collection, and the United States Geologic Survey (USGS) online map collections.  Sources 

reviewed for the Project included History of Oneida County, New York (Durant, 1878), Our County and Its People: A 

Descriptive Work on Oneida County, New York (Wager, 1896), History: Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York, 

1832-1970 (Ball, 1996a), as well as previous cultural resource surveys conducted within the study area (see Section 

2.2).  Historic maps reproduced in the report include the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 6), 

the 1907 Century Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 7), and the 1955 USGS South Trenton, NY topographic 

quadrangle (Figure 8).   

 

The Project is located in the Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York, just north of the City of Utica.  Prior to 

European settlement of the region, the Oneida Nation occupied the area around Oneida Lake, Oriskany Creek, 

Sauquoit Creek and the Mohawk and Oneida Rivers, taking advantage of the rich natural resources.  The 

seventeenth century was marked by contact and trade between the Oneida and Dutch, French and English settlers 

and by 1790, most of the land comprising Oneida County had been ceded to the European settlers through the 

Treaty of Fort Stanwix (1768) and Treaty of Fort Schuyler (1788).  Oneida County was created in 1798, formed from 

Herkimer County (Thomas, 2005; Wager, 1896).   
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In the early-nineteenth century, Oneida County began to grow economically as small textile, lumber and flour mills 

opened along streams.  Industry along the Mohawk River encouraged the growth of Rome and Utica as the dominant 

commercial hubs within the county.  During this period, Utica held a key strategic position for transportation and 

trade, located at the eastern end of the Genesee Road, as well as the middle section of the Erie Canal, which began 

construction in Rome in 1817 and opened in Utica in 1820.  The merging of several smaller railroads into the New 

York Central Railroad in 1853 caused an economic decline in the prosperous city, as it was no longer a terminal 

transportation stop.  Utica began to rely on the manufacture of textiles and other products as their economic decline 

continued throughout the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries, but by 1960, even most of Utica’s many 

textile factories had closed (Durant, 1878; Thomas, 2005; Wager, 1896). 

 

Although European travelers and settlers had passed through the area via the Mohawk River in the early eighteenth 

century, the area now comprising the Town of Marcy was initially settled in 1793 by John Wilson, who moved from 

Windsor, Vermont with his family and established a farm near Nine Mile Creek.  The Wilson family was instrumental 

in the early growth of the town and the establishment of agriculture as the dominant industry throughout the 

nineteenth century (Ball, 1996a; Child, 1869; Durant, 1878).   Additional early settlement within the town was focused 

on the Mohawk River.  Relevant to the current Project site, the Edic family were some of the earliest settlers of the 

area. Although, Ball (1996a) does not note the location of the family’s original farmstead, it can be assumed to 

somewhere in the vicinity of the modern Edic Road, probably near the Mohawk River, southeast of the Project site. 

Similarly, Ball (1996a) notes the Hazard family moved to the area ca. 1835 from Rhode Island, and two Hazard family 

(spelled “Haszard”) farms are noted on the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County (Beers, 1874), near the corner of 

modern-day Hazard and Edic Roads, east of the Project site. 

 

The central and northern portions of the town came to be inhabited by a considerable population of Welsh settlers, 

who established a glass factory as early as 1809.  The Town of Marcy was formed from Deerfield in 1832, and 

named in honor of William Marcy, then New York Senator and later governor of New York State (as well as the 

namesake of Mount Marcy in the Adirondack Mountains) (Sterngass, 2005a; 2005b; Wager, 1896).  The fertile 

bottomlands along Nine Mile Creek and the Mohawk River drew agriculture to the town throughout the early 

nineteenth century, including the dairy industry for which Oneida County became renowned.  The opening of the 

Utica and Black River Railway and Northern Plank Road brought considerable traffic through the town in the mid-

nineteenth century.  Following the Civil War, land within the town was still predominantly agricultural in nature, with 

most landowners engaging in agriculture as a profession into the twentieth century (Child, 1869; Durant, 1878; 

Sterngass, 2005a).   
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The early twentieth century saw the opening of Marcy State Hospital (1919) as well as the construction of the Utica 

Municipal Airport (1929-1959) in Marcy.  The opening of the New York State Thruway in 1954 further encouraged 

post-war suburbanization, though the town retained its dominant rural character.  The opening of two correctional 

facilities as well as a campus of SUNY Institute of Technology contributed to the economic vitality of the Town of 

Marcy in the late twentieth century (Sterngass, 2005a; Westerdahl & Clarke, 2005). 

 

Review of historic maps indicates the predominant agricultural character and relatively few changes in the Project 

vicinity throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  The 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York 

(Figure 6) depicts structures located along major roadways set within large agricultural parcels.  The 1907 Century 

Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 7) reflects similar conditions to those depicted on the 1874 Beers map, 

with several farms noted and identified in the Project vicinity, including Seavy Farm, Glass Factory Hill Farm, and 

Mohawk Valley View.  The 1955 USGS South Trenton, NY topographic quadrangle (Figure 8) shows a considerable 

number of new structures along roadways in the Project vicinity, though no significant suburban developments or 

commercial operations are noted.   

 

2.4 Existing Conditions 

Existing conditions within the Project site were observed and photographed during the Phase 1 archaeological survey 

fieldwork between December 14 and 16, 2015. Existing conditions within the Project site are shown on Figures 2 and 

9 and in photographs included in Appendix A (see Photographs 1-14): 

 

 The proposed transmission line route trends roughly northeast/southwest across gently rolling to steeply 

sloped terrain that generally slopes west and south overlooking the Mohawk River Valley to the south 

(Appendix A: Photographs 1-2 and 12-14). 

 Gridley Creek runs from north to south through the Project site. The creek occupies a deeply incised 

drainage with very steep slopes (see Appendix A: Photographs 8 and 11). The proposed Project route also 

crosses two deeply incised tributaries of Gridley Creek. 

 The northeastern end of the Project APE occurs within an area previously disturbed by the existing Edic 

Substation. This area has been cut-and-filled for the construction of the substation and contains a manmade 

drainage channel (Figure 9, Sheet 1) (Appendix A: Photographs 1-2). 

 Southwest of the substation, the proposed transmission line passes through a mix of reverting pasture, 

overgrown apple orchard, and second growth forest. The route crosses two small tributaries of Gridley 

Creek (Figure 9, Sheets 1-2) (Appendix A: Photographs 1 and 3-10).  
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 The proposed route crosses an existing power line ROW approximately 0.5 miles (0.8 km) south of the Edic 

Substation, then turns to the southwest to parallel another existing power line ROW, crossing Gridley Creek 

(Figure 9, Sheets 4-5) (Appendix A: Photographs 8 and 11).  

 The proposed Project APE parallels the north/northwest side of the existing power line ROW for the 

remainder of its route, passing through an area of scrub/shrub successional pasture north of Hazard Road 

(Figure 9, Sheets 6 and 7) (Appendix A: Photographs 12-13). 

 The proposed Project APE crosses the northwest/southeast-trending Hazard Road approximately 1.0 mile 

(1.6 km) southwest of the Edic Substation, and passes into an active hay field (Figure 9, Sheet 8) (Appendix 

A: Photographs 14). 

 Southwest of the active hayfield, the southwestern end of the proposed Project APE occurs in scrub/shrub 

successional pasture (Figure 9, Sheet 9). This area had been previously surveyed for cultural resources and 

was not resurveyed during the current Phase 1 archaeological survey. 

 Dominant vegetation in the successional pasture areas consists of goldenrod, weedy grasses and forbs, 

wild rose, buckthorn, and apple trees. Vegetation in second-growth forest areas consists of mixed 

deciduous trees, including maple, willow, and birch, with very thick greenbriar/blackberry/wild rose thickets 

in places. Some portions of forest contained conifers planted in rows. The active hay field contained various 

grasses and forbs, including some goldenrod.  

 

During the Phase 1 survey fieldwork, EDR personal noted several modern and/or historic cultural features which 

were not considered to represent significant archaeological sites, but were noted and photographed: 

 

 An overgrown road cut parallels the south side of a southwest-trending tributary drainage of Gridley Creek 

within the Project site (Figure 9, Sheet 3; Appendix A: Photograph 15).  

 A moderately sized modern dump is located in a southwest-trending tributary drainage of Gridley Creek, 

partially within the Project APE (Figure 9, Sheet 3; Appendix A: Photograph 16). 

 A buried metal water pipe and associated, metal well head crosses the Project site immediately north of 

Gridley Creek (Figure 9, Sheet 5; Appendix A: Photograph 17). 

 An excavated drainage ditch containing a concrete culvert occurs within and adjacent to the Project site in 

an area of successional vegetation north of Hazard Road (Figure 9, Sheet 6; Appendix A: Photographs 18-

19).  

 

These features attest to the modern development and use of the area, but they are not considered to represent 

significant archaeological sites. The dump appears to be modern in nature, and the three linear features (the road, 

pipeline, and ditch) are elements of local agricultural and residential infrastructure which are not typically considered 
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to be of archaeological significance. These features may be impacted by Project-related activities; however, they are 

not considered to be archaeological sites so there will be no adverse impact to significant resources. 
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3.0 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

 

3.1 Prehistoric Native-American Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment 

The highest densities of prehistoric habitation in Oneida County occurred along the shores of Oneida Lake, and its 

major tributaries, as well as along the terraces of the Mohawk River (Ball, 1996b; Beauchamp, 1900; Parker, 1922). 

Parker (1922:636) describes the area designated as NYSM area 4139 as “camp sites extending all through Marcy 

[southeast] to Deerfield on the terrace north of the [Mohawk] river.”  Ball (1996b:10) notes that while most prehistoric 

material in the town of Marcy has been found along the Mohawk River, some “[has] been found near the ravine on 

Edic Road…”, presumably referring to the Gridley Creek drainage. Ball (1996b) does not expand on the specific 

materials found near Edic Road. This, coupled with the previously recorded prehistoric archaeological sites 

discussed in section 2.2, the current Project site is moderately sensitive for prehistoric archaeological resources. It is 

worth noting, however, that the proposed transmission line (i.e., the Project) will span over Gridley Creek, and only 

vegetation clearing (i.e., no pole placement) is anticipated within the ravine itself. 

 

3.2 Historic Period Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment 

Historic-period archaeological sites located within and near the Project site could include farms or early 

industrial/agricultural sites (e.g., mills, creameries) dating from the nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries.  Historic 

maps were reviewed to identify the location of map-documented structures (MDS) within the Project study area.  

These maps included the 1874 Beers Atlas of Oneida County, New York (Figure 6), the 1907 Century Atlas, Oneida 

County, New York (Figure 7), and the 1955 USGS South Trenton, NY topographic map (Figure 8).  The MDS shown 

on these maps are generally located adjacent to existing roadways, and in some instances represent existing 

residences and/or agricultural buildings. In other instances, the MDS represent abandoned, significantly deteriorated 

and/or demolished structures that now may be represented only by archaeological remains. Potential archaeological 

resources associated with these MDS could include residential and/or farmstead sites, wherein the complete 

residential and/or agricultural complex consisting of foundations, structural remains, artifact scatters, and other 

features, would constitute an archaeological site. In other locations more limited remains of these sites, perhaps 

represented by only a foundation or an artifact scatter, may be extant. 

 

Areas located in the immediate vicinity (within approximately 200 feet) of MDS locations (of which there are none 

within the Project APE) should be considered as having a high potential for the presence of historic-period 

archaeological resources. The remaining portions of the Project site exhibit minimal likelihood for significant historic 

period archaeological sites to be present. 
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3.3 Ground Slope & Disturbance 

The NYAC Standards indicate that Phase 1 archaeological survey is not necessary in wetland areas, previously 

disturbed areas, and areas where slopes exceed 12-15% (NYAC, 1994). Overall, the Project site can be 

characterized as gently sloping topography upland of the Mohawk River. The Project site includes a portion of Gridley 

Creek and two associated tributaries, which contain steeply sloped banks in some areas. In addition to Gridley 

Creek, there are several scattered wetland areas throughout the Project study area which were not tested during the 

current Phase 1 survey (Figure 9, Sheets 1-9).  

 

Previously disturbed areas include portions of the Project site area that are within or immediately adjacent to existing 

roads, utility corridors and facilities, as well as the Edic Substation.  Areas immediately adjacent to existing roads are 

subjected to previous disturbance from buried utilities, drainage ditches and culverts. Overhead transmission 

corridors have experienced ground disturbance at existing pole locations, at associated facilities such as substations, 

or where these corridors are shared with buried utilities. In addition, portions of the existing transmission line 

corridors experienced ground disturbance associated with vegetation clearing and/or grading at the time the 

transmission lines were originally constructed.  

 

With the exception of the areas noted above, most portions of the Project study area can be characterized as 

undisturbed or as previously cultivated agricultural land.  Plowing is not considered significant in terms of its potential 

to affect the integrity of archaeological resources (NYAC, 1994; NYSOPRHP, 2005), therefore previously cultivated 

agricultural areas are treated as undisturbed land.   
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4.0 PHASE 1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY FIELDWORK 

 

4.1 Phase 1 Archaeological Survey Fieldwork Methods 

EDR conducted an archaeological field survey of the unsurveyed portions of the Project APE in accordance with the 

NYAC Standards. The archaeological survey included the excavation of 290 shovel tests at 50-foot (approximately 

15-meter) intervals, organized along four parallel transects (see Figure 9). Shovel tests were approximately 12-20 

inches (30-50 cm) in diameter and excavated to a depth of at least 4 inches (10 cm) into the subsoil stratum (or to the 

limits of practical hand excavation). Each shovel test was identified with standard provenience information consisting 

of a letter designating each transect followed by a period and sequential shovel test number within each transect 

(e.g. shovel tests A.01, A.02, B.01, B.02, etc…).  The locations of all shovel tests were recorded with professional-

grade GPS equipment and noted on field maps. Stratigraphic profiles, including depth, soil color, and texture, for all 

shovel tests were recorded on standardized field record sheets (see Appendix B). 

 

All soils excavated from shovel tests were screened through 0.25-inch hardware cloth. The presence of clearly 

modern materials, such as plastic fragments, modern bottle glass fragments, or twentieth-century architectural 

materials, in shovel tests was noted on field forms but these materials were not collected for subsequent analysis. 

Per standard archaeological field protocol, artifacts recovered from shovel tests were placed in plastic bags labeled 

with standard Project, location, and provenience information.  

 

Following completion of the archaeological fieldwork, all materials recovered by EDR were washed, identified, 

inventoried and re-bagged in labeled clean 4-mil archival quality plastic bags.  Recovered artifacts were then 

identified and described based on material type and standard descriptive characteristics. 

 

4.2 Phase 1 Archaeological Survey Fieldwork Results 

EDR conducted the Phase 1 archaeological survey fieldwork for the Project on December 14-16, 2015. Field 

conditions ranged from partly cloudy on December 14 to overcast and raining on December 15, and overcast and dry 

on December 16.  The fieldwork was supervised by Nicholas Freeland, RPA (Project Archaeologist), assisted by 

Russell Farchione, Murat O’Hara, Katrina Ollesch, and Andrew Nelson (Archaeological Field Assistants).   

 

EDR personnel excavated 290 shovel tests at 50-foot intervals within the Project site (see Figure 9; Appendix B).  

Shovel tests were excavated to depths ranging between 10 and 60 cm (4 and 24 inches) below ground surface (bgs). 

As previously discussed, areas of steep slopes, wetlands, or significant and obvious previous disturbance were not 

shovel tested.  
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Soils observed in shovel tests varied throughout the Project site but typically included brown to grayish brown silty to 

sandy loam to depths of between 10 and 20 cm (4 and 8 inches) bgs, underlain by various hues of yellowish brown 

silty to clayey loam to depths of between 20 and 60 cm (8 and 24 inches). 

 

No prehistoric (i.e., pre-Contact Native American) artifacts were recovered or observed during the Phase 1 

archaeological survey.  In total, 14 historic artifacts were recovered during the Phase 1 archaeological survey (see 

Appendix A: Photographs 14-19; Appendix B; Table 2, below). The historic artifacts were recovered from 10 shovel 

tests, all in an active hayfield south of Hazard Road (Figure 9, Sheets 7-8). These artifacts were collected for further 

analysis; however, they occurred at very low densities and are not considered indicative of a significant buried 

historic archaeological component. Rather, they likely indicate informal discard of household refuse from an unknown 

(possibly off-site) context during the early 20th century. EDR personnel also encountered a low density of modern and 

late historic period debris such as plastic, coal, and oyster shell. These materials were noted on field paperwork but 

not collected for further analysis. 

 

Table 2. Artifacts Recovered during the Phase 1 Archaeological Survey 

Shovel Test  
 

Depth  
(cmbs) 

Count Description Comments 
Production  
Date Range 

Source 

J.02 10-20  1 Stoneware crockery 
Gray glazed exterior, brown 
glazed interior, thick, rim 
fragment with handle. 

Unknown historic -- 

K.02 0-30 1 Metal cartridge shell 
Large caliber (approximately 
0.5 inch diameter), center fire, 
short 

Unknown historic -- 

K.04 0-26 1 Green vessel glass -- Unknown historic -- 

K.04 0-26 1 White earthenware 
Interior fragment, all glaze 
eroded away 

Unknown historic -- 

K.06 0-30 1 Clear vessel glass Solarized 
Pre-approximately 

1920 
Lockhart, 2006 

K.07 0-28 1 Blue vessel glass -- Unknown historic -- 

K.09 0-30 1 Clear vessel glass Corner or handle fragment Unknown historic -- 

L.02 10-20 1 Aqua vessel glass -- Unknown historic -- 

L.02 10-20 1 Amber vessel glass -- Unknown historic -- 

L.02 10-20 1 White earthenware Undecorated Unknown historic -- 

L.04 10-20 1 
Red earthenware/ 
terra cotta 

Undecorated, no glaze evident Unknown historic -- 

M.04 0-20 1 Clear vessel glass 
Slightly solarized, thick, 
possible basal and/or corner 
fragment. 

Pre-approximately 
1920 

Lockhart, 2006 

M.06 0-20 1 Clear flat glass -- Unknown historic -- 

M.06 0-20 1 Maroon stoneware 

Undecorated, clear/maroon 
glaze, very coarse-grained, 
likely drainage tile or similar 
utilitarian piece. 

Unknown historic -- 
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In summary, no potentially significant prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts, features or sites were identified 

during EDR’s Phase 1 archaeological survey. The 14 historic-period artifacts recovered from the Project site likely 

represent informal disposal of household refuse in an agricultural field and are not considered archaeologically 

significant.  No clusters of artifacts, indications of features, or other finds suggesting the presence of a more 

substantial historic-period archaeological site were observed within the Phase 1 Survey Area. 
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

5.1 Summary of Phase 1 Archaeological Survey 

The results of the Phase 1 archaeological survey can be summarized as follows: 

 

 Approximately 5.2 acres of the current 29.4-acre Project site (or Project APE) have been previously 

surveyed for archaeological resources (Curtin, 1999; Panamerican, 2012a). 

 The previous cultural resources surveys identified four historic archaeological sites and two prehistoric 

archaeological sites all of which are not eligible for listing on the S/NRHP. Only one of the historic sites (the 

Humphrey/Mush Site – 06513.000121) is located within the Project APE. The other three historic 

archaeological sites and two prehistoric sites are well outside the APE. 

 Based on the presence of previously recorded sites and background research, EDR evaluated the current 

Project APE to be moderately sensitive for historic and prehistoric archaeological resources.  

 EDR conducted an archaeological field survey of the previously unsurveyed portion of the Project APE in 

accordance with the NYAC Standards. The archaeological survey included the excavation of 290 shovel 

tests at 50-foot (approximately 15-meter) intervals in four transects throughout the Project APE 

 During the Phase 1B survey, EDR personal noted several modern and/or historic cultural features which 

were not considered to represent significant archaeological sites. 

 No prehistoric (i.e., pre-Contact Native American) artifacts were recovered or observed during the Phase 1 

archaeological survey. 

 In total, 14 historic artifacts were recovered during the Phase 1 archaeological survey. The artifacts 

occurred at very low densities and are not considered indicative of a significant buried historic 

archaeological component. Rather, they likely indicate informal discard of household refuse from an 

unknown (possibly off-site) context during the early 20th century.  

 In summary, no potentially significant prehistoric or historic archaeological, features or sites were identified 

within the Project APE. 

 

5.2 Conclusions and Recommendations 

Based on the results of the current Phase 1 archaeological survey, and review of previous Phase 1 and Phase 2 

archaeological investigations that included portions of the Project APE (Curtin, 1999; PanAmerican, 2012a; 2012b), 

no potentially significant archaeological sites are located within the Project APE. Construction of the Project will not 

affect any potentially significant archaeological resources. In the opinion of EDR, no additional archaeological 

investigations should be required for the proposed Project. 
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Town of Marcy - Oneida County, New York
Figure 1: Regional Project Location
Notes: 1. Basemap: ESRI Street Map of North America
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.
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Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York
Figure 2: Existing Conditions

Notes: 1. Basemap: Esri ArcGIS Online "World Imagery" Map Service
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.

0 500 1,000250
Feet

April 2016

Project APE
Portion of Project APE Included in Previous Archaeological Surveys



Copyright:© 2013 National Geographic Society, i-cubed

www.edrdpc.com

µ
Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York
Figure 3: Project Site Topography

Notes: 1. Basemap: ArcGIS Online "USA Topo" Map Service
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.
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Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line
Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York
Figure 4: Project Site Soils

Notes: 1. Basemap: Esri and NRCS Online SSURGO "Mohawk Subbasin" Soils Data
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.
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Figure 5: Previous Cultural Resources Surveys

Notes: 1. Basemap: Esri ArcGIS online "Light Gray Canvas" Map Service
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.
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Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York
Figure 6: 1874 Beers Oneida County Atlas, 
Marcy Sheet
Notes: 1. Basemap: 1874 Beers Oneida County Atlas, Marcy Sheet
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.
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Town of Marcy, Oneida County, New York
Figure 7: 1907 New Century Atlas of Oneida County, 
Marcy Sheet

Notes: 1. Basemap: 1907 New Century Atlas of Oneida County, Marcy Sheet
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.

0 500 1,000250
Feet

April 2016

Project APE
Portion of Project APE Included in Previous Archaeological Surveys



www.edrdpc.com

µ
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Figure 8: 1955 USGS Trenton, NY 
Topographic Quadrangle
Notes: 1. Basemap: 1955 USGS  Trenton, NY Topographic Quadrangle
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction in grayscale may misrepresent the data.
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Figure 9: Results of Archaeological 
Survey
Notes: 1. Basemap: Esri ArcGIS Online 
               "World Imagery" Map Service
            2. This is a color graphic.  Reproduction 
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Appendix A: Photographs

Photo 1

Survey conditions and 
disturbed topsoil at north end 
of Project APE, view to the 
south.

Photo 2

Survey conditions and 
disturbed topsoil at north 
end of Project APE and 
Edic Substation, view to the 
southeast.
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Appendix A: Photographs

Photo 3

Survey conditions in the 
vicinity of shovel test D.26, 
view to the north.

Photo 4

Survey conditions in the 
vicinity of shovel test D.26, 
view to the south.
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Appendix A: Photographs

Photo 5

Survey conditions in the 
vicinity of shovel test A.21, 
view to the northeast.

Photo 6

Example of wetland which 
was not tested, view to the 
southwest.
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Appendix A: Photographs

Photo 7

Survey conditions in the 
vicinity of shovel test A.42, 
view to the south.

Photo 8

Survey conditions on the 
northeast side of Gridley 
Creek, view to the southwest.
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Photo 9

Survey conditions on knoll top 
overlooking Gridley Creek, 
view to the southwest.

Photo 10

Survey conditions on knoll top 
overlooking Gridley Creek, 
view to the west-southwest.
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Photo 11

Survey conditions at Gridley 
Creek crossing, view to the 
northeast.

Photo 12

Survey conditions in 
successional field north of 
Hazard Road, view to the 
west.
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Appendix A: Photographs

Photo 13

Survey conditions in 
successional field north of 
Hazard Road, view to the 
southwest.

Photo 14

Survey conditions in active 
hay field south of Hazard 
Road, view to the southwest.
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Photo 15

Old road along drainage, view 
to the northeast.

Photo 16

Historic/modern dump 
in drainage, view to the 
southeast.
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Appendix A: Photographs

Photo 17

Buried water line and well 
heads, view to the east-
northeast.

Photo 18

Agricultural ditch, view to the 
northwest.
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Photo 19

Concrete culvert within ditch, 
view to the north.

Photo 20

Representative artifacts 
collected during the Phase 1 
survey.
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Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

0-28 10YR 3/4 SiLo

28-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-29 10YR 3/2 SiLo

29-42 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-43 10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-38 10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-27 10YR 3/4 SiLo

27-37 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-28 10YR 3/4 SiLo

28-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-42 10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-26 10YR3/4 SiLo

26-36 10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-42 10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-33 10YR 6/2 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-22 10YR 3/4 SiLo

22-36 10YR 6/2 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-28 10YR 3/4 SiLo

28-39 10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-29 10YR 3/4 SiLo

29-39 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-26 10YR 3/4 SiLo

26-36 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-29 10YR 3/4 SiLo

29-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-28 10YR 3/3 SiLo

28-38 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-26 10YR 3/3 SiLo

26-36 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/2 SiLo

A.21

0-20 10YR 3/3 SiLo

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

A.17

A.18

A.19

A.20

A.11

A.12

A.13

A.14

A.15

A.16

A.05

A.06

A.07

A.08

A.09

A.10

A.01

A.02

NCM

NCM

A.03

A.04

NCM

NCM

NCM, few cobbles

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

A.21 20-30 10YR 4/2 SiLo NCM

0-31 10YR 4/2 SiLo

31-44 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/6 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-30 10YR 4/6 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-26 10YR 4/6 SiLo

26-36 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-24 10YR 4/6 SiLo

24-27 10YR 6/8 SiLo

Root Impasse

0-30 10YR 4/6 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-36 10YR4/2 SiLo

36-46 10YR 6/6 SiLo

0-23 10YR 4/2 SiLo

23-36 10YR 6/6 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/6 SiLo

20-34 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/6 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-10 10YR 4/6 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-20 10YR 4/6 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-10 10YR 4/6 SiLo

Rock Impasse

0-30 10YR 4/6 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/6 SiLo

20-35 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-29 10YR 4/6 SiLo

29-43 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-36 10YR 4/6 SiLo

36-46 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-36 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-10 10YR 4/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-23 10YR 4/3 SiLo

23-33 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

A.46 0-26 10YR 5/2 SiLo NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

A.41

A.42

A.43

A.44

A.45

A.35

A.36

A.37

A.38

A.39

A.40

A.29

A.30

A.31

A.32

A.33

A.34

A.23

A.24

A.25

A.26

A.27

A.28

A.22



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

A.46 26-36 10YR 6/8 SiLo NCM

0-10 10YR 5/2 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-35 10YR 3/4 SiLo

35-45 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-35 10YR 3/4 SiLo

35-45 10YR 4/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 4/2 SiLo

0-35 10YR 3/2 SiLo

35-45 10YR 4/2 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-32 10YR 3/3 SiLo

32-42 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 4/4 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 4/1 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-22 10YR 3/2 SiLo

22-32 10YR 5/1 ClLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/1 ClLo

0-25 10YR 3/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-28 10YR 3/4 SiLo

28-38 10YR 5/8 SiLo

NCM; 1 charcoal chunk

NCM

NCM; >20% gravel

NCM

NCM

NCM; inundated

NCM; inundated

NCM; water at 45 cmbgs

NCM

NCM; water at 35 cmbgs

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; very wet

NCM; very wet

NCM

NCM; very wet

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; very wet

NCM

NCM

B.22

B.23

B.24

B.25

B.26

B.16

B.17

B.18

B.19

B.20

B.21

B.11

B.12

B.13

B.14

B.15

B.06

B.07

B.08

B.09

B.10

A.47

B.01

B.02

B.03

B.04

B.05



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/2 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/2 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/2 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/3 SiLo

0-15 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-15 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-15 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-18 10YR 3/3 SiLo

18-28 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-40 10YR 4/3 SiLo

40-50 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 4/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

C.09 0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; inundated

NCM

NCM; wet

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; water at 20 cmbgs

NCM; water at 20 cmbgs

NCM; water at 20 cmbgs

NCM

NCM

NCM; water at 20 cmbgs

NCM; water at 20 cmbgs

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

C.07

C.08

C.01

C.02

C.03

C.04

C.05

C.06

B.40

B.41

B.42

B.43

B.44

B.45

B.34

B.35

B.36

B.37

B.38

B.39

B.28

B.29

B.30

B.31

B.32

B.33

B.27



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

C.09 Water Impasse NCM

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 4/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Rock Impasse

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-20 10YR 3/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-20 10YR 3/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-25 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-26 10YR 4/3 SiLo

26-36 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-15 10YR 4/3 SiLo

15-25 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-10 10YR 4/3 SiLo

10-20 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-12 10YR4/3 SiLo

12-24 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-15 10YR 4/3 SiLo

15-25 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-10 10YR 4/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-12 10YR 4/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-24 10YR 4/3 SiLo

24-36 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-15 10YR 4/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; water at 40 cmbgs

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

C.31

C.32

C.33

C.34

C.35

C.36

C.25

C.26

C.27

C.28

C.29

C.30

C.19

C.20

C.21

C.22

C.23

C.24

C.13

C.14

C.15

C.16

C.17

C.18

C.10

C.11

C.12



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-10 10YR 3/3 SiLo

10-20 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-12 10YR 3/8 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-10 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-15 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-15 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse

0-30 10YR 4/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-15 10YR 3/4 SiLo

15-25 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-24 10YR 3/4 SiLo

24-34 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-22 10YR 3/4 SiLo

22-32 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-15 10YR 3/4 SiLo

15-25 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-32 10YR 3/4 SiLo

32-42 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-26 10YR 3/4 SiLo

26-36 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-33 10YR 4/3 SiLo

33-43 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM (approximately 100 ft south of D1, skipped over drainage with 

small modern dump)

NCM; >15% gravel

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; 10% gravel and cobbles

NCM; 10% gravel and cobbles

NCM; 20% gravel and cobbles; water at 33 cmbgs

NCM; 15% gravel and cobbles

NCM

NCM

NCM

D.15

D.16

D.17

D.09

D.10

D.11

D.12

D.13

D.14

D.03

D.04

D.05

D.06

D.07

D.08

C.43

C.44

C.45

C.46

D.01

D.02

C.37

C.38

C.39

C.40

C.41

C.42



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-33 10YR 4/4 SiLo

33-43 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-18 10YR 3/4 SiLo

18-28 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

Water Impasse SiLo

0-10 10YR 3/4 SiLo

Water Impasse SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-25 10YR 5/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-15 10YR 3/3 SiLo

15-25 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-23 10YR 4/3 SiLo

23-33 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-26 10YR 3/3 SiLo

26-36 10YR 4/6 SiLo

0-25

10YR 3/3 

mottled with 

10YR 6/8 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30

10YR 5/6 

mottled with 

10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/2 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo

D.35 0-30 10YR 5/4 SiLo NCM; no topsoil

0-18 10YR 3/2 SiLo

18-28 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-35 10YR 3/2 SiLo

35-45 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-32 10YR 3/2 SiLo

32-42 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-15 10YR 3/3 SiLo

Water Impasse SiLo

0-15 10YR 3/3 SiLo

15-25 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-35 10YR 3/2 SiLo

35-45 10YR 4/6 SiLo

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; water at 33 cmbgs

D.40

D.41

D.42

D.43

D.33

D.34

D.36

D.37

D.38

D.39

D.27

D.28

D.29

D.30

D.31

D.32

D.21

D.22

D. 23

D.24

D.25

D.26

D.18

D.19

D.20



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

0-20 10YR 6/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/6 SiLo

0-20 10YR 6/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/6 SiLo

0-26 10YR 6/3 SiLo

26-40 10YR 6/6 SiLo

0-8 10YR 2/2 Organic Matter

8-16 5YR 6/4 SiLo

16-29 5YR 5/4 SaLo

29-40 10YR 6/6 SaLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 Organic Matter

20-30 5YR 5/4 SaLo

30-40 10YR 6/3 SaLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 Organic Matter

20-30 5YR 5/4 SaLo

30-40 10YR 6/3 SaLo

0-25 10YR 3/2 Organic Matter

25-35 10YR 6/3 SaLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 10YR 3/2

20-30 10YR 6/3 10YR 6/3

30-40 10YR 5/4 5YR 5/4

0-16 10YR 4/3 SiLo and Organic Matter

16-30 5YR 5/4 SiLo

30-46 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-25

10YR 3/2 

mottled with 

10YR 6/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-35 10YR 3/3 SiLo

35-45 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-33 10YR 3/3 SiLo

33-43 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo

35-45 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

F.14 0-23 10YR 3/4 SiLo NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; >20% gravel

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

F.11

F.12

F.13

F.05

F.06

F.07

F.08

F.09

F.10

E.09

E.10

F.01

F.02

F.03

F.04

E.03

E.04

E.05

E.06

E.07

E.08

E.01

E.02



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

F.14 23-33 10YR 5/4 SiLo NCM

0-25 10YR 3/3 SiLo Approximately 15-20 fragments of burned coal slag (not collected)

25-35 10YR 4/2 SiLo NCM

0-35 10YR 3/2 SiLo

35-45

10YR 5/6 

mottled with 

10YR 6/2 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/2 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/2 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-28 10YR 3/2 SiLo

28-38 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-36 10YR 4/3 SiLo

36-46 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-29 10YR 4/3 SiLo

29-39 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-30 10YR 4/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-30 10YR 4/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-31 10YR 4/3 SiLo

31-41 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-30 10YR 4/3 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/2 SiLo

G.12

0-38

10YR 5/2 

mottled with 

flecks of 10YR 

6/8 SiLo

NCM

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-5 10YR 3/4 SiLo

5-10 10YR 6/8 SiLo

10-30 10YR 5/7 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 5/4 SiLo

25-35 10YR 5/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 5/6 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 5/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 5/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo

35-45 10YR 6/8 SiLo

H.06 0-15 10Yr 5/4 SiLo NCM

NCM; water at 25 cmbgs

NCM; wet

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM; water at 35 cmbgs

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

H.03

H.04

H.05

G.15

G.16

G.17

G.18

H.01

H.02

G.08

G.09

G.10

G.11

G.13

G.14

G.02

G.03

G.04

G.05

G.06

G.07

F.15

G.01



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

H.06 Water Impasse NCM

0-40 10YR 5/4 SiLo

40-50 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo

35-45 10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-24 10YR 3/4 SiLo

24-34 10YR 6/6 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-44 10YR 6/8 SiSaLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-41 10YR 6/6 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-15 10YR 3/4 SiLo

15-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-13 10YR 2/3 SiLo

13-18 10YR 6/8 SiLo

18-20 10YR 7/2 Si

20-38 10YR 4/8 SiLo

0-23 10YR 5/2 SiLo

23-33 10YR 6/3 SiLo

I.02 0-40 10YR 5/2 SiLo NCM

0-32 10YR 5/2 SiLo

32-33 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-28 10YR 5/2 SiLo

28-38 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-35 10YR 5/2 SiLo

35-45 10YR 6/3 SiLo

0-15 10YR 6/4 SiLo

15-25 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 6/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 6/4 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 6/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

I.10 0-50 10YR 6/8 SiLo NCM; appears to be push/fill under utility lines

0-50 10YR 4/3 SiLo

50-60

10YR 6/4 

mottled with 

10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/4 SiLo

20-30 7.5 YR 7/2 SiLo

30-60 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-35 10YR 3/4 1 fragment of ceramic (stoneware crockery) (collected)

35-45

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2

NCM

0-30 10YR 4/4 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

J.04 0-29 10YR 4/4 SiLo NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

J.03

I.08

I.09

I.11

I.12

J.01

J.02

I.01

I.03

I.04

I.05

I.06

I.07

H.09

H.10

H.11

H.12

H.13

H.14

H.07

H.08



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

J.04 29-39 10YR 6/8 SiLo NCM

0-34 10YR 3/4 SiLo 1 fragment of modern glass (not collected)

34-44

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

NCM

0-28 10YR 3/4 SiLo

28-38

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-28 10YR 3/4 SiLo

28-38

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

Metal cartridge shell (collected); 2 fragments of burned coal slag (not 

collected)

30-40 10YR 6/6 SiLo NCM

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo 1 fragment of flat glass (note colected)

30-45 10YR 6/6 SiLo NCM

0-26 10YR 3/4 SiLo

1 fragment green vessel glass, 1 fragment white earthenware 

(collected)

26-36 10YR 6/6 SiLo NCM

0-34 10YR 3/4 SiLo

34-44

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo 1 fragment clear vessel glass (collected)

30-40

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

NCM

0-28 10YR 3/4 SiLo 1 fragment blue glass (collected)

28-38

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

NCM

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

0-36 10YR 3/4 SiLo 1 fragment clear vessel glass (collected)

36-46

10YR 6/6 

mottled with 

10YR 5/2 SiLo

NCM

0-25 10YR 3/3 SiLo Coal fragments (not collected)

25-35 10YR 5/4 SiLo NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

K.06

K.07

K.08

K.09

L.01

J.09

K.01

K.02

K.03

K.04

K.05

J.05

J.06

J.07

J.08



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

0-30 10YR 4/6 SiLo

1 fragment white earthenware, 1 fragment aqua vessel glass, 1 

fragment amber vessel glass (collected); Coal fragments (not 

collected)

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo NCM

0-30 10YR 4/6 SiLo

1 whiteware fragment, 1 brown glass fragment, 1 clear glass 

fragment (not collected)

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo NCM

0-40 10YR 4/6 SiLo 1 redware fragment (collected), coal and shell fragments (not collected)

40-50 10YR 6/8 SiLo NCM

0-30 10YR 4/3 SiLo Coal fragments (not collected)

30-40 10YR 5/4 SiLo NCM

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-25 10YR 4/3 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-20 10YR 4/3 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/4 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/3 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/2 SiLo

30-40 10YR 5/3 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/3 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo 1 fragment clear vessel glass (collected)

20-30 10YR 5/3 SiLo NCM

0-20 10YR 3/2 SiLo

20-30 10YR 5/3 SiLo

0-20 10YR 3/3 SiLo 1 clear glass fragment, 1 maroon stoneware fragment (collected)

20-30 10YR 6/8 SiLo NCM

0-25 10YR 3/2 SiLo

25-35 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/2 SiLo

30-40 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-26 10YR 3/2 SiLo

26-36 10YR 6/8 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-28 10YR 3/4 SiLo

28-38

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-26 10YR 3/4 SiLo

26-36

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-30 10YR 3/4 SiLo

30-40

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

NCM

M.06

M.07

M.08

M.09 NCM

NCM

NCM

L.09

M.01

M.02

M.03

M.04

M.05

L.03

L.04

L.05

L.06

L.07

L.08

L.02

NCM; approximately 25% gravel

NCM; approximately 25% gravel

NCM; approximately 10% gravel

NCM; approximately 10% gravel

N.01

N.02

N.03

N.04



Mohawk Valley EDGE Marcy Nanocenter Transmission Line

EDR Project 14108

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

0-25 10YR 3/4 SiLo

25-35

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

N.06 0-42 10YR 3/4 SiLo NCM; approximately 10-15% gravel

N.06

42-52

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

NCM; approximately 10-15% gravel

0-22 10YR 3/4 SiLo

22-32

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-38 10YR 3/4 SiLo

38-48

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-40 10YR 3/4 SiLo

40-50

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

0-35 10YR 3/4 SiLo

35-45

10YR 5/4 

mottled with 

10YR 5/6 SiLo

N.10

NCM

NCM

NCM
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