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Executive Summary 

The Development Authority of the North Country (the Authority) is applying for a Joint Permit 
from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for activities within wetlands and waters of the 
United States.  The project under consideration is the Proposed Southern Expansion of the 
existing landfill at the Authority’s Solid Waste Management Facility (SWMF) in the Town of 
Rodman, Jefferson County, New York.   

The mission of the Authority is to serve the common interests of Jefferson, Lewis, and St. 
Lawrence Counties by providing technical services and infrastructure which will enhance 
economic opportunities in the region and promote the health and well being of its communities.  
As part of the Authority’s commitment to the protection of natural resources and stewardship 
to the surrounding communities, the Authority is currently entered into an agreement with the 
Adirondack Park County of Hamilton to provide an environmentally sound waste disposal 
option outside of the Adirondack Park boundary, which in turn prevents rural dumping and 
alleviates pressure within the Adirondack Park to provide solid waste disposal locations.   

A guiding principle of the Authority’s mission is to strive to protect, conserve, and enhance the 
environment, health, and well being of the region for current and future generations.  Based on 
this guiding principle and under the leadership of a new executive management team, the 
Authority has coordinated regional household hazard waste disposal alternatives and the 
preparation of a comprehensive regional solid waste management plan.  This plan reflects 
landfill disposal as the last option on the waste hierarchy.  The intended result is to reduce solid 
waste and maximize the life of the proposed expansion.  

Exploration of landfill expansion began in 2001 in response to the projected site life of the 
current landfill footprint and a growing need for solid waste disposal as a result of population 
growth in the area.  Since 2001 a significant amount of information has been collected to support 
the planning and design of the Proposed Southern Expansion.  The purpose of the expansion is 
to secure cost efficient long-term disposal capacity for Jefferson, St. Lawrence, Lewis, and 
Hamilton Counties.  The expansion area encompasses approximately 146 acres to the south of 
the existing landfill.  The expansion will add approximately 19,368,000 cubic yards (cy) of air 
space to accommodate solid waste disposal for approximately 62 years at the current rate of 
disposal (260,000 tons/year).  This will allow the existing regional landfill to continue to provide 
an environmentally protective method for the disposal of household, business, and non-
hazardous industrial waste.   

The Proposed Southern Expansion will be implemented in phases.  Each cell in the expansion 
area will be constructed as additional disposal capacity is needed.  It is currently anticipated 
that the expansion will consist of eight individual, separately constructed and monitored cells 
with construction of the first cell completed by 2021.  Throughout construction, care shall be 
taken to ensure protection of the environment and other assets.  A comprehensive list of best 
management practices will be implemented.   
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A thorough evaluation of natural resources including wetlands and streams was conducted by 
the Authority at the SWMF property and within the surrounding watershed.  Natural resource 
evaluations and a watershed assessment were utilized to guide project planning and design and 
to develop mitigation strategies for unavoidable impacts.  Impacts to aquatic resources were 
avoided and minimized to the greatest extent possible.  Unavoidable impacts to aquatic 
resources resulting from the Proposed Southern Expansion include 13.5 acres of wetland likely 
under federal jurisdiction and 3,609 linear feet of intermittent and ephemeral stream.  Wetland 
and stream impacts resulting from the construction of approximately eight new landfill cells 
will occur over a period of approximately 62 years. 

A review of the proposed expansion in light of public interest factors was conducted to identify 
and describe benefits, potential impacts, and mitigation measures and to facilitate the USACE 
Public Interest Review process.  The Proposed Southern Expansion will extend the life of the 
existing SWMF in Rodman, NY to benefit the residents and businesses located in Jefferson, 
Lewis, St. Lawrence, and Hamilton Counties including the growing Fort Drum military 
installation.  This expansion will secure uninterrupted, long-term disposal capacity that is 
locally controlled, environmentally sound, and cost efficient; a critical resource for the economic 
stability and security in the region.  Preventative or mitigating actions have been developed and 
proposed for any potentially negative impacts associated with the landfill expansion.  

The Proposed Southern Expansion was identified as the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative upon completion of a thorough alternatives analysis.  Alternatives 
including no action/waste export, alternative technologies, offsite location/new landfill, and 
several onsite designs were evaluated in light of site specific and landscape level natural 
resource conditions and based on a set of environmental, economic, logistical, and social design 
criteria necessary to achieve the basic and overall project purpose. 

An aquatic resource mitigation strategy has been developed to mitigate for unavoidable 
impacts associated with the Proposed Southern Expansion and will be implemented prior to 
impacts.  Mitigation activities include: 

 Restoration of 28 acres of wetlands of similar type in the same watershed (2:1 restoration 
ratio) 

 Preservation of 104 acres of wetlands of similar type onsite (7.7:1 preservation ratio) and 
256 acres of associated upland buffer   

 Preservation of 44,377 linear feet of high quality streams onsite (12.3:1 preservation 
ratio) and 194 acres of associated upland buffer 

 Enhancement of 9,900 linear feet of stream habitat onsite and 650 linear feet offsite (2.7:1 
enhancement ratio)  
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The proposed aquatic resource mitigation strategy was developed to yield the greatest benefit 
to the function of the watershed as a whole through protection and enhancement of forest 
blocks, headwater streams and stream buffers in the upper reaches of the basin in the Fish 
Creek subwatershed, and restoration of riparian forested wetlands and stream buffers in the 
highly fragmented lower portion of the Sandy Creek subwatershed. 
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1.0  Introduction 

This section provides the basic project information, including applicant information, project 
overview, project history, other permits required and projected schedule to expand an existing 
landfill at a Solid Waste Management Facility (hereinafter referred to as the Proposed 
Development or Proposed Southern Expansion). 

1.1  Applicant Information 

This Joint Application is being submitted by the Development Authority of the North Country 
(the Authority), 317 Washington Street, Watertown, NY 13601, (315) 785-2593.  The Applicant’s 
agent on this project is Ms. Sheila Hess of Conservation Connects (CC) at P.O. Box 358, 
Alexander, NY 14005, (716) 560-1768.  Barton and Loguidice, P.C. (B&L) at 290 Elwood Davis 
Road, Syracuse, NY 13220 is the lead engineering firm for the project.  Development of the 
aquatic resource mitigation strategy included Ducks Unlimited, Inc. at 1220 Eisenhower Place, 
Ann Arbor, MI 48108.  The Joint Permit Application Form for this project is located in Appendix 
A, “Joint Permit Application Form.”     

1.2  Project Location 

The Proposed Development is on a 1,536-acre property owned by the Authority in the south-
central portion of the Town of Rodman, Jefferson County, New York (Figure 1).  The currently 
permitted landfill footprint is approximately 78 acres in size and is south of NYS Route 177 near 
its intersection with County Route (CR) 95 and Lowe Road (also known as Tremaines Corners).  
The expansion area encompasses approximately 146 acres to the south of the existing landfill 
(Figure 2).  The approximate location of the site is 43 49’10” N, 75 54’57” W. 

1.3  Project Overview 

The project under consideration is the Proposed Southern Expansion of the existing regional 
solid waste landfill.  The expansion area encompasses approximately 146-acres to the south of 
the existing landfill.  The purpose of this expansion is to secure cost efficient long-term disposal 
capacity for Jefferson, St. Lawrence, Lewis and Hamilton Counties.  The Proposed Development 
will provide approximately 19,368,000 cubic yards (cy) of air space to accommodate solid waste 
disposal for approximately 62 years at the current rate of disposal (260,000 tons/year).  The 
construction timeline is presented in Table 1 below.  The site development plan is presented in 
Figure 2.   

Table 1 – Estimated Cell Construction Timeline 
Cell 

Number 
Lined 

Acreage 
Estimated Site Life* 

(Years) 
Start 

Construction 

12** 13.73 3.02 2018 

13 14.24 5.99 2021 
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Table 1 – Estimated Cell Construction Timeline 
Cell 

Number 
Lined 

Acreage 
Estimated Site Life* 

(Years) 
Start 

Construction 

14 14.48 8.89 2027 

15 13.43 9.09 2036 

16 13.03 8.50 2045 

17 12.71 7.87 2054 

18 11.00 7.32 2062 

19 12.89 10.77 2069 

Total 105.51 61.45 

*Site life estimate based on preliminary fill volume calculations for each 
cell, an in place waste density of 1,737 lbs/cubic yard, 5% non-waste, 
and an annual waste acceptance rate of 260,000 tons/year. 
** The existing landfill is comprised of 11 cells; therefore the landfill 
expansion will begin with Cell 12. 

 
The expansion of the existing regional solid waste landfill will provide an environmentally 
protective method for the disposal of household, business, and non hazardous industrial waste.  
In New York State, the Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) provides 
specific regulations for the siting, permitting, and construction of landfill systems.  Generally, 
every landfill consists of a protective liner system, a leachate collection system, and a capping 
system.  Leachate is liquid that has come into contact with waste and can be liquid delivered to 
the landfill as part of the waste, or precipitation that has come into contact with the waste after 
it is in place. 

The landfill liner system consists of a variety of layers that combine low permeability layers that 
prevent the vertical flow of liquids as well as drainage layers which encourage the flow of 
leachate to specific extraction points at the low point of the liner system.  The liner system is 
considered a “dual composite” liner system, meaning that it is comprised of two separate liner 
systems, each of which contains a soil barrier and a plastic barrier.  The idea of a double liner 
system is that the primary liner is the first defense against leachate leakage.  However, any 
leachate that does make its way through the primary liner system will be stopped by the 
secondary liner system.  A schematic of a typical landfill liner system is shown in Figure 3.  

Leachate collected within the drainage layers of the liner system is collected and treated at a 
wastewater treatment plant for contaminant removal.  In this case, the leachate will be pumped 
from the bottom of the landfill using a submersible leachate pump and piping located within 
the landfill liner footprint.  The pipes then exit the liner system underground and covey the 
leachate to a leachate pump station where it can be loaded into tankers that haul the leachate to 
the treatment plant.  Any pipes that convey leachate outside of the landfill liner system are 
double walled or “dual contained” pipes. 
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Once the landfill has reached its highest permitted elevation, a landfill capping system is 
installed.  This capping system is meant to prevent precipitation from entering the waste mass.  
The exclusion of water will slow the generation of leachate and further reduce the threat of an 
environmental release of leachate.  As the waste breaks down, landfill gas is generated by the 
process.  This gas can build up under the capping system or be released to the environment, 
which is considered harmful.  Landfill gas collection systems are installed in order to collect the 
landfill gas and convey it to a flare where it is burned and destroyed or to a landfill gas 
utilization facility where it can be used beneficially in a variety of ways.  The gas collection 
system typically consists of a series of perforated pipes drilled into the waste mass, which are 
connected to a vacuum system that pulls the gas from the waste mass and conveys it through 
pipes to the destruction point. 

1.4  Project History and Background 

Exploration of landfill expansion opportunities at the Authority’s Solid Waste Management 
Facility (SWMF) in Rodman, NY began in 2001 in response to the projected site life of the 
current landfill footprint and a growing need for solid waste disposal as a result of population 
growth in the area.  Since 2001 there has been a significant amount of information collected at 
the SWMF to support the planning and design of the Proposed Development (Table 2).  There 
have also been changes.  The executive management of the Authority changed in April 2009 and 
subsequently there has been a significant change in direction and focus particularly regarding 
the environmental focus of Authority administration and actions.  These changes are relevant to 
the discussion of the Proposed Development and are therefore summarized here. 

The mission of the Authority is to serve the common interests of Jefferson, Lewis and St. 
Lawrence Counties by providing technical services and infrastructure which will enhance 
economic opportunities in the region and promote the health and well being of its communities.  
The Authority’s service area includes the United States Army Base at Fort Drum.  To 
accomplish its mission, the Authority must develop the region’s capacity to support the 
population increase resulting from Fort Drum’s continued expansion.  A guiding principle of 
the Authority’s mission is to strive to protect, conserve and enhance the environment, health 
and well being of the region for current and future generations.  Based on this guiding principle 
and under the leadership of the new executive management team, the Authority launched an 
initiative that reaffirmed and enhanced the Authority’s commitment to environmental 
stewardship.  An outcome of this initiative was the development of a new policy to minimize 
the environmental footprint of the Authority by incorporating the three R’s (Reduce, Reuse and 
Recycle) throughout the organization.  This was a dramatic policy shift; for the past 20 years the 
Authority had left recycling responsibilities to local governments.  Under this new policy, the 
Authority has embarked upon a regional information and education campaign in partnership 
with three counties.  This partnership has led to coordinated regional household hazard waste 
disposal alternatives and the preparation of a comprehensive regional solid waste management 
plan.  This plan reflects landfill disposal as the last option on the waste hierarchy.  The intended 
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result is to reduce solid waste and maximize the life of the Proposed Development described 
here to the greatest extent possible.     

The following table provides a history of events from 2001 to present. 

 

Table 2.  Project History Timeline 
Year Month Event 

2001 
Jun-Oct Delineation of areas south and east of the existing landfill 

Nov Meeting with USACE to discuss proposed expansion 

2002 

May-Oct Wetland delineation to the north and west of the existing landfill 

Oct Field meeting with USACE/USFWS to walk site 

Nov Town of Rodman resolution stating any expansion of existing landfill should be to the 
south 

2003 May-Jun Wetland delineation east of the existing landfill 

2004 
Jun Submission of original Joint Permit Application 

Nov Request for additional information (RAI) – detailed grading, stormwater, info for public 
notice 

2005 

Jan Additional site design and preliminary stormwater plan developed, USACE RAI 

Feb Response to January RAI submitted 

May Authority submits list of adjacent landowners, requests review of draft public notice 

Aug Small scale plan sheets and matrix of wetlands/impacts submitted to USACE for public 
notice 

Oct USACE provides draft public notice to Authority for review 

2006 

Feb USACE RAI in support of alternatives analysis including offsite alternatives, DEC requests 
to waive final decision on application for Water Quality Cert. until SEQRA complete 

Apr Authority meets with USACE to discuss February RAI, siting study submitted to USACE 

Jul Response to February RAI submitted including an expanded alternatives analysis 

Oct USFWS provides email with feedback and RAI 

Nov  Response to USFWS October email submitted 

2007 

Feb Town of Rodman letter to USACE restating 2002 resolution restricting town support to the 
proposed southern expansion alternative 

Mar Public notice is issued, public meeting with adjacent landowners, NYSDEC comments on 
length of leachate lines and environmental risk 

Apr Public comment period ends 

Jun Authority receives public notice comments compiled by USACE 

Jul Response to public notice comments submitted to USACE.  USACE deemed offsite 
alternatives sufficiently addressed 

Aug Indiana bat survey report provided to USFWS with request for clearance for landfill 
activities 
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Table 2.  Project History Timeline 
Year Month Event 

Oct-Nov  Meetings and conference call with USFWS, ESA clearance letter received from USFWS 

Dec Response to USFWS feedback and RAI submitted 

2008 

Feb USFWS concurred with USACE “no effects” determination concluding Section 7 ESA 
process 

Mar Submittal of onsite conceptual mitigation plan, email from USACE with feedback and RAI 

Apr Response to USACE feedback on onsite mitigation plan 

Aug-Sep Correspondence with USACE to develop methodology for determining potential stream 
impacts 

Oct Submittal of detailed onsite mitigation plan and response to EPA comments on onsite 
mitigation plan 

Dec USFWS found onsite mitigation plan unacceptable  

2009 

Jan-Mar Development of an offsite mitigation strategy commenced in response to feedback from 
USACE Correspondence with NYSHPO confirming no effect on cultural resources 

May Wetland and Stream Habitat Impact Analysis Report submitted to USACE 

Jul USFWS and USACE comments on Wetland and Stream Habitat Impact Analysis 

Aug Response to USFWS regarding Wetland and Stream Habitat Impact Analysis and 
submission of updated report 

Dec Revised conceptual mitigation strategy including on and offsite mitigation submitted, 
regulatory guidance regarding financial assurances received from USACE 

2010 

Apr Meeting with USACE, submission of updated stormwater narrative and plan and 
overview of conceptual mitigation 

Aug Field meeting with USACE, NYSDEC, USFWS to view/discuss offsite mitigation options 

Sep Onsite review of proposed impacts to stream and mitigation proposal with USACE and 
USFWS 

Dec Call with USACE regarding permit process and coordination with NYSDEC.  Letter from 
USACE providing feedback on mitigation strategy and general RAI regarding JPA 

2011 
Feb Submission of requested JD information to USACE 

Feb Project meeting to discuss permit implementation/review and timeline with USACE and 
NYSDEC 

 

1.5  Permits Required 

6 NYCRR Part 360-2.12 outlines very specific requirements for the siting of landfills, which were 
taken into careful consideration during the consideration of landfill expansion alternatives as 
well as in the original siting studies carried out during location of the existing landfill.  Most 
notably, while these regulations prohibit the construction of a landfill facility within a regulated 
wetland, they also state that a landfill must be constructed above a minimum of 10 feet of 
unconsolidated deposits consisting predominately (greater than 50 percent) of soils with a 
maximum in situ coefficient of permeability of 5 x 10-6 cm/sec.  These are seemingly 
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contradictory requirements, as the same soil characteristics that are desirable (and required) for 
the construction of a landfill are also the conditions typically required for the formation of 
wetland areas.  While 6 NYCRR Part 360-2.12 does not provide provisions for waiver of the soil 
permeability requirement, they do provide for waiver of the limitation on construction within a 
wetland. 

According to Part 360-2.12(c)(8), a landfill can be constructed within a federally regulated 
wetland if the appropriate permits are obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; in this 
case, a Section 404 Individual Permit.  Other requirements, similar to those held by the USACE 
for issuance of the Section 404 Individual Permit, are also required, such as the rebuttal of other 
practicable alternatives that do not impact wetlands, details describing the protection of fish 
and wildlife, and information outlining the proposed erosion control measures. 

Aside from the Section 404 Individual Permit from the USACE for impacts to potentially 
federally regulated wetlands for which this Joint Permit Application has been prepared, there 
are several other reviews and approvals applicable to the Proposed Development.  As noted 
above, however, NYSDEC’s solid waste regulations prohibit the issuance of state permits unless 
a Section 404 Individual Permit for wetlands disturbance is obtained from the USACE.  These 
additional reviews and approvals include: 

 Compliance with the requirements of the State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQRA)  

 A NYSDEC 6 NYCRR Part 360 Permit to Construct and Permit to Operate a solid waste 
management facility 

 A NYSDEC Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands Permit to complete wetland restoration 
work within the 100-foot regulated buffer of NYSDEC regulated wetland E-1  

 A Temporary Revocable Permit (TRP) for the Use of State Lands to complete wetland 
restoration work within the limits of Lakeview Marsh State Wildlife Management Area 
(WMA) 

 An update to the site’s existing Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for 
compliance with the site’s existing NYSDEC State Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (SPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Industrial Activities 
(GP-0-06-002).  For landfill facilities, General Permit GP-0-06-002 also includes 
procedures for management of stormwater discharges from Construction Activities 

 A requisite air permit for landfill gas emissions, pursuant to the requirements of Federal 
regulations found at Subpart WWW of 40 CFR 60 

 Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the NYSDEC 

A multi-agency meeting was held on February 9, 2011, to engage in discussions related to 
pathways that could be followed to progress state and federal permitting for the Authority’s 
proposed landfill expansion project.  The scenario outlined in Table 3 was verbally agreed to by 
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all participating agencies as the preferred scenario because it would allow for NYSDEC to 
provide feedback to the USACE prior to the USACE’s issuance of a Provisional Permit and 
because it also preserves the WQC process by not requiring a waiver.  An estimated timeline 
outlining the progression of this permitting scenario was estimated and is also included in 
Table 3.  A summary of the February 9, 2011 meeting and associated documents are provided in 
Appendix G. 

Table 3 – Preferred Project Permitting Sequence and Estimated Timeline 
Review/Approval Status/Schedule 

Joint Permit Application submission March 2011 

USACE to issue public notice (including request to NYSDEC for Sec. 401 WQC) 2011 

NYSDEC to provide comments to USACE – Issue a “Notice of Incomplete Application” 
(SEQRA incomplete) 2011 

USACE to issue a Provisional Permit 2011 

SEQRA Environmental Impact Statement 2011 to 2014 

Submission of permit package to NYSDEC 2015 

NYSDEC issue “Notice of Complete Application” 2015 to 2016 

NYSDEC issues Part 360/Air/Stormwater Permits, Article 24 and TRP for off-site 
mitigation work, and Sec. 401 WQC (USACE Provisional Permit becomes final) 2016 to 2017 

Off-site wetland mitigation and stream restoration work is initiated 2017 

Project plans and specs prepared for first stage of landfill expansion – submit to 
NYSDEC 

2017 

Receive bids, contractor selection, construction contracts awarded 2017 to 2018 

Construction of first stage of landfill expansion begins 2018 

 
2.0  Existing Conditions 

This section provides a description and assessment of the existing natural resources on the 
SWMF property and specifically within the Proposed Southern Expansion limits, including land 
use, topography, soils, vegetation, wildlife, wetlands and the watershed.  The Proposed 
Southern Expansion is being developed by the Authority in a manner consistent with their 
interest in sustainable economic growth in the North Country and conservation of the region’s 
abundant natural resources.  In support of sustainability and conservation, the Authority 
initiated natural resource assessments for the SWMF including site specific and landscape level 
analysis.  The purpose of these assessments is to identify and integrate natural resource 
conservation opportunities throughout the planning and development process and to guide 
mitigation measures including avoidance, minimization and the development of a high quality 
mitigation strategy to compensate for any unavoidable impacts that result from the necessary 
expansion. 
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2.1  Land Uses 

There are various land uses associated with the Authority’s SWMF property, including 
industrial (included under property class code 800 Public Services), agricultural (property class 
code 100), rural (included under property class code 300 Vacant Land), recreation (included 
under property class code 600 Community Service), and utilities (also included under 600 
Community Service).  Prior to human settlement around 1801, this area was completely forested 
and predominantly included upland forests, riparian areas, and forested wetland systems.  
Post-settlement, the SWMF site and surrounding areas were logged and cleared for agriculture 
purposes, primarily as croplands and hayfields.  In 1990, a portion of the SWMF site was 
developed to support construction and operation of the existing landfill facility.  Industrial 
development at the SWMF includes the 78-acre landfill disposal area footprint, as well as access 
roads, maintenance and storage facilities, a landfill gas to energy plant, electrical transmission 
lines, soil borrow and storage areas, stormwater detention ponds, monitoring wells, and other 
associated grass and gravel areas.  The majority of the Authority’s 1,536-acre property (Figure 4) 
is rural (undeveloped) and acts as buffer for the landfill facility.  The Proposed Southern 
Expansion area represents approximately 146 acres of rural, undeveloped land, consisting 
primarily of forest, wetland, and riparian vegetative covertypes.  Rural, conservation lands, and 
residential properties are the most common land uses that border the Authority’s SWMF 
property. 

2.2  Topography 

The topography of the Authority’s SWMF property can be described as moderately rolling with 
a general slope towards the northwest (Figure 5).  Total topographic relief on the SWMF site is 
approximately 300 feet; ranging from approximately 850 feet above mean sea level (msl) in the 
northwest corner of the property to 1,150 feet above msl in the eastern-most section.  The site 
topography is generally characterized by a number of small to moderate-sized drumlins which 
themselves have a relief of up to 50 feet.  Most of these drumlins are somewhat elliptical in 
shape with their central axes aligned along a general north/northeast to south/southwest 
orientation.  Prior to the construction of the landfill facility, a large drumlin occupied the center 
of the site that was approximately 3,000 feet in length and 1,500 feet in width. 

2.3  Soils 

Soils within the property are formed from glacial drift and alluvium derived from glacial drift.  
These soils typically have silt loam or silty clay loam textures and range from moderately well-
drained to very poorly drain.  The published soil survey of Jefferson County (USDA & SCS, 
1989) identifies a total of 31 soil series mapped on the SWMF property, 10 of which are located 
within the limits of the Proposed Southern Expansion.  Figure 6 shows the soils mapped within 
the limits of the Proposed Southern Expansion and on the remainder of the SWMF property.  
Important information pertaining to each mapped soil type included on the SWMF property is 
located in Table 4.  Soil series that are mapped within the Proposed Southern Expansion 
footprint are indicated by bold font. 
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Table 4 –Soil Series and Phases Mapped within  
Proposed Southern Expansion Limits 

Soil  
Symbol Soil Series and Phase Parent Material 

Family or Higher 
Taxonomic Class Drainage Class 

Hydric 
Classification 

AhA Allis silt loam, 0-3% 
slopes 

Glacial till over shale 
bedrock 

Aeric Haplaquepts Poorly drained Hydric 

AhB Allis silt loam, 3-8% 
slopes 

Glacial till over shale 
bedrock 

Aeric Haplaquepts Poorly drained Hydric 

AID Alton gravelly loam, 15-
25% slopes 

Glaciofluvial material 
over sand and gravel 

Dystric 
Eutrochrepts 

Well-drained Not hydric 

AnA Angola silt loam, 0-3% 
slopes 

Glacial till over shale 
bedrock 

Aeric Ochraqualfs Somewhat 
poorly drained 

Potential hydric 
inclusions 

AnB Angola silt loam, 3-8% 
slopes 

Glacial till over shale 
bedrock 

Aeric Ochraqualfs Somewhat 
poorly drained 

Potential hydric 
inclusions 

BhB Bice fine sandy loam, 3-
8% slopes 

Glacial till derived from 
schist & gneiss 

Typic 
Dystrochrepts 

Well-drained Not hydric 

BhC Bice fine sandy loam,   
8-15% slopes 

Glacial till derived from 
schist & gneiss 

Typic 
Dystrochrepts 

Well-drained Not hydric 

BhD Bice fine sandy loam,   
15-25% slopes 

Glacial till derived from 
schist & gneiss 

Typic 
Dystrochrepts 

Well-drained Not hydric 

BIB 
Bice-Haights complex, 

undulating 
Glacial till/glaciofluvial 

material 
Typic 

Dystrochrepts Well-drained Not hydric 

BIC 
Bice-Haights complex, 

rolling 
Glacial till/glaciofluvial 

material 
Typic 

Dystrochrepts Well-drained Not hydric 

BmC Bice-Pinckney complex, 
rolling   

Glacial till 
Typic 

Dystrochrepts/ 
Fragiochrepts 

Well-drained Not hydric 

BmD Bice-Pinckney complex, 
hilly 

Glacial till 
Typic 

Dystrochrepts/ 
Fragiochrepts 

Well-drained Not hydric 

Cb 
Canandaigua mucky silt 

loam Glaciolacustrine deposits 
Mollic 

Haplaquepts 
Very poorly 

drained Hydric 

DcB 
Danley silt loam, 3-8% 

slopes 
Glacial till derived from 

alkaline shale 
Glossaquic 
Hapludalfs 

Moderately 
well-drained Not hydric 

DcC 
Danley silt loam, 8-15% 

slopes 
Glacial till derived from 

alkaline shale 
Glossaquic 
Hapludalfs 

Moderately 
well-drained Not hydric 

DcD 
Danley silt loam, 15-25% 

slopes 
Glacial till derived from 

alkaline shale 
GLossaquic 
Hapludalfs 

Moderately 
well-drained Not hydric 

DdA Darien silt loam, 0-3% 
slopes 

Glacial till derived from 
alkaline shale 

Aeric Ochraqualfs Somewhat 
poorly drained 

Potential hydric 
inclusions 

DdB Darien silt loam, 3-8% 
slopes 

Glacial till derived from 
alkaline shale 

Aeric Ochraqualfs Somewhat 
poorly drained 

Potential hydric 
inclusions 

DdC Darien silt loam, 8-15% 
slopes 

Glacial till derived from 
alkaline shale 

Aeric Ochraqualfs Somewhat 
poorly drained 

Potential hydric 
inclusions 

En Ensley very stony silt 
loam 

Glacial till derived from 
Schist & Gneiss 

Aeric Haplaquepts Poorly drained Hydric 
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Table 4 –Soil Series and Phases Mapped within  
Proposed Southern Expansion Limits 

Soil  
Symbol Soil Series and Phase Parent Material 

Family or Higher 
Taxonomic Class Drainage Class 

Hydric 
Classification 

Fu 
Fluvaquents-

Udifluvents complex, 
frequently flooded 

Alluvial sediments Fluvaquents Poorly drained Hydric 

Gw Gulf silt loam Shaly, glaciofluvial 
material 

Aeric Haplaquepts Poorly drained Hydric 

HaB 
Haights-Gulf silt loams, 

undulating  
Shaly, glaciofluvial 

material 

Typic 
Dystrochrepts/ 

Aeric Haplaquepts 

Somewhat 
poorly drained Hydric 

LaB Lagross-Haights 
complex, undulating 

Shaly, glaciofluvial 
material 

Typic 
Dystrochrepts 

Well-drained Not hydric 

LaC 
Lagross-Haights 
complex, rolling 

Shaly, glaciofluvial 
material 

Typic 
Dystrochrepts Well-drained Not hydric 

LoD Lowville silt loam, 15-
25% slopes 

Glacial till derived from 
sandstone, gneiss, & 

limestone 

Dystric 
Eutrochrepts 

Well-drained Not hydric 

MnB 
Manlius channery silt 

loam, 3-8% slopes 
Glacial till over shale 

bedrock 
Typic 

Dystrochrepts Well-drained Not hydric 

NaC Nassau shaly silt loam, 
8-15% slopes 

Glacial till over shale 
bedrock 

Lithic 
Dystrochrepts 

Somewhat 
excessively 

drained 
Not hydric 

Su Sun silt loam 
Glacial till derived from 

sandstone Aeric Haplaquepts 
Very poorly 

drained Hydric 

Ub Udorthents, smoothed 
Mixed mineral material 

disturbed by man Udorthents 
Somewhat 
excessively Not hydric 

Uc 
Udorthents-Udifluvents 

complex 
Mixed mineral material 

disturbed by man 
Udorthents-
Udifluvents 

Somewhat 
excessively Not hydric 

 
Of the 10 soil units mapped within the limits of the potential Proposed Southern Expansion, 
three are hydric, one has potential hydric inclusions, and six are non-hydric.   

2.4  Vegetative Communities 

The Authority identified several upland and wetland vegetative covertypes located within the 
approximately 146-acre Proposed Southern Expansion area.  There are approximately 128 acres 
of upland vegetative communities and 13.5 acres of wetland communities included within the 
proposed expansion area.  The upland vegetative covertype communities, which are shown 
with estimated boundaries on Figure 7, were mapped based on aerial photography 
interpretation and ground truthing of the potential Proposed Southern Expansion site.  The 
upland vegetative communities and their approximate acreages included within the expansion 
boundaries are deciduous forest (71.00 acres), coniferous forest (7.61 acres), mixed forest (26.04 
acres), open field (1.21 acres), and shrubland (22.51 acres).  The remaining acreage included in 
the proposed expansion area consists of 4.77 acres of disturbed area, consisting of a portion of 
the existing landfill site and an existing stormwater detention basin.   
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There are approximately 13.5 acres of wetlands delineated within the Proposed Southern 
Expansion area limits.  All of these wetlands are of the palustrine system, which was developed 
to group the vegetated wetlands traditionally called by such names as swamp, marsh, bog, fen, 
and prairie, which are found throughout the United States (Cowardin, et al., 1985).  These 
delineated wetland areas are depicted on Figure 7 and constitute the following classes: 
palustrine emergent (PEM) submerged beaver complex wetland (0.02 acre), palustrine forested 
(PFO) (deciduous) wetland (1.70 acres), palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS) wetland (3.13 acres) and 
palustrine emergent wet meadow (8.66 acres).  Table 5 displays the total acres of land cover and 
wetland covertypes located within the proposed southern landfill expansion.   

Table 5 – Approximate Acreages of Lands within 
Proposed Southern Expansion Area 

Covertype 
Proposed Southern 
Expansion (acres) 

Upland Communities:  

Deciduous Forest 71.00 

Coniferous Forest 7.61 

Mixed Forest 26.04 

Open Field 1.21 

Shrubland 22.52 

Upland Communities Total 128.38 

Wetland Communities:  

Palustrine Forested - Deciduous 1.70 

Palustrine Forested – Mixed 0.00 

Palustrine Emergent/Wet Meadow 8.66 

Palustrine Emergent/Submerged Beaver Complex 0.02 

Palustrine Scrub-Shrub 3.13 

Wetland Communities Total 13.51 

Disturbed Area (existing landfill operations) 4.77 

Total Proposed Southern Expansion Area 146.66 

 

2.5  Wildlife Habitat 

The Authority’s SWMF is located within the Tug Hill Transition (THT) Ecozone, just east of the 
Eastern Ontario Plains (EOP) Ecozone (Reschke, 1990 & NYSDEC, 2008).  The THT Ecozone is 
where the land slowly transitions to the higher elevations and steeper topography associated 
with the Tug Hill Plateau.  Elevations within the THT Ecozone typically range between 1,000 to 
1,700 feet above msl.  The forest type associated with this Ecozone is predominantly northern 
hardwoods, although hemlock becomes a more important species to the west toward the Tug 
Hill Plateau.  Over the past four decades much of the farmland in this Ecozone has been 
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abandoned, resulting in the encroachment of pioneer species and the establishment of softwood 
plantations.  Multiple ecological community types are found within this Ecozone, including 
riverine, lacustrine, palustrine, terrestrial, and subterranean.  Palustrine and terrestrial 
ecological communities are found on the SWMF property, including within the limits of the 
potential Proposed Southern Expansion.  These ecological communities are not considered rare 
habitats, as they are common throughout New York State and within the Salmon-Sandy Creek 
Watershed.   

Given the prevalence of subterranean ecological communities within Jefferson County and the 
presence of patchy forested areas within the THT Ecozone, potential use of the SWMF property 
by the state and federally protected Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) was indentified.  In order to 
gather more information regarding potential impacts that the Proposed Southern Expansion 
may have on Indiana bat populations, a mist-netting survey was conducted between July 9 and 
July 27, 2007, using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) mist-netting survey protocol.  
A report detailing the results of the survey was completed in August 2007 and was provided to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and USFWS for review.  A total of ten sites located 
in suitable Indiana bat habitat on the Authority’s SWMF property were surveyed including six 
in or near the Proposed Southern Expansion area.  No Indiana bats were captured or observed 
during the length of this mist-netting study.  Survey results were reviewed by USFWS and a 
letter was provided in October 2007 that determined that the likelihood of significant or regular 
use of the site by Indiana bats is low.  It was also determined by the USFWS that with the 
completion of tree removal activities between the recommended tree-cutting timeframe of 
October 1 to March 31, no anticipated “take” of the Indiana bat would occur as part of future 
activities on the SWMF property.  No further coordination with USFWS is required pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act at this time.  

Except for transient individuals, no other state or federal protected species were documented to 
use the SWMF property.  In general, the habitat components provided by the lands included in 
the Proposed Southern Expansion footprint are common to the surrounding area.  No 
permanent impacts to any unprotected game and non-game wildlife populations are 
anticipated as part of the Proposed Southern Expansion.  A Deer Management Plan was drafted 
for the SWMF property in 1992 and later revised in 2002 (B&L, 2002) and 2010 (DANC, 2010), as 
part of the Authority’s wildlife management and land stewardship initiatives.  Compliance with 
this Plan is included as a condition in the Authority’s SWMF operating permit.  The Authority’s 
Deer Management Plan is annually updated and has a primary objective to improve the overall 
value of the site as deer wintering habitat.  This objective continues to be met through the 
creation of forest and shrub browse, planting of white cedar and white spruce trees, removal of 
hardwoods to improve coniferous wintering areas, and the planting, mowing, and fertilization 
of herbaceous grass and legume forage areas.    
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2.6  Onsite Aquatic Resources 

The aquatic resources mapped on the Authority’s SWMF property include approximately 
48,000 linear feet of first, second, and third order streams and approximately 117 acres of PFO, 
PEM, PSS and open water wetlands.  The following sections further detail the wetland and 
stream resources available onsite and specifically within the Proposed Southern Expansion area. 

2.6.1  Wetland Mapping 

Resources were reviewed to determine if mapped wetlands were located on or near the 
Authority’s SWMF property.  The USFWS National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Mapping shows 
seasonally to semi-flooded PFO broad-leaved deciduous (PFO1E and PFO1C), PFO needle-
leaved evergreen (PFO4E) and emergent marsh (PEM1) wetlands in the expansion area (Figure 
8).  There are no NYSDEC Freshwater Wetlands mapped within the Proposed Southern 
Expansion area or on the SWMF property.  A wetland field delineation was conducted using the 
Routine Wetlands Determination Method with Onsite Inspection (Environmental Laboratory, 
1987) in order to map all wetlands meeting the federal criteria that were located within the 
surveyed portions of the SWMF property.      

2.6.2  Wetland Delineation and Jurisdiction 

Wetland boundaries within the expansion area and on other portions of the SWMF property 
were delineated by Barton & Loguidice (B&L) in 2001 through 2004.  The Proposed Southern 
Expansion area delineation was updated in 2009.  A Wetland Delineation Report was prepared 
to document and describe the large-scale initial wetland delineation effort and the 2009 field 
delineation update.  These two reports have been combined into one cumulative Wetland 
Delineation Report included as Appendix B.  An approved jurisdictional determination is 
currently being completed by the USACE.  Figure 7 shows the locations and covertypes of all 
delineated wetlands on the SWMF property and the limits of wetland delineation activities 
onsite.  Figure 9 illustrates delineated wetlands specifically within the Proposed Southern 
Expansion area.  This figure includes the vegetative covertypes of each wetland and their 
alphabetical id.  

The wetlands potentially impacted by the southern landfill expansion footprint are primarily 
groundwater discharge wetlands and include the following classes: PEM submerged beaver 
complex, PEM wet meadow, PSS, and PFO.  The potential impact acreages for each of these 
wetlands and their associated covertypes are presented in Table 6.  Field data were collected for 
all potentially impacted wetlands including vegetative species composition and abundance, 
hydrological characteristics, and soils information.  These data are summarized below.  
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Table 6 – Wetland Impact Summary Table 

ID# 
PFO - Forested 

Deciduous 
PSS – 

Scrub/Shrub 
PEM – Submergent 

Beaver Complex 
PEM – Wet 

Meadow Total 

A 0.80 3.08  1.58 5.46 

B    1.31 1.31 

BB    0.08 0.08 

C    0.38 0.38 

D1    0.06 0.06 

D2    0.08 0.08 

D3    0.06 0.06 

D4    0.02 0.02 

D5    0.28 0.28 

D6    0.22 0.22 

I    1.33 1.33 

J  0.05   0.05 

KA    2.34 2.34 

M    0.06 0.06 

N   0.02 0.05 0.07 

O 0.90   0.81 1.71 

Total 1.70 3.13 0.02 8.66 13.51 
 
Wetlands A, N and D5 

Wetland A is approximately 7.22 acres in size (5.46 acres of which is in the expansion area) and 
is associated with a tributary of Sandy Creek.  Significant modification of this wetland has 
occurred due to beaver activity that has created deeper water areas.  Covertypes observed in 
this wetland consist of deciduous forest (0.79), scrub/shrub (3.08), and wet meadow (1.58).  
Forested species include green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanicum), red maple (Acer rubrum), and 
yellow birch (Betula alleghaniensis).  Scrub-shrub species include northern arrowwood (Viburnum 
recognitum), spirea (Spirea alba), various dogwoods (Cornus spp.) and willows (Salix spp.).  Wet 
meadow species include sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), royal fern (Osmunda regalis), fringed 
sedge (Carex crinita), cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea), and interrupted fern (Osmunda 
claytoniana).  Wetland N is an extension of Wetlands A located closer to the beaver dam.  
Wetland D5 was delineated in 2009 as an extension of Wetland A.  This wetland developed in 
response to the elevated water levels created by the beaver pond noted above.  Wetland 
characteristics were not present at this location during the initial delineation in 2004. 
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Wetland B 

Wetland B is a 1.31-acre wet meadow and drains into Wetland A at two locations.  Defined 
channels are present at both connections.  Typical species observed in this wetland include 
jewelweed (Impatiens capensis), sensitive fern, and arrow-leaved tear thumb (Polygonum 
sagittatum).  Occasional trees are present including yellow birch and Eastern hemlock (Tsuga 
canadensis).     

Wetlands C and BB 

Wetland C is 0.38 acres in a closed depression on the landscape with no definable drainage 
except for potential sheetflow during snowmelt or rainfall events.  Plant species observed in this 
wetland include sensitive fern, royal fern, cinnamon fern, willows, and spirea.  Wetland BB is 
similar in type and located downslope from Wetland C. 

Wetlands D1,  D2,  D3 and D4 

These wetlands were delineated in 2009 and consist of newly formed riparian wetlands which 
are identical to Wetland J.  These are herbaceous wetlands which support sensitive fern, royal 
fern, and ostrich fern with some jewelweed and occasional cattails.  Soils are mucky silt loams 
and in some cases are shallow to bedrock.   

Wetland J 

This is a small (0.05 acre) wetland in the same tributary system as Wetlands D1 through D4.  It 
is identical to these wetlands in character and species composition.  

Wetland KA 

This wetland complex is located on a sub-tributary to Sandy Creek.  In character it is nearly 
identical to Wetlands B, I and O.  It is hydrologically connected to Wetland B and Wetland K 
which is outside the proposed expansion area.  Species include sensitive fern, ostrich fern, 
jewelweed, arrow-leaved tear-thumb, various sedges (Carex spp.) and rushes (Juncus spp.), 
marsh marigold (Caltha palustris) and false hellebore (Veratrum viride).   

Wetlands O,  I ,  M,  and D6 

Wetlands O, I, M, and D6 comprise a single 3.37-acre forested and wet meadow wetland 
complex.  Wetland O is long and linear and connects to both Wetland M and Wetland I.  The 
forested portion of this wetland (0.90 acre) is mainly in the narrow section between the hill 
slopes.  In the forested area, most of the mature trees are on the wetland boundary and the 
adjacent hill slope.  Within the forested wetland area there are species like false hellebore, 
jewelweed, marsh marigold, sensitive fern, ostrich fern, green ash, and violet.  The wet meadow 
herbaceous vegetation (2.42 acres) is found on each end of the wetland near wetlands M, D6, 
and I.  The vegetation in the wet meadow portion of this wetland is similar to that found 
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elsewhere with the exception of the ash, willow and hemlock overstory.  Wetland D6 was 
delineated in 2009 and is an extension of Wetland I. 

2.6.3  Wetland Conditions, Functions, and Values 

Wetlands delineated on the Authority’s SWMF property were grouped into one of three classes 
based on condition assessments and a review of the functions and values that each wetland area 
was determined to provide.  Conditions assessments were based on qualitative factors 
including presence of native vegetation, level of disturbance, connectivity, covertype, diversity 
and hydrological characteristics.  An assessment of functions and values was conducted using 
the Highway Methodology Workbook Supplement (USACE, 1999).  This method uses a 
“descriptive approach” that incorporates wetland science and human judgment to determine if 
a wetland is suitable for particular functions and values.  According to the results of the 
conditions, functions and values assessments, the delineated wetlands on the SWMF property 
were grouped into the following categories:  

Class A – The wetlands in Class A provide multiple functions.  Such wetlands are 
typified by native vegetation, possess significant vegetative diversity, have more than 
one covertype, are not physically, biologically, or chemically impaired, and are not 
impaired by human actions and activities.   

Class B – The wetlands in this Class provide multiple functions as well, but are 
somewhat less diverse than the wetlands included in Class A.  Class B wetlands may 
exhibit naturally occurring impairment, such as beaver activity, but are not impaired by 
human actions or activities. 

Class C – This Class of wetlands provides one or more functions, may exhibit vegetative 
populations of invasive species, are impaired either physically, biologically, or 
chemically, or have an impairment resulting from human actions or activities. 

Most delineated wetland areas were designated as Class A or Class B wetlands.  Several 
wetlands were determined to be Class C based on active or previous disturbances, including  
their proximity to active landfill operations, proximity to State Route 177, or location within or 
near one of the actively managed covertypes onsite (i.e. hayfields, deer browse management 
area, etc.).  The primary functions and values provided by these delineated wetlands include 
flood-flow alteration, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, sediment/toxicant/pathogen 
retention, and wildlife habitat.  The functions and values associated with each of the delineated 
wetlands within the Proposed Southern Expansion area are included in Table 7. 
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Table 7 – Wetland Conditions, Functions, and Values 

Wetland ID 
Wetland  

Community Type(s) 
Wetland 

Size (acres) Primary Functions/Values 
Functions/ 

Values Class 

Wetland A PEM-wet meadow, 
PFO – deciduous 

5.46 Flood-flow attenuation, water quality 
improvement 

Class C 

Wetland B PEM - wet meadow 1.31 Water quality improvement, wildlife 
habitat 

Class B 

Wetland BB PEM - wet meadow 0.08 Wildlife habitat Class B 

Wetland C PEM - wet meadow 0.38 Wildlife habitat Class B 

Wetland D1 PEM - wet meadow 0.06 Flood-flow attenuation, sediment 
filtering 

Class B 

Wetland D2 PEM - wet meadow 0.08 Flood-flow attenuation, sediment 
filtering 

Class B 

Wetland D3 PEM - wet meadow 0.06 Flood-flow attenuation, sediment 
filtering 

Class B 

Wetland D4 PEM - wet meadow 0.02 Flood-flow attenuation, sediment 
filtering 

Class B 

Wetland D5 PEM - wet meadow 0.28 Flood-flow attenuation, water quality 
improvement 

Class C 

Wetland D6 PEM - wet meadow 0.22 Water quality improvement, wildlife 
habitat 

Class A 

Wetland I PEM - wet meadow 1.33 Water quality improvement, wildlife 
habitat 

Class A 

Wetland J PSS - scrub-shrub 0.05 Flood-flow attenuation, sediment 
filtering 

Class B 

Wetland KA PEM – wet meadow 2.34 Flood-flow attenuation, water quality 
improvement, sediment filtering, 
wildlife habitat 

Class B 

Wetland M PEM – wet meadow 0.06 Water quality improvement, wildlife 
habitat 

Class A 

Wetland N PEM – submerged 
beaver complex, PEM 

- wet meadow 

0.07 Flood-flow attenuation, water quality 
improvement 

Class C 

Wetland O PEM – wet meadow, 
PFO – deciduous 

1.71 Water quality improvement, wildlife 
habitat 

Class A 

 
2.6.4  Streams 

The active landfill and the proposed expansion area are located in the headwaters of the Fish 
Creek-Sandy Creek sub-watershed.  There are a series of small ephemeral and intermittent 
streams and wetland complexes that flow from the Authority’s SWMF property into Fish Creek, 
which is a tributary to Sandy Creek.  Most of the SWMF property is included in two sub-basins 
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of small, unnamed tributaries to Fish Creek, referred to as the Southern Tributary and Northern 
Tributary (Figure 10).  These tributaries generally flow southeast to northwest across the 
southern and northern portions of the site through valleys ranging in depth from less than one 
foot to approximately fifty feet.  All of the delineated wetlands located on the SWMF property 
ultimately flow into one of these identified tributaries.  Approximately 48,000 linear feet of first, 
second, and third order ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial streams are located on the 
Authority’s SWMF property.  

Approximately 3,609 feet of ephemeral and intermittent first order streams are located within 
the limits of the Proposed Southern Expansion area (Figure 10).  Approximately 1,184 feet of 
these first order streams consist of small ephemeral drainages (Figure 10, segments 1-3 and 5-7), 
which convey overflow from adjacent wetland areas to receiving areas in the spring during 
snowmelt and spring rains.  The remaining 2,425 feet of stream is an intermittent stream (Figure 
10, segment 4) that currently flows into the Southern Tributary and then into Fish Creek.  The 
Proposed Southern Expansion will require that this intermittent stream be rerouted to empty 
into the Northern Tributary.  Further details describing the stream resources potentially 
impacted by the Proposed Southern Expansion and the associated stream mitigation strategy 
are included in Section 3.3.1.    

The streams in the expansion area are part of a mature, intact riparian corridor that provides a 
range of functions to the headwater stream ecosystem.  Chief among these is the availability of 
terrestrial and avian habitats for species that utilize riparian corridors during various phases of 
their lifecycles.  Forested and scrub-shrub riparian zones represent preferred cover, nesting, and 
foraging habitats for a variety of birds, amphibians, and other terrestrial wildlife.  While 
instream biological productivity is somewhat limited due to the reduced habitat quality of these 
intermittent streams, healthy riparian zones in the headwaters are the primary source of coarse 
organic material to the stream food-web.  Intact riparian corridors help to stabilize streambanks 
and reduce streambank erosion, especially in stream systems such as these with primarily 
bedrock substrates where finer-grained bank sediments are much more easily eroded and 
transported than bed material.  These streams also provide a source of cool water inputs to 
higher-order perennial reaches downstream.  The contribution of cold water (in conjunction 
with other headwater segments within the upper portion of the watershed) to more productive 
downstream reaches is an important ecological function of these streams.  

2.7  Watershed Assessment 

As part of a facility-wide land use plan, the Authority contracted with Conservation Connects 
to provide a watershed assessment to provide a broader geographic context to guide land use 
decisions at the SWMF.  The purpose of the SWMF Watershed Assessment (Appendix C) is to 
provide an analysis of land use features of local and regional watersheds that encompass the 
SWMF and evaluate the connection between natural resources on the SWMF and site-specific 
and watershed conservation priorities.  The watershed assessment also provides a landscape 
level perspective useful in consideration of the Proposed Development discussed here.  This 
section provides an overview of the watershed assessment. 
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The Proposed Development is located in the Fish Creek-Sandy Creek (referred to as Fish Creek 
in this document) subwatershed of the Salmon-Sandy Creek basin (HUC: 04140102, Figures 11 
and 12).  The Salmon-Sandy Creek basin has a drainage area of 280 square miles and is 
associated with the eastern Lake Ontario minor tributaries that account for 5,891 miles of 
streams.  Surface and shallow groundwater from the Fish Creek subwatershed flows into Sandy 
Creek and ultimately into Lake Ontario.  The Salmon -Sandy Creek basin is dominated by 
natural land cover (77%), primarily forest (65%) with some agriculture composed of pasture 
(13%) and cropland.  Approximately 3% of the watershed has been developed (Table 8, Figure 
11).  Agricultural and developed areas are focused in the lower sections of the basin near Lake 
Ontario and in low lying valleys.  The middle and headwater sections of the basin have the 
greatest amount of land cover remaining in natural cover types, primarily forest (Figure 12).  
The Fish Creek subwatershed where the SWMF property is located shows similar land use 
patterns as the overall Salmon-Sandy basin with a high proportion of area in natural cover 
types and only 3% developed (Figure 12).  However, the Sandy Creek subwatershed into which 
the Fish Creek subwatershed flows has almost opposite land cover composition with only 37% 
of the watershed in natural land uses, 57% in agriculture and twice as much developed lands 
(6%).  In general, the trend is that the headwater reaches of the watersheds are substantially 
forested while the lower reaches show increasing fragmentation due primarily to agriculture.  
The lower reaches of these watersheds have a flatter topography, are dominated by agriculture, 
have very little forest cover, and significantly more wetland loss based on existing land cover, 
wetland and soils data.  

Table 8.  Watershed Land Cover Data  
(from 2001 LULC, Figures 11 and 12) 

Land Use/Cover (2001) 
Salmon Sandy Basin 

(HUC8) 
Fish Creek  
(HUC12) 

Sandy Creek 
(HUC12) 

 
Total  
Acres 

% 
Watershed 

Total  
Acres 

% 
Watershed 

Total  
Acres 

% 
Watershed 

Developed 19,350 3 453 3 1,498 6 

Barren 803 <1 9 <1 63 <1 

Subtotal Developed  3  3  6 

Cropland 42,102 7 2,683 17 8,858 36 

Pasture 80,052 13 2,578 17 5,027 21 

Subtotal Agriculture  20  34  57 

Forest 407,190 65 8,592 56 5,714 23 

Shrub/grassland 55,659 9 1,088 7 1,835 8 

Emergent Wetlands 5,963 1 44 <1 1,032 4 

Water 11,805 2 12 <1 426 2 

Subtotal Natural  77  63  37 

Total Land Area 622,923  15,461  24,455  
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A comparison of NWI and NYSDEC mapped wetlands in the Proposed Development area to 
the results of the actual wetland delineation map, which shows much greater wetland acreage, 
supports the trend seen elsewhere that densely forested areas, especially combined with greater 
topography, often have more wetlands than are shown on the current mapping.  Even so, an 
analysis of hydric soils and land use in low-lying areas with less topography and more reliable 
wetland and soils data suggest significant wetland loss in the lower reaches of the watersheds, 
particularly in Sandy Creek subwatershed along streams (Appendix C).   

Streams in the lower reaches of the Salmon-Sandy basin including the Sandy Creek 
subwatershed have also been impacted.  Streams in these areas are not well protected and much 
of the stream length lacks forested buffer due to adjacent high intensity land uses.  Intact forest 
blocks, stream buffers and wetlands are present primarily in the headwater reaches of the basin 
including the Fish Creek subwatershed and stream sampling indicates that water quality is in 
good condition (Appendix C).  As discussed above, impacts increase to both wetlands and 
stream buffers southwest toward Lake Ontario.  This trend is reflected in poorer water quality 
results from stream sampling in the Sandy Creek subwatershed.  Sandy Creek subwatershed 
has a low proportion of area within 50m of streams in natural vegetation (54%) compared to the 
Fish Creek subwatershed which has 77% of the stream buffer area in natural vegetation.  

Land use planning should build upon the value of the existing natural resources by strategically 
protecting and restoring lands to maintain and enhance intact habitat in the headwater reaches 
of the basin and restore habitats that have been degraded in the lower reaches.  Located toward 
the headwater reaches of the Fish Creek subwatershed, the SWMF property and Proposed 
Southern Expansion are located in an area with relatively abundant, high quality headwater 
wetlands and streams with minimal invasive species.  Based on natural resource assessments 
conducted at the site and the watershed assessment, three conservation priorities were 
identified pertaining to this project in the Salmon-Sandy basin; 1) protect and restore headwater 
streams and wetlands in the Fish Creek subwatershed, 2) protect and connect large forest blocks 
in Fish Creek subwatershed, and 3) reestablish stream buffers in native vegetative cover and 
restore riparian wetlands in Sandy Creek subwatershed.   

3.0  Details of Proposed Development   

The Proposed Southern Expansion will be constructed to provide approximately 19.4 million 
cubic yards of disposal capacity at the Authority’s SWMF.  The Proposed Southern Expansion 
will ultimately consist of the construction of approximately 106 acres of additional liner area 
with a total development area of approximately 146 acres (Figure 2).  The additional 
development area includes landfill berms, access roads, detention basins, mining areas, and 
leachate conveyance infrastructure. 
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3.1  Development Description 

3.1.1  Location of Expansion and Borrow 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will be located to the southeast of the existing landfill 
footprint, contiguous with the existing landfill liner system.  This will allow for a “piggyback” 
of waste onto the existing waste mass, maximizing disposal capacity per acre of liner system 
constructed.  The currently permitted borrow areas (Borrow No. 1, No. 2, and No. 3) will be 
utilized during construction of the landfill sub-grade and berms, as well as for required 
operational soils.  Borrow No. 3 is located at the southern end of the proposed southeast 
expansion disturbance limits, almost completely within the proposed disturbance limits.  Figure 
13 shows the currently permitted landfill and borrow area limits as well as the limits of 
disturbance for the Proposed Southern Expansion. 

The borrow areas at the site generally contain three distinct layers of material, which lend 
themselves to specific uses at the landfill facility.  The topsoil layer is used to establish 
vegetation on disturbed areas during reclamation when topsoil shortages exist.  A portion of the 
topsoil is also maintained in a stockpile within the borrow area for use in final reclamation of 
the borrow site.  The second layer, known as a brown till, is a low permeability fine grained soil 
containing seams of sand and gravel material.  Although this material can be compacted to a 
very low permeability and could be used as a soil liner material, it is typically used in general 
construction and as operational soil due to the gravel and sand content.  The final layer, a gray 
till material, is also a fine grained low permeability soil that has been used successfully as a soil 
liner material during landfill cell construction.  Due to the variations in soil types among the 
borrow areas, more than one borrow area may be operational at one time to ensure the 
availability of the required quantities of each soil type. 

Borrow No. 1 is currently the primary source of mining for construction and operational soils 
for the currently permitted landfill and has approximately 200,000 cubic yards of grey till 
remaining to reach reclamation grades.  Borrow No. 2 will be utilized during the final phases of 
construction of the currently permitted landfill footprint and as a source of operational soils for 
the remaining life of the landfill.  It is estimated that approximately 200,000 cubic yards of 
material will be available from Borrow No. 1 and Borrow No. 2 combined when construction of 
the proposed expansion commences.  Depending on the percentage of each soil type in the 
remaining 200,000 cubic yards, Borrow No. 3 will most likely also need to be utilized during the 
first phase of construction of proposed expansion.  

3.1.2  Stormwater Management 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will result in additional disturbed and impervious area at 
the SWMF.  At full build out of the Proposed Southern Expansion, approximately 106 
additional acres of impervious area will be created at the site due to the landfill capping system.  
Although runoff from the capping system will behave more closely to that of a vegetated field 
as it will be covered with approximately two feet of soil and vegetation, the quantity of runoff 
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from the capping system will be similar to an impervious area.  As described above, an 
additional 40 acres of area will be disturbed during development to construct perimeter access 
roads, detention basins, and ancillary facilities.  This development will alter the current 
conditions within the disturbance areas due to the clearing of existing vegetation and 
replacement with reclamation materials such as grasses and gravel, and the construction of 
steep embankment.  These changes in covertype will require the construction of stormwater 
management facilities to attenuate changes in stormwater quality and quantity resulting from 
construction activities and the landfill liner and capping systems.  

The disturbance limits outlined in Figure 2 include areas slated for stormwater conveyance 
swales, detention basins, and controlled outlet structures.  Detention basins will serve two 
purposes in stormwater management for the site; quantity control and quality control.  These 
basins help to control quantity by attenuating peak flows from the site during storm events 
through storage capacity.  The basins will be equipped with outlet structures that will allow 
water to flow from the basins at a steady, controlled rate.  Storage volume above the level of the 
outlet will allow for storage capacity in the basin during large storm events.  The storage 
provided by the detention basins also provides stormwater quality control.  By holding the 
stormwater in storage prior to discharge offsite, sediment and other suspended solids are 
allowed to drop to the bottom of the basin.  This keeps these solids from being deposited into 
the receiving waters at the site.  These permanent basins will be supplemented with temporary 
detention basins, constructed to provide stormwater quality and quantity attenuation during 
each phase of construction and landfill development. 

Aside from the change in covertype and permeability at the site, construction of the Proposed 
Southern Expansion will also result in changes in the direction of stormwater flow across the 
site.  Currently, a large portion of the site where the expansion will be located drains in a 
southwesterly direction across the site to the Southern Tributary.  When the phased 
construction of the Proposed Southern Expansion reaches its fourth cell development, the 
required landfill berms will cut off the existing drainage across the site to the Southern 
Tributary.  Due to site topography (namely, the existing landfill footprint and the large drumlin 
at the southern end of the proposed expansion), which prevents an alternate route to the 
Southern Tributary, this drainage flow must be rerouted to the northeast to the Northern 
Tributary.  Although this drainage flow could simply be allowed to backup against the 
constructed landfill berm until it’s elevation causes it to reverse flow to the Northern Tributary, 
there is concern that this would allow such an excessive quantity of water to back up into the 
remaining wetlands that this would have detrimental effects on the hydrology of these 
wetlands.  Instead, a system of drainage swales and a retention basin was conceptually 
designed that will collect this excess stormwater flow and redirect it to the Northern Tributary 
in a controlled manner.  This stormwater control system is also necessary to meet the 
requirements of NYCRR Part 360, the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Multi- 
Sector General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity, and the 
New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual which require that peak discharges 
from storm events must be attenuated to pre-existing conditions.  Further details of the 
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stormwater management design and the associated calculations are provided in the Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (B&L, 2011(2)) included in Appendix D.  

3.1.3  Access, Uti lities, Other 

Additional access roads will be constructed from the existing main site entrance to the Proposed 
Southern Expansion area.  Perimeter roads will be constructed around the entire expansion area 
to provide access for waste trucks as well as access for site maintenance activities.  A temporary 
access road to Borrow No. 3 will be constructed to provide access to soils during the 
construction of the initial cells of the expansion. 

Leachate sideriser pump stations will be constructed at the western edge of each new cell in the 
expansion to pump the leachate from the low point of each cell into the leachate conveyance 
and treatment system.  Conveyance of the leachate will require the installation of an additional 
dual contained leachate force main to tie into the existing conveyance system.  The operation of 
the sideriser pump stations will require the continuation of onsite three phase electrical services 
to each of the proposed leachate pump stations.  This will involve the installation of additional 
electrical poles or underground electrical service and extension of the service wires.  Other 
ancillary items to be constructed as part of the Proposed Southern Expansion include 
monitoring wells, litter fence, and a landfill gas collection and conveyance system.  
Construction of these utilities will occur entirely within the proposed development footprint or 
within portions of the site already developed as part of the existing landfill development.  

3.2  Construction Methodology 

3.2.1  Limits of Work Area 

The work area associated with the Proposed Southern Expansion includes the 146-acre 
Proposed Southern Expansion footprint as illustrated by Figure 2, currently permitted mining 
areas, and areas already disturbed during the construction and operation of the existing landfill 
and facilities.  For example, the existing gravel areas surround the current maintenance and 
administrative buildings may be used for the contractor’s office trailer or storage of materials 
such as geomembrane liner during construction.  During each construction phase, the limits of 
work will be clearly defined so that erosion and sediment control measures can be designed for 
all disturbed areas prior to construction.  The limits of work indicated will be strictly adhered to 
so as to maintain buffer areas from the streams and remaining wetlands. 

3.2.2  Construction Sequence 

The Proposed Development will be implemented in phases (see Table 1 in Section 1.3).  Each 
cell in the expansion area will be constructed as additional disposal capacity is needed.  It is 
currently anticipated that the expansion will consist of eight individual, separately constructed 
and monitored cells with construction of the first cell completed by 2021.  Approximately one 
year’s worth of disposal capacity will be reserved in the existing landfill, to serve as a backup 
disposal area when operations commence in the first cell of the Proposed Southern Expansion.  
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A phasing plan that identifies the construction of cells, access roads, and stormwater retention 
basins is shown on Figure 2.  It is important to note that the entire Proposed Southern 
Expansion will not be open to solid waste disposal at one time.  While the entire expansion will 
be permitted at one time, cells will be constructed and opened as needed and cells will be closed 
and capped once they reached their permitted disposal capacity and waste settlement has 
subsided.  This phased construction is beneficial in many ways including a smaller disturbance 
limit for each phase, fewer natural resources disturbed at one time, increased control over 
stormwater, phased capital costs for construction which allows for better budgetary control and 
planning, and the ability to adapt to fluctuating disposal needs within the service area.  Table 1 
located in Section 1.3 outlines the estimated construction sequence and timeline for the 
Proposed Southern Expansion. 

3.2.3  Best Management Practices 

Throughout construction, care shall be taken to ensure protection of the environment and other 
assets.  A comprehensive list of best management practices (BMPs) will be implemented.  These 
BMPs typically apply to erosion and sediment control (described in detail below), handling of 
petroleum liquids, noise mitigation, air pollution prevention, site security, and protection of 
existing facilities.  BMPs for the Proposed Southern Expansion will be focused on the following 
elements and methods: 

 Protection of the streams and wetlands outside of the proposed limits of disturbance 
o Survey and clearly mark limits of disturbance 
o Use temporary or permanent construction fence in sensitive areas 
o Full time oversight by qualified representative of the Authority 
o Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for construction  
o Petroleum product handling plan to prevent spills and provide protocols for 

spill response 

 Noise level reduction 
o Limit construction to daylight hours 
o Utilization of proper mufflers on heavy equipment 

 Air quality protection 
o Apply water to haul roads regularly to limit dust generation 

 Existing landfill integrity 
o Hand excavate soils over existing landfill liner system during liner system tie in 

to avoid damage 
o Develop leachate management plan prior to construction to contain leachate 

during tie in to existing leachate conveyance system 
o Protect existing groundwater monitoring well system 

 New landfill liner and leachate conveyance system integrity 
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o Full time inspection of liner construction by representative of the Authority 
o Regimented quality assurance/quality control program during installation of 

liner soils and geosynthetics 

3.2.4  Erosion and Sediment Control Measures 

Erosion and Sediment Control Facilities will be erected at the start of the construction process.  
While all erosion measures begin as temporary, some elements of these features remain in place 
long term to continue the protection of the resource adjacent to the Proposed Development.  
The Erosion and Sediment Control Measures to be employed are in accordance with the Best 
Management Practices as depicted in the manual “New York State Design Manual for Erosion 
and Sediment Control” and are as follows: 

 Stormwater volume control 
o Attenuate peak flows from both the 25-year and 100-year 24 hour storms in 

accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 360 with stormwater detention basins 

 Minimization erosion of open areas 
o Limit open areas (areas stripped of vegetation) during construction by following 

detailed borrow plan 
o Limit exposure of open areas to stormwater runoff using swales and berms 
o Seed all open areas when inactive for more than one week 
o Use erosion control blankets and turf reinforcement mats on steep slopes and 

areas of concentrated flow 
o Use check dams along drainage ditches to slow runoff velocity 
o Provide rip rap outlet protection at all ditch and culvert outfalls to prevent 

erosion 

 Removal of sediments 
o Extended detention of stormwater runoff in stormwater detention basins 
o Use of silt fence across slopes down-gradient from construction areas 
o Place silt traps along drainage ditches to provide pooling and sediment drop out 

The general SWPPP developed for the Proposed Southern Expansion in Appendix D includes 
the stormwater runoff calculations for the site at full build out, which outlines how peak flows 
of stormwater runoff from the developed landfill will be attenuated to current conditions 
utilizing stormwater detention basins as well as other drainage features.  Other sections of the 
SWPPP present the erosion and sediment control plan for construction, including a general list 
of erosion and sediment control features that will be used to implement this plan.  A pollution 
control plan that outlines procedures for prevention of and response to spills of pollutants such 
as petroleum and leachate is included in the SWPPP. 
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3.2.5  Specifications for Permanent Restoration 

As discussed above, during construction, all disturbed areas will be restored by approved 
methods within one week of becoming inactive.  Methods include seeding with an approved 
seed mix and mulch or erosion control blanket (on sloped areas), and rip rap or turf 
reinforcement mat with seeding in areas that will received concentrated stormwater runoff.  
Specifications for seed mixes, mulching methods and protocols for use of erosion control 
materials are included in the SWPPP. 

3.3  Aquatic Resource Impacts 

Wetland and stream impacts have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent 
practicable.  Wetlands and streams on the SWMF property were identified, evaluated and 
considered throughout the expansion design process.  The first consideration was to determine 
if wetland and stream impacts could be avoided entirely.  The second consideration was to 
minimize potential impacts to the greatest extent possible.  The third consideration was to 
develop a mitigation strategy to compensate for all unavoidable impacts.  The first two 
considerations (avoidance and minimization) were incorporated into the landfill expansion 
alternative selection and were repeatedly revisited during the planning and design of the 
Proposed Southern Expansion.  Section 5.0 discusses project alternatives that were considered 
during project development.   

3.3.1  Proposed Wetland and Stream Impacts 

As listed in Table 9 and illustrated in Figure 9, the Proposed Southern Expansion will impact 
approximately 13.5 acres of federally jurisdictional wetlands and 3,609 linear feet of stream.  
Wetlands include the following classes: 1.69 acres of palustrine forested (deciduous) wetland, 
3.14 acres of palustrine scrub-shrub wetland, 8.67 acres of palustrine emergent marsh/wet 
meadow wetland, and 0.02 acres of palustrine emergent marsh/submerged beaver complex 
wetland.   

Segments 1-3 and 5-7 of the 3,609 linear feet of potentially impacted streams within the 
Proposed Southern Expansion consist of small ephemeral drainages which convey overflow 
from wetlands to receiving areas in the spring, during snowmelt and spring rains.  Segment 4 
represents an intermittent stream section that will require rerouting to the North Tributary.  The 
Aquatic Resource Mitigation Strategy in Appendix E provides a discussion of stream rerouting 
alternatives and final plan.  Proposed impacts to this stream will result in the blockage of a 
portion of the stream’s drainage area and will require rerouting of the remainder of this basin to 
the Northern Tributary via the stormwater facilities proposed on the north side of the Proposed 
Southern Expansion.  It was determined, through the use of modeling that this diversion of 
flows would not result in any significant impacts to the Northern Tributary, or to Fish Creek, 
into which it drains.  These conclusions are included in the Wetland and Stream Habitat Impact 
Analysis, prepared by Barton & Loguidice and included as Appendix F.   
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Table 9 - Summary of Proposed Wetland and Stream Impacts 

Wetlands –  
Covertypes 

PFO – Palustrine 
Forested 

(Deciduous) 
PSS – Palustrine 

Scrub-Shrub 

PEM – Palustrine 
Emergent/Wet 

Meadow 

PEM – Palustrine 
Emergent/ 

Submerged Beaver 
Complex 

Acres of impacted 
wetlands 1.70 3.13 8.66 0.02 

Streams –  
Mapped Type 

NYSDEC Mapped 
Drainage 

NYSDEC 
Intermittent 

Mapped Drainage 
Other Intermittent 

Water of U.S.  

Linear footage of 
impacted streams 0 0 3,609  

 
Once approved and permitted, construction of the Proposed Southern Expansion will begin 
with Cell 12.  A phased construction process will be implemented onsite so that subsequent 
cells are constructed as the need for additional disposal capacity is realized at the site.  A total of 
eight cells are currently proposed for the Authority’s Proposed Southern Expansion of the 
existing landfill site.  Due to the phased cell construction process, the wetland and stream 
impacts associated with the Proposed Southern Expansion will also occur in stages.  Table 10 
illustrates the impacts to streams and wetlands as each additional cell in the Proposed Southern 
Expansion is constructed.  This schedule is contingent upon compatible permit conditions and 
approval timeline. 

Table 10 – Estimated Timeline of Aquatic Resource Impacts 
Impact Area/ 
Cell Number 

Estimated Construction 
Start Date 

Wetland  
Impacts (acre) 

Stream  
Impacts (LF) 

12 2018 6.57 545 

13 2021 1.09 0 

14 2027 1.66 0 

15 2036 0.87 2,739 

16 2045 0.88 325 

17 2054 2.44 0 

18 2062 0 0 

19 2069 0 0 

 
3.3.2  Mitigation for Wetland and Stream Impacts 

To mitigate for aquatic resource impacts, a compensatory mitigation strategy has been prepared 
to protect and restore aquatic resource functions and services of equal or greater value than 
those impacted by the Proposed Southern Expansion.  Wetland mitigation objectives will 
replace wetland functions and values impacted in the expansion area by restoring wetlands of 
similar type in the same watershed at a 2:1 replacement ratio and by preserving wetlands of 
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similar type and equal or greater value onsite at a 7.7:1 ratio.  The proposed stream mitigation 
strategy strives to replace impacted stream functions by preserving high quality streams of 
equal or greater value onsite at a preservation ratio of 12.3:1 and to enhance a portion of these 
preserved streams.  Enhancement of additional stream habitat offsite, in the same watershed, at 
a combined stream enhancement ratio of 2.7:1, is also a component of the stream mitigation 
plan.  

To accomplish the wetland mitigation objectives, 104 acres of wetlands and 256 acres of 
associated upland buffer will be protected in perpetuity on the SWMF (Figure 14) and 28 acres 
of wetland will be restored offsite along Sandy Creek, including 15.5 acres of PFO wetland, 7.0 
acres of PSS wetland, and 6.1 acres of PEM wetland (Figure 15).  

To accomplish the stream mitigation objectives, approximately 44,377 linear feet of streams and 
194 acres of associated stream buffers will be preserved onsite and approximately 9,900 linear 
feet of these existing onsite streams will be enhanced through tree and shrub plantings within 
these 100 foot stream buffer areas..  The protection of these streams and stream buffers will 
augment onsite wetland preservation also proposed as part of this mitigation strategy and will 
contribute toward providing greater ecological connectivity with state and county preservation 
areas located immediately adjacent to the SWMF property.   

The offsite mitigation project along Sandy Creek will contribute to the stream mitigation 
objectives by enhancing approximately 650 feet of stream bank and stream channel (Figure 15).  
The offsite stream mitigation will supplement stream and watershed enhancement and 
restoration efforts proposed by the USFWS and associated partners, that are located less than 
one mile north of the offsite mitigation project site.  Table 11 displays the onsite and offsite 
wetland and stream mitigation actions included in the compensatory mitigation strategy for the 
Proposed Southern Expansion.  

Table 11 - Summary of Onsite and Offsite Wetland and  
Stream Mitigation Actions 

Wetlands Streams 

Onsite Actions 

Wetland preservation: 104 acres Stream preservation:  44,377 linear feet 

Upland buffer preservation  
(100 feet around wetlands): 256 acres 

Stream buffer preservation (100 feet around streams):  194 acres 

Stream buffer enhancement (9,900 linear feet and 100 foot width):  42.5 
acres 

Offsite Actions 

Wetland restoration: 28 acres Stream bank enhancement:  650 linear feet 

 
From a watershed perspective (see Section 2.7 above and Appendix C), preservation and 
enhancement of existing, high quality resources that secure connectivity between existing 
habitat and preservation areas is most important in the upper reaches of the watershed where 
the SWMF is located.  Restoration of forest blocks, wetlands and stream buffers is a priority in 
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the lower reaches of the watershed toward Lake Ontario where greater impacts have occurred.  
The proposed aquatic resource mitigation strategy summarized above will yield the greatest 
benefit to the function of the watershed as a whole through protection and enhancement of 
forest blocks, headwater streams and stream buffers in the upper reaches of the basin in the Fish 
Creek subwatershed, and restoration of riparian forested wetlands and stream buffers in the 
highly fragmented lower portion of the Sandy Creek subwatershed. 

4.0  Public Interest Review 

A public interest review is part of both federal and state permitting.  In federal permitting, 
according to 33 CFR 320.4(a), a factor important in determining whether or not to issue a permit 
is an evaluation of the probable impacts, including cumulative impacts, and a project’s intended 
relationship to overall public interest.  According to these regulations, a permit will be granted 
unless the district engineer determines that it will be contrary to the public interest. 

The State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) requires the examination of project 
impacts and whether they will be mitigated to the maximum extent possible.  In 1989, the 
Authority completed an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the existing landfill.  While 
the proposed expansion falls within that review area, the Authority, as lead agency, will 
prepare an updated EIS according to the projected schedule presented in Section 1.5.  A 
summary of the potential benefits and impacts of the proposed action and proposed mitigation 
measures is provided below. 

4.1  Benefits of Proposed Development 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will extend the life of the existing SWMF in Rodman, NY to 
benefit the residents and businesses located in Jefferson, Lewis, St. Lawrence and Hamilton 
Counties including the growing Fort Drum military installation.  This expansion will secure 
uninterrupted, long-term disposal capacity that is locally controlled, environmentally sound, 
and cost efficient; a critical resource for the economic stability and security in the region.  
Additional information regarding these and other public benefits that will result from the 
Proposed Southern Expansion include the following: 

 The Authority was formed by an act of the New York State Legislature with the express 
statutory responsibility of providing infrastructure to support the growth of Fort Drum 
and its surrounding communities in the counties of Jefferson, Lewis and St. Lawrence.  
The Proposed Southern Expansion project fulfills this statutory obligation by providing 
a long-term disposal site for Fort Drum and the Authority’s member counties. 

 The Proposed Southern Expansion will provide the Authority and its customers with the 
highest level of long-term environmental protection and security because of the certainty 
and control over the design, construction, and operation of the expanded landfill’s 
environmental protection system. 
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 Providing local, long-term landfill disposal capacity will reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions when compared to the alternative of trucking wastes to more distant landfill 
disposal sites.  The Proposed Southern Expansion option will also conserve energy and 
result in less diesel fuel consumption.   

 Long-term, environmentally sound and locally controlled waste management will help 
the Authority achieve its mission to enhance economic opportunities in the region and 
promote the health and well being of its communities.  The availability of local and 
economically stable waste disposal is a key component in recruiting and maintaining 
stable businesses and industries in the area.  The Proposed Southern Expansion is an 
integral component of the region’s long-term environmental infrastructure. 

 The Proposed Southern Expansion will make the most efficient and effective use of the 
existing SWMF to expand and maximize disposal capacity.  Maximizing existing SWMF 
resources and the life of the Proposed Southern Expansion is supported by the “Reduce, 
Reuse, Recycle” program that was recently initiated as part of a comprehensive regional 
solid waste management plan.  This plan reflects landfill disposal as the last option on 
the waste hierarchy.  The intended result is to reduce solid waste and maximize the life 
of the proposed expansion to the greatest extent possible. 

 Development of the Proposed Southern Expansion will take place in eight stages, over 
the course of several decades, as delineated in Table 1.  The actual timing for when each 
stage will be built will be based on the amount of solid waste actually requiring disposal 
in future years.  This staged construction provides an economic incentive for the 
Authority to pursue waste reduction and recycling measures throughout its service area, 
as it plans to do, because increases in waste reduction and recycling will enable the 
Authority to wait longer before it will need to invest millions of dollars for construction 
of the next stage (e.g., the next lined landfill cell) of the Proposed Southern Expansion. 

 The Authority is responsible for ensuring that a long-term solid disposal facility will be 
available to serve the region, to provide an environmentally secure, cost-effective and 
reliable disposal service for whatever types and amounts of solid waste remain after all 
other waste reduction, reuse, recycling and any other practicable waste management 
methods have been undertaken.  For the foreseeable future, it is anticipated that a 
significant amount of waste generated in the region will require landfill disposal after all 
other waste management methods have been utilized.  The Proposed Southern 
Expansion will meet that need.     

 Landfill expansion to the south is in complete accordance with the host community’s 
request for any such expansion to be in a southerly direction (Appendix G).  A southern 
expansion will minimize visibility and provide an extensive buffer zone between Route 
177 and landfill activities.  This will significantly decrease potential impacts to residents 
of the Town of Rodman and neighboring properties.   

 The Proposed Southern Expansion can be reasonably expected to proceed without a 
NYSDEC adjudicatory permit hearing, thereby avoiding what history has shown could 
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add as much as six or more years of permitting and litigation delays, potentially millions 
of dollars in extra costs to the public, and the risks associated with the uncertain 
outcome of such a prolonged permit review and litigation process. 

 While the Proposed Southern Expansion will overlay the existing landfill to maximize 
space and consolidate resources, it will not affect the leachate conveyance system of the 
existing landfill and will not hinder the long term operation and maintenance of this 
system thereby further preventing risk to the environment through groundwater 
contamination. 

 The Proposed Southern Expansion provides the most cost efficient practicable disposal 
capacity for long-term expansion of the Authority’s landfill, at an estimated capital cost 
of $1.66 million per year for a 62-year site life.  The Proposed Southern Expansion 
includes the drumlin in the southeast portion of the Authority’s landfill site which is a 
primary source of borrow material for future landfill operation and construction 
activities.  This will avoid additional impacts on wetlands and other environmental 
impacts and costs associated with construction and use of a haul road for borrow 
material needed for daily landfill operations as well as minimizing the overall impacts to 
land including intact upland habitats.  This proposed Southern Footprint cell expansion 
has been sized in such a way that sufficient soil is available with an onsite balance of 
cuts and fills that is nearly equal.  This results in economical landfill cell construction 
and operation.  Environmental and energy impacts that would be associated with 
hauling in soils from off-site sources will also be avoided. 

 Prices in the solid waste disposal marketplace can fluctuate significantly.  Expansion of 
the Authority’s landfill will continue to ensure that residents and businesses in the 
Authority’s service area, including Fort Drum, will have a local disposal facility that is 
cost-based rather than market driven.  This will help to insulate local disposal prices 
from market influences such as industry consolidation, reduction in available disposal 
capacity elsewhere, and changes in laws governing the interstate transport of solid 
waste. 

 Continuing to provide an economical, environmentally sound disposal service is a 
particularly important component of the Authority’s mission due to the rural nature of 
its service area.  Rural areas throughout the Authority’s service area provide ample 
opportunities for roadside dumping to occur.  If the Authority’s costs are driven too 
high then there could be an undesirable increase in roadside dumping.  Any increase in 
roadside dumping would adversely impact the immediate environment where the 
dumping occurs, by contaminating groundwater and any near-by water courses, in 
addition to creating ugly eyesores that would harm both the aesthetics within that 
community and tourism-related outdoor activities such as hiking, biking and canoeing.  
Strained local government budgets would be further burdened with the costs of cleaning 
up the roadside dumps.  The Proposed Southern Expansion can help limit the adverse 
impacts associated with roadside dumping since it is the most cost effective solution to 
the Authority’s long-term waste disposal needs. 
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 The Proposed Southern Expansion will result in local economic benefits.  Development 
of the Proposed Southern Expansion will involve positive economic spin-offs from the 
local expenditure of construction money and annual landfill operation and maintenance 
expenditures, substantial portions of which will stay in the local economy.  Exporting 
waste from the Authority’s service area, which is what would result if the Proposed 
Southern Expansion is not developed, would result in less money in the local economy.  
Tipping fees would be paid to disposal facilities located outside the region, meaning that 
money as well as waste would be exported out of the local economy.  By exporting 
waste, the Authority would not receive tipping fees and the local economy would not 
benefit from construction revenue.  Waste exportation would result in the payment of 
fees to an out-of-region facility which is neither a local employer nor a local taxpayer.  In 
addition, the trucking of wastes to a more distant disposal site located outside of the 
region would result in the payment of higher transportation costs by local residents and 
businesses.   

4.2  Summary of Public Interest Factors 

4.2.1  Conservation of Natural Resources 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will result in permanent impacts to approximately 13.51 
acres of Federal jurisdiction wetlands, 2,425 linear feet of intermittent streams and 1,184 linear 
feet of small ephemeral drainages.  However, these wetlands will be replaced with off-site 
mitigation wetlands of equal or higher value at a 2:1 replacement ratio to ensure that there is no 
net loss of wetland acreage as a result of this project (Appendix E).  Stream impacts will be 
mitigated by enhancing stream habitats at a 2.7:1 ratio and by preserving high quality streams 
on site at a ratio of 12.3:1.  In addition, the wetland and stream mitigation will be completed 
well before many of the wetland and stream impacts are realized, giving the mitigation areas an 
opportunity to establish before the functions of the impacted wetlands and streams are lost.  
The project will also conserve a substantial acreage of existing, high quality wetlands on the 
project site.  Both the avoided wetlands/streams and the mitigation wetlands/streams will be 
preserved in perpetuity.  In addition to the evaluation of site-specific impacts and mitigation 
measures it is important to consider natural resource impacts and conservation from the 
landscape level perspective.  Impacts to natural resources as a result of the Proposed 
Development occur in a subwatershed that is relatively intact with less than 3% development 
and over 60% in natural land cover, the vast majority of which is mature forest blocks.  In 
addition to the specific mitigation plans, land use changes in such watersheds are also buffered 
by the ecological functions and services being provided by an abundance of existing high 
quality natural resources. 

4.2.2  Economics 

This project will result in tipping fees and landfill revenue being retained within the Authority’s 
service area instead of being exported.  The local economy will benefit from positive economic 
spin-offs resulting from the Authority’s annual expenditure of over one million dollars for 
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landfill operation and maintenance activities and periodic construction expenditures of several 
million dollars each.  As noted in Section 4.1, the Proposed Southern Expansion will also ensure 
that a local disposal facility will be available that is cost-based rather than market driven.  This 
will help to limit adverse impacts associated with roadside dumping and will insulate local 
disposal prices from the upward pressures of various market influences.  Long-term, 
environmentally sound and locally controlled waste management will help the Authority 
achieve its mission to stabilize and enhance economic opportunities in the region and promote 
the health and economic well being of its communities.  The Proposed Southern Expansion is an 
integral component of the region’s long-term environmental infrastructure that can be utilized 
as a business retention and recruitment tool for local economic development efforts.  Without 
the Proposed Southern Expansion, local residents, businesses and Fort Drum will incur higher 
solid waste transportation costs as waste will have to be transported to more distant disposal 
sites. 

4.2.3  Aesthetics 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will have minimal adverse impact on the aesthetic quality of 
the site from the perspective of the general public and the host community, which use State 
Route 177, as it will be located behind the existing landfill disposal area.  This will have the 
effect of shielding the proposed expansion area from view, and it will also provide for a 
substantial buffer area that will limit potential odor and noise impacts.  Once the landfill 
expansion has reached capacity, it will be retained as open space with controlled public 
recreation/nature trail uses and will experience no further development, thus restoring the site 
to pre-development conditions (i.e., undeveloped rural land). 

4.2.4  General Environmental Concerns 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will have some adverse impacts that are classified as general 
environmental concerns.  As noted above, there will be a loss of existing wetland and stream 
resources within the project area.  However, the wetland and stream losses will be fully 
compensated for on-site and off-site through preservation, restoration and enhancement 
measures, much of which will be completed many years in advance of the wetland and stream 
impacts.   

Potential contamination of water resources from landfill activities will be prevented through the 
phased construction of a double composite landfill liner and leachate collection system, an 
extensive groundwater monitoring network, stormwater control measures, and onsite 
environmental monitoring activities that include regular reporting to, and oversight by, state 
environmental officials.  Onsite impacts should be measured against potential impacts of other 
options, such as long distance hauling of the waste stream to another landfill facility.  Other 
landfill facilities entail similar environmental impacts albeit at a different location and long 
distance hauling includes additional adverse impacts from increased truck diesel emissions and 
increased fossil fuel usage. 
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4.2.5  Historic Properties 

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) 
reviewed the results of cultural resource (historic and archaeological resources) investigations 
undertaken with regard to the Authority’s landfill site including the Proposed Southern 
Expansion area (Appendix H).  By letter dated January 16, 2009, the NYSOPRHP advised the 
Authority that the “Project will have No Effect upon cultural resources in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Registers of Historic Places with the condition that the Herman 
Eastman/Cole Site is avoided”.  The Authority’s proposed development plan will avoid this 
cultural resource site to ensure that the project has no impacts on historic properties listed or 
eligible for listing on the National or State Registers of Historic Places. 

4.2.6  Fish and Wildlife Values 

The project will not have a substantial impact on fish and wildlife values.  No preferred habitats 
for state or federal protected species were documented within the Proposed Development Area.  
In general, the habitat components provided by the lands included in the Proposed Southern 
Expansion area are common to the surrounding area.  While wildlife species (most of which are 
highly mobile and with healthy populations in the surrounding watershed) will be displaced 
from the Proposed Southern Expansion area, no permanent impacts to any unprotected game 
and non-game wildlife populations are anticipated as part of the project.  The water quality of 
Fish Creek will be protected via a comprehensive stormwater management plan and 
groundwater monitoring plan. 

Mitigation measures described above as well as ongoing land management activities on the 
remaining acreage of the SWMF ensures long-term availability of diverse, high quality habitat 
for fish and wildlife species.   

4.2.7  Flood Hazards 

Not applicable. 

4.2.8  Flood Plain Values 

There will be no impact to flood plain values.  All site runoff will be handled by the proposed 
stormwater management system.  The project is not located within a mapped 100 year flood 
plain. 
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4.2.9  Land Use 

The Proposed Development will result in the conversion of deciduous forest (71.00 acres), 
coniferous forest (7.61 acres), mixed forest (26.04 acres), open field (1.21 acres), and shrubland 
(22.51 acres) into industrial land uses associated with development and operation of the 
proposed landfill expansion.  All vegetative communities to be impacted are rated as secure 
throughout their range both globally and in New York State.  The restoration and reforestation 
of any areas that do not require long term use for landfill operation along with the preservation 
of remaining wetland and upland buffer vegetation communities on the SWMF will serve to 
mitigate these impacts.  The increase in impervious area will be mitigated through 
implementation of the site-specific measures, including stormwater detention basins, as 
described in the SWPPP (Appendix D).  To compensate for impacts to wetland vegetation 
communities, a compensatory mitigation plan is proposed (Appendix E).  Public concerns 
regarding a potential decline in property values near the landfill have been addressed by the 
Authority through its property value protection plan. 

4.2.10  Navigation 

Not Applicable. 

4.2.11  Shore Erosion and Accretion   

Not Applicable. 

4.2.12  Recreation 

The Authority has developed a walkway and nature trail on the landfill site.  It also has 
developed a deer hunting program for non-ambulatory persons on portions of the landfill site.  
Both of these recreational activities will continue to be made available to the general public and 
will not be adversely impacted by the Proposed Southern Expansion.  Also, as stated above, 
once the landfill expansion has reached capacity, it will be retained as open space with 
controlled public recreation opportunities. 

4.2.13  Water Supply and Conservation 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will not have any impact on local water supplies.  The 
original NYSDEC environmental review for the Authority’s landfill site included an extensive 
evaluation of local concerns, expressed by the Town of Rodman and local citizens, relative to 
the landfill’s potential adverse impact on local groundwater resources that are used for 
drinking water.  As a part of its decision to issue the original landfill construction permit, the 
NYSDEC concluded, after an extensive permit review process, that the landfill would not have 
any significant adverse impact upon local water supplies.  This original NYSDEC permit 
decision has been validated during the Authority’s on-going operation of the landfill by daily 
monitoring of the landfill liner system’s performance and quarterly sampling and laboratory 
testing from a network of groundwater monitoring wells that surround the landfill’s active 
disposal area.  The same environmental protection measures will be undertaken for the 
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Proposed Southern Expansion, to ensure that local water supplies will continue to be fully 
protected. 

4.2.14  Water Quality 

Water quality will be protected on and off the site via the landfill liner and leachate collection 
system, via the environmental monitoring program that will include regular sampling and 
testing of a network of groundwater monitoring wells that will be placed within fifty feet of the 
limits of waste, via the implementation of a stormwater management plan that will include the 
use of best management practices for erosion and sediment control measures, and via the 
mitigation plan that will compensate for the Proposed Southern Expansion’s wetland and 
stream impacts.  The proposed mitigation plan will protect water quality on the site by 
preserving 104 acres of wetlands and 356 acres of upland buffer around wetlands, and by 
preserving 44,376 linear feet of streams and 194 acres of stream buffer around streams.  Water 
quality on site will be further protected by enhancing stream buffer around 9,900 linear feet of 
streams.  The proposed mitigation plan will protect and improve water quality offsite by 
restoring 28 acres of wetlands and by enhancing 650 feet of stream bank, all in the same eight 
digit watershed as the Proposed Southern Expansion. 

4.2.15  Energy Needs 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will increase the amount of electricity that can be produced 
by the landfill gas to energy facility located on the Authority’s site through the generation and 
collection of methane-laden landfill gas that results from the natural decomposition of solid 
waste in the landfill.  The landfill gas to energy facility is a green source of energy that does not 
utilize fossil fuel to produce electricity, thereby reducing the region’s dependence on fossil 
fuels.  Over the projected 62-year life of the Proposed Southern Expansion, it is estimated that 
approximately 2.4 million megawatts of green power will be produced by the landfill gas to 
energy facility.  This is enough electricity to meet the annual energy needs of 5,634 households 
during this 62 year period (average annual electricity usage per household in NYS - NYSERDA, 
2010; number of households in Lewis County – U.S. Census Bureau, 2011).  This reliable source 
of green power would thus be able to meet the annual electricity needs of 56% of the 
households in Lewis County during the projected 62-year life of the landfill expansion project, 
without relying upon foreign oil or other fossil fuels (power generation figures are per the 
Authority’s landfill gas-to-energy facility records for its fiscal year ending 3/31/2010).  
Implementation of the Proposed Southern Expansion will also avoid increased energy [diesel 
fuel] usage that would be associated with transporting waste to more distant disposal sites.  
Energy will also be saved by avoiding construction of new landfill infrastructure at another 
location, because as noted in Section 4.2.20, below, much of the landfill infrastructure is already 
in place at the Authority’s existing landfill site. 

4.2.16  Safety 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will be a benefit to Fort Drum, ensuring that cost effective 
and long-term solid waste capacity remains available to the military installation.  The ability for 
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Fort Drum to show that it is a sustainable and cost efficient defense resource, through the 
availability of key factors like solid waste disposal, is critical during periodic base realignment 
and closure (BRAC) reviews conducted by the Army, Department of Defense, and BRAC 
Commission.  By insulating Fort Drum from market influences on local disposal prices such as 
industry consolidation and reduction in available disposal capacity elsewhere, the proposed 
development will enable the military installation to allocate a greater share of its budgetary 
resources to more mission-critical items.  Use of the Proposed Southern Expansion will also 
reduce highway safety concerns that would be associated with trucking wastes to more distant 
waste disposal sites outside of the region.  Environmental controls incorporated in the proposed 
development including the double composite liner and leachate collection system, the 
groundwater monitoring network surrounding the active disposal area, and the landfill gas 
collection and control system will protect public health and safety by ensuring that local 
groundwater and air resources will not be adversely impacted. 

4.2.17  Food and Fiber Production 

The proposed development will not displace any existing food or fiber production.  However, if 
the Proposed Southern Expansion were to fail to gain approval and the Authority pursued 
development of a new landfill site at a another location in the region, given the hundreds of 
acres required to provide ample development and buffer area for a modern landfill it is nearly 
certain that such an endeavor would displace an existing farm operation.  The Proposed 
Southern Expansion will avoid any such adverse impacts upon existing farm operations.  

4.2.18  Wetland Values 

The total acreage of wetlands to be filled is modest (13.5 acres), and the proposed compensatory 
mitigation plan will protect and restore wetland functions and values of equal or greater value 
than those impacted by the Proposed Southern Expansion.  Wetland mitigation objectives will 
replace wetland functions and values impacted in the expansion area by restoring wetlands of 
similar type in the same watershed at a 2:1 replacement ratio and by preserving wetlands of 
similar type and equal or greater value on the project site at a 7.7:1 ratio.  To accomplish the 
wetland mitigation objectives 104 acres of wetlands and 356 acres of associated upland buffer 
will be protected in perpetuity on the project site, and 28 acres of wetland will be restored 
offsite along Sandy Creek including 15.5 acres of PFO wetland, 7.0 acres of PSS wetland, and 6.1 
acres of PEM wetland.  This wetland mitigation plan will ensure that there is no net loss of 
wetland acreage in the watershed as a result of the proposed development.  Furthermore, 
construction of the wetland restoration acreage will be completed in advance of the project’s 
wetland impacts.  A majority (62%) of the impacted wetlands’ functions include flood-flow 
attenuation, which will be mitigated through the proposed stormwater management plan that is 
designed to be able to accommodate the 100-year/24-hour storm.  For the reasons noted above, 
there will be no long-term adverse impact to wetland functions and values in the watershed.  

4.2.19  Mineral Needs 

Not Applicable. 
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4.2.20  Consideration of Property Ownership 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will allow the Authority to gain a return on their investment 
in this parcel of land by providing a long-term solution to the solid waste disposal needs of the 
region.  The land has been owned by the Authority and used as a regional disposal facility for 
approximately two decades.  Development of the proposed landfill expansion on the same 
property will enable the Authority to make economical use of existing landfill infrastructure on 
the site (e.g., site access road, electric utilities, leachate storage tank, office and maintenance 
buildings, truck scale and scalehouse) and will consolidate its long-term environmental 
monitoring obligation to this site rather than at multiple sites.  The Proposed Southern 
Expansion will also avoid the taking and conversion of other lands in the region for use as a 
regional disposal facility.  The Authority is party to a host community agreement with the 
Town of Rodman that provides compensation to the town and that includes a property value 
protection program for nearby property owners. 

5.0  Alternatives Analysis 

5.1  Federal Regulatory Requirements 

Under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, the Applicant must rebut the 
presumption that non-water dependent projects, such as the Proposed Development, do not 
need to be located near wetlands to fulfill their basic purpose and that an upland alternative 
would cause fewer impacts.  The Applicant must first demonstrate that there is no practicable 
and feasible alternative that can be located in uplands and still meet the overall project purpose.  
Secondly, the Applicant must demonstrate that impacts have been avoided to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Finally, the Applicant must provide compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable adverse impacts.  This section provides the details of the alternatives analysis that 
resulted in selection of the Proposed Southern Expansion. 

5.2  Basic and Overall Project Purpose 

USACE Section 404 guidelines call for project objectives to be expressed in terms of basic and 
overall purpose.  The basic purpose of this project is to provide long-term, cost effective solid 
waste disposal capacity in and for Jefferson, Lewis, and St. Lawrence Counties that is acceptable 
to the local community.  The overall project purpose is to secure cost efficient long-term 
disposal capacity in the Authority’s service area that will ensure that locally controlled, 
environmentally sound, and reliable disposal capacity will be provided without interruption for 
several generations to the Fort Drum military installation and the residents and businesses 
located in the Counties of Jefferson, Lewis and St. Lawrence.  The Authority was formed by an 
act of the New York State Legislature with the express statutory responsibility of providing 
infrastructure to support the growth of Fort Drum and its surrounding communities in the 
counties of Jefferson, Lewis and St. Lawrence.  The Proposed Southern Expansion project fulfills 
this statutory obligation by providing a long-term disposal site for Fort Drum and the 
Authority’s member counties. 
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Several key factors required consideration in order to develop an expansion plan that would 
successfully achieve the basic and overall purpose of this project.  These factors included the 
site specific and regional environment, cost, timing and community acceptance.   

As described in Section 4.0 there are significant economic and overall environmental benefits to 
maintaining solid waste disposal capacity within the Authority’s service area.  However, the 
waste disposal business is highly competitive.  In this highly competitive marketplace, the 
Authority has learned that tipping fee cost increases of less than one dollar per ton significantly 
impact the customers and constituents it serves.  It is extremely important, therefore, for the 
Authority to keep its tipping fees (costs per ton) as low as possible while continuing to provide 
environmentally sound disposal for its service area.  There is a significant multi-million dollar 
investment involved in developing environmentally sound disposal capacity that requires 
selecting a long-term solution to derive economies of scale which allows for waste disposal at 
competitive rates.  The marketplace for waste disposal continues to become more competitive 
each year with private landfills competing with publicly owned disposal facilities and 
pressuring tipping fees.  Because the Authority is a public benefit corporation, it has a 
responsibility to the residents and businesses within its service area to provide economically 
efficient infrastructures as outlined in the Authority’s mission statement.  The development of 
long-term, locally controlled disposal capacity will improve the region’s environmental 
infrastructure and provide for local, publicly controlled disposal.  The availability of publicly 
controlled competitive disposal will help to support local job creation and economic 
development activities.  

For so long as the Authority can fulfill this basic and overall project purpose for its three 
member counties and Fort Drum, it is desirous of continuing to make a portion of its disposal 
capacity available to the Adirondack Park County of Hamilton to help satisfy a State policy that 
prohibits landfill disposal activities within the Adirondack Park.  A cost-effective plan that 
maximizes the area of expansion will continue to provide an environmentally sound disposal 
option for Hamilton County and help prevent rural dumping and increased pressure for landfill 
disposal within or nearby the Adirondack Park. 

To provide continuous disposal capacity to the service area, the chosen alternative must be fully 
permitted by December of 2016.  This will provide adequate time for construction of the new 
disposal capacity by the time the existing landfill capacity is estimated to be exhausted in June 
of 2022. 

Community acceptance is important to the Authority as part of its mission and because it is a 
key component in the timing involved with obtaining the required regulatory permits.  
Community impacts such as visibility of the development from the surrounding highways and 
properties are also important both in a community and timing sense.  Community opposition to 
the Authority’s proposed development will result in significant delays since this could result in 
a NYSDEC adjudicatory permit hearing and/or litigation, which has the potential to add 6 or 
more years to the permitting process.  Per recent experience in New York State, such an 
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adjudicatory hearing with associated litigation could cost $5.2 million for environmental, 
engineering and legal services. 

5.3  Need for Project  

The overall mission of the Authority is to serve the common interests of Jefferson, Lewis and St. 
Lawrence Counties by providing technical services and infrastructure which will enhance 
economic opportunities in the region and promote the health and well being of its communities.  
The Authority’s solid waste mission is to provide for the safe, cost-effective, environmentally 
secure long-term disposal of whatever wastes remain for disposal after all waste reduction, 
reuse and recycling activities have been undertaken within its service area.     

The existing SWMF is a regional asset; serving four counties (Hamilton County under contract) 
and the Fort Drum military installation.  The SWMF is essential to the economic stability of the 
region, given the adverse effects long-distance hauling costs would have upon the local 
economy.  The adverse economic impact of long-distance hauling would also adversely impact 
Fort Drum.  The growth and expansion of Fort Drum has been facilitated by the construction 
and operation of the existing landfill.  Fort Drum is a key component of this nation’s military 
infrastructure and a key component of the region’s economic foundation, employing tens of 
thousands and contributing hundreds of millions of dollars to the economy.   

Fort Drum is growing substantially.  According to the Fort Drum Economic Impact Statement 
for Fiscal Year 2009 (Appendix I), since the start of their growth initiative in 2003, the soldier 
and family population has grown by more than 40% to over 35,000 people.  By 2013, it is 
estimated that this population will have increased 80% over the 2003 number (Fort Drum 
Growth Management Strategy, January 2009).  This continued growth will also lead to 
significant population growth for the region as troops and their families move to the area and 
commercial infrastructure is developed to serve the growing population.  Therefore, a long term 
plan must be in place to provide disposal capacity for solid waste generated by this on-going 
and future growth.  It is critical to put such a plan in place now, given the long lead time 
required to obtain construction permits for new solid waste disposal capacity. 

To accommodate on-going and future growth at Fort Drum and elsewhere within the 
Authority’s service area, the Authority’s current landfill operating permit authorizes the 
disposal of up to 415,000 tons per year of solid waste and alternate cover materials.  The 
Authority does not, however, currently anticipate having to utilize this maximum annual rate of 
disposal, but maintains that permitted annual tonnage limit to remain in a state of 
preparedness.  In fact, based on the tons of waste disposed at the Authority’s landfill in recent 
years, the Authority’s current expectation is that an annual average of approximately 260,000 
tons of waste will required landfill disposal for the foreseeable future.  How much waste will 
actually require landfill disposal each year is unpredictable and will depend on a variety of 
factors largely outside of the Authority’s control, such as: economic conditions (generally, more 
waste is generated when the economy is strong, and less waste is typically generated when the 
economy is weak), Fort Drum growth/shrinkage/deployment rotations, the success of recycling 
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and waste reduction efforts, the introduction of new products that will ultimately require 
disposal (e.g., the rapid growth in electronic waste during recent years was generally not 
foreseeable twenty years ago), construction and demolition activity in the Authority’s service 
area, and changes in laws and regulations (e.g., will more laws be passed to provide economic 
incentives for manufacturers to design their products for future recycling and reuse, instead of 
allowing manufacturers to have consumers pay for the disposal of those products when they 
wear out).  However, for the foreseeable future, even with a renewed emphasis on waste 
reduction, reuse and recycling programs, the public and private sector waste generators in the 
Authority’s service area will continue to need the Authority’s landfill for the environmentally 
sound disposal of all non-hazardous, non-recycled solid waste requiring disposal.   

 At an average annual landfill usage rate of 260,000 tons, the currently permitted landfill will be 
completely full by June of 2022.  However, all construction permits and environmental 
approvals for the Proposed Southern Expansion must be obtained by no later than December 
2016 to allow sufficient time for final design documents to be prepared, NYSDEC review and 
approval of final design documents, public bidding to procure construction contractors, 
construction of the first phase of the Proposed Southern Expansion (i.e., to build the first lined 
landfill cell of the expansion, along with stormwater management basins and other ancillary 
facilities), testing of the liner system, preparation of a landfill construction certification report, 
NYSDEC review and approval of the landfill construction certification report, and to preserve at 
least one year of disposal capacity in the current landfill that can be used as a back-up disposal 
area during operation of the first cell in the Proposed Southern Expansion. The requirement for 
a backup disposal area during landfill operations is a state regulatory requirement.  It is 
intended to ensure that landfill disposal operations can continue uninterrupted even if one 
disposal area needs to be temporarily shut down should problems with the landfill’s liner and 
leachate collection system be encountered.  

5.4  Project Site History 

Construction of the SWMF began in 1991 and was completed in the fall of 1992 when the facility 
began operation.  The creation of the SWMF as a regional landfill enabled the local governments 
in the three-county region to close numerous unlined, unmonitored landfills located in almost 
every township in the three counties.  Equally important, after extensive environmental analysis 
and testing, the original siting enabled the three counties to avoid constructing three separate 
landfills thereby reducing negative social, economic and environmental effects that would be 
compounded with multiple solid waste management sites.  In 1997, the NYSDEC requested that 
the Authority enter into a contract with Hamilton County to provide a waste disposal site to 
avoid constructing a new landfill within the boundaries of the Adirondack Park.  Consequently, 
the Authority’s efforts have accommodated the waste disposal need for four counties at one 
location reducing adverse impacts to the region.   

The Authority purchased additional property adjacent to the SWMF (known as the Tyo 
Property) in 2003 to provide a location for possible future development of a wind turbine farm 
and to provide for an electrical interconnection with National Grid’s 115 kV electric 
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transmission lines for the Authority’s landfill gas utilization project (Figure 4).  In 2007 the 
Authority contracted with a private developer to construct a landfill gas to energy (LFGTE) 
plant which burns the methane gas produced by the landfill to generate electricity.  This LFGTE 
facility became the first project recognized by the Climate Action Reserve, as the first carbon 
reduction project outside of California to earn carbon credits.  The revenues earned by the sale 
of carbon credits have been utilized to support the Authority’s three R’s program and its related 
environmental initiatives. 

In 2010, the Authority began development of a Land Use Master Plan for the SWMF property 
incorporating the need for expansion of the landfill waste disposal capacity, infrastructure 
development and the design and implementation of natural resource conservation, 
management and public use opportunities.   

5.5  No Action Alternative 

There are no other Part 360 municipal solid waste landfills operating in Jefferson, Lewis, St. 
Lawrence or Hamilton Counties.  Therefore, the no action alternative would require the long 
distance hauling of waste to another location, potentially several hundred miles away from Fort 
Drum and these counties.  This option has its own set of adverse environmental impacts such as 
increased fuel consumption and truck exhaust emissions, including an increase in greenhouse 
gas emissions, and is further complicated by the considerable uncertainty regarding the future 
availability and long-term costs of transportation and disposal at out-of-region disposal 
facilities.  For example, long distance hauling and disposal would cost current users of the 
Authority’s landfill approximately $2.9 million more per year than the Proposed Southern 
Expansion (see Alternative Disposal Costs Appendix J) and the vast majority of those 
expenditures would be spent outside of the region’s local economy.  In addition, many of the 
potential out-of-region disposal facilities could only take a portion of the solid waste currently 
disposed of at the Authority’s landfill, and for a varying number of years (due to different 
permit durations) which would require the Authority to deal with the management, legal, cost 
and liability issues stemming from the use of multiple disposal sites.  According to NYSDEC 
waste disposal records from 2008, only three disposal facilities in New York State would have 
been able to accept all 260,000 tons of waste disposed of at the Authority’s landfill while 
remaining under their permitted tonnage limit.  These landfills are located between 120 and 220 
miles from the current landfill facility.  Prior disposal practices at out-of-region disposal 
facilities and the types of wastes disposed from other sources would expose the Authority to 
environmental clean-up costs and risks.  The No Action (waste exportation) Alternative is not 
practicable, therefore, for the reasons noted above. 

5.6  Alternative Waste Management Technologies 

Other alternative waste management technologies could potentially be developed, such as mass 
burn waste-to-energy technologies, but alternative technologies are not feasible for 
implementation, either because they are not sufficiently proven at a commercial scale that 
would be needed by the Authority or because they are not cost effective enough to satisfy the 
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need for this project (or both).  Also, it should be noted that the use of these alternative 
technologies would not eliminate the need for development of the proposed landfill expansion.  
A portion of the waste stream would remain to be landfilled as bypass wastes or process 
residues.  Alternative technologies include: 

 Refuse Derived Fuel technologies and technologies to separate mixed loads of municipal 
solid waste into marketable components are technically feasible to varying degrees but 
are not proven to be economical or work at the commercial scale needed by the 
Authority. 

 Pyrolysis, hydrolysis, and biogasification, which are in experimental/developmental 
stages of development for mixed municipal solid wastes. 

 Mixed waste composting currently has a poor performance record in the United States 
including high costs, odor problems, financial problems, long periods of downtime, 
premature facility shutdowns, and problems with compost quality and marketing.  A 
relatively small mixed waste composting facility is currently operating in Delaware 
County, New York at a very high cost per ton (more than $100 per ton) and at a much 
smaller scale than what would be needed to serve the Authority’s service area.  This 
method is still considered an impractical alternative for the Authority, because it is not 
fully proven to be cost effective and reliable at the commercial scale needed by the 
Authority and due to the difficulties in successfully marketing the end product. 

 Mass burn waste-to-energy technologies are proven and have a long track record of 
success, but would cost the Authority at least $8.4 million more per year than the 
Proposed Southern Expansion.  Succinctly put, finding and permitting a suitable site for 
a waste-to-energy plant would be controversial, time-consuming, expensive, and an 
uncertain process with its own set of site-specific environmental impacts that would 
need to be addressed.  Also, as noted above, bypass wastes and ash residues would still 
require landfill disposal.  These cost and logistical considerations have contributed to 
the current state of the mass burn waste-to-energy industry in New York State, which 
has not seen a new facility built and become operational in the last twenty years. 

For the reasons set forth above, alternative waste management technologies do not provide the 
Authority with a practicable alternative to the proposed landfill expansion. 

5.7  Offsite Location 

Another alternative to the proposed landfill expansion would be to obtain the necessary permits 
and approvals to build a new landfill at another location.  This would be an enormous 
undertaking involving the expenditure of millions of dollars over the course of many years.  
Local opposition to candidate landfill sites would surface throughout the region, and real estate 
sales would suffer accordingly as tensions mount and fears circulate among concerned citizens 
who delay selling/buying real estate anywhere near locations under consideration as a new 
regional landfill site.  Previous siting studies in similar communities to those located in this 
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service area have proven cause for division and upset within and between local communities, 
with supporters and opponents of the project forming in to opposing factions.  As a further 
example, one can look to the recent efforts to permit the development of wind farms in several 
areas within the landfill service area, which has divided communities, and even families, in this 
way. 

Local opposition to a new landfill site location would translate into an extensive and expensive 
NYSDEC permit review process, including a NYSDEC adjudicatory permit hearing, and would 
involve legal challenges to the landfill siting process at every conceivable opportunity.  The 
amount of controversy and disruption of peoples’ lives that would be created if the Authority 
were to search for a new landfill site cannot be overestimated.  Moreover, there can be no 
assurances that such an endeavor would result in the successful permitting and construction of 
a new regional landfill site.   

The Authority did, however, go through such a landfill siting process from 1986 thru 1992, 
which involved the evaluation of 101 alternative landfill sites that ultimately resulted in the 
permitting, construction and on-going operation of the current regional landfill site in Rodman.  
The following landfill siting study reports were completed by the Development Authority: 

 Phase 1 Search for Energy Recovery Facility and Landfill Sites – July 1986 

 Addendum to Phase 1 Search for a New Landfill site – November 20, 1986 

 Environmental Analysis of Three Alternative Sites for a Sanitary Landfill to Serve 
Jefferson and Lewis Counties, New York – January 1987 

 Draft Environmental Impact Statement – August 1988 

 Final Environmental Impact Statement – Volume 1 Main Volume – July 1989 

 Final Environmental Impact Statement – Volume 2 Recycling – July 1989 

 Final Environmental Impact Statement – Volume 3 Comments on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement – July 1989 

 Final Environmental Impact Statement – Volume 4 Responses to Comments on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement – July 1989 

 Final Environmental Impact Statement – Volume 5 Comments and Responses on 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement – July 1989 

Offsite alternatives were examined by the Authority during a landfill siting process that began 
with the publication of a Phase I Search for Energy Recovery Facility and Landfill Sites in July 
of 1986.  In addition to a consideration of other regulatory and environmental constraints to 
landfill development, areas containing mapped DEC regulated wetlands and designated 
wildlife areas were eliminated from consideration for possible development as a landfill.  On 
November 20, 1986, the Development Authority issued an Addendum to Phase I Search for a 
New Landfill Site (Addendum Report) that further evaluated alternative potential landfill sites.  
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These 1986 siting reports identified and evaluated a total of 101 alternative landfill sites.  The 
Addendum Report utilized a numerical ranking system to determine which of the 101 
alternative landfill sites would be subjected to further investigation concerning hydrogeologic 
and environmental conditions.  Sensitive biological areas (e.g., wetlands, Federal or State 
wildlife refuges, threatened or endangered species, and DEC designated significant habitats) 
were included as elimination criteria and as factors in the numerical ranking of alternative sites.   

Three alternative landfill sites were examined in a January 1987 Environmental Analysis report 
that evaluated the potential for adverse environmental impacts at each site on the basis of 
information obtained from preliminary onsite environmental and hydrogeologic investigations 
as well as from available maps, documents, aerial photographs, unpublished files and personal 
communications.  The 1987 Environmental Analysis report concluded that, of the three top 
candidate landfill sites, the landfill site in the Town of Rodman (which was ultimately 
developed and is currently operational) has the lowest potential for adverse environmental 
impacts.  Potential environmental impacts associated with development of a landfill at the 
Rodman site were examined in detail in a Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated August 
1988, in a Final Environmental Impact Statement dated July 1989 and throughout an extensive 
DEC permit review process that involved an adjudicatory permit hearing and concluded with 
issuance of the required DEC permits and initial landfill construction in 1992. 

Intense public opposition to the landfill site in Rodman, including vandalism of construction 
equipment that led to around-the-clock security measures, has transitioned over the years to the 
point where the Rodman Town Board adopted a formal resolution in support of a southerly 
expansion of the Authority’s landfill footprint that would be less visible and provide extensive 
buffer from Route 177 for odor and noise impacts (Appendix G). 

In hindsight, the Authority was very fortunate to be able to complete the landfill siting process 
when it did and within a 7-year timeframe.  Today, the process of siting a new landfill still 
requires an investment of millions of dollars and, according to the most recent landfill siting 
experience in New York State, may take nearly two decades to site and obtain the necessary 
landfill construction permits with no guarantee of a successful outcome.  The most recent new 
landfill site built in New York State (the Oneida-Herkimer Regional Landfill in the Oneida 
County Town of Ava) took 15 years and an expenditure of over $10 million in public funds 
from the start of its landfill siting process to the point at which it was issued the requisite State 
and Federal construction permits.  With the construction permits issued in March of 2004, the 
new landfill did not begin disposal operations until November of 2006 – a full 18 years after it 
began the arduous process of trying to find a new landfill site to serve its local residents and 
businesses.  With the Authority’s currently permitted landfill expected to be full and out of 
capacity by June of 2022, and since all permits and approvals necessary for construction of new 
landfill disposal capacity would need to be issued no later than December of 2016 (as noted 
above in Section 5.3), insufficient time exists to go through this type of process.  Moreover, if 
Fort Drum expands or other factors increase the amount of waste requiring disposal, this 
timeframe could shorten.  
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Development of a new landfill site would require replication of post-closure maintenance and 
monitoring systems and long-term monitoring obligations at a different location, while 
exposing additional areas to potential impacts associated with landfill operations.  The 
development of a new site would also result in increased development costs associated with the 
construction of new support facilities including an operations office, trucks scales, a scale house, 
maintenance facility, and a leachate storage and load out facility.  The duplication of these 
facilities at another site would also lead to further environmental impacts associated with the 
development footprint of these facilities.  Since the existing facility would still require continued 
daily operational staff for landfill gas and leachate management, the development of a separate 
site would lead to increased costs associated with additional staffing and operational costs such 
as heating and energy costs for the buildings. 

Furthermore, due to environmental concerns intended to help protect groundwater resources, 
DEC’s Part 360 solid waste management regulations resulted in the Authority’s landfill site, and 
other alternative landfill sites, being located in areas with low permeability soils.  Such soils, 
due to their inherent poor drainage, often have a prevalence of wetlands.  Hence, 
implementation of a landfill at any location is likely to involve unavoidable impacts to aquatic 
resources.     

As outlined above, the analysis of alternative landfill sites for this proposed landfill expansion 
included an extensive offsite alternatives analysis that was undertaken prior to completion of a 
detailed environmental review of the site’s conditions.  Limited public resources should not be 
expended to revisit an offsite alternatives analysis that has already been completed and that has 
been upheld through a detailed environmental impact statement and permit review process.  
Moreover, avoiding the development of a new landfill at an offsite location will also avoid 
potentially significant emotional stresses associated with the landfill siting process itself as well 
as site-specific environmental impacts that are highly likely in this Region. 

For these cost, logistical and environmental reasons, it would be impracticable for the Authority 
to build a new landfill at another location.  

5.8  Onsite Alternatives 

Unlike the other alternatives discussed above (i.e., no action/waste exportation; alternative 
technologies; a new offsite landfill), an onsite expansion of the Authority’s landfill is a 
practicable and more desirable alternative from the perspective of environmental, logistical and 
cost considerations.  Onsite expansion will consolidate the Authority’s 30-year landfill post-
closure maintenance and monitoring obligations at one site and contain impacts to one location.  
The continued use of the existing landfill facility will allow efficient use of the millions of 
dollars already invested in existing infrastructure (site access road, truck scale, maintenance and 
office buildings, leachate storage facilities, and environmental monitoring network) and 
maintain the location of a regional disposal facility within a community that has developed a 
level of acceptance of landfill operations.   
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Several onsite alternative layouts were developed and evaluated as part of the project 
development process.  These alternatives were evaluated on a relative comparison basis.  
Environmental, cost and logistical considerations were analyzed for each alternative to 
determine practicability and ultimately to identify the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA) that satisfies the project purpose and need.  Design criteria and 
environmental considerations utilized in this comparative evaluation of onsite landfill 
expansion alternatives are set forth below.  Most of the criteria are relatively straightforward, 
but some include additional information to help explain their significance. 

 Possible impacts to potentially federally regulated wetlands 

 Potential impacts to streams 

 Environmental risks associated with an extension of the landfill’s leachate collection 
system - The Authority’s existing landfill, and any proposed expansion of that landfill, 
will include a double composite liner with a leachate collection and conveyance system.  
The leachate collection piping must be cleaned annually, per State regulations, to ensure 
that leachate flows freely and can be removed from the liner system to minimize the risk 
of leaks through the liner system into the environment.  Extension of the leachate 
collection piping beyond 1,500 feet increases the risk that such leachate lines may not be 
reliably or effectively cleaned; the Authority considers such leachate line extensions to 
be unacceptable environmental risks.  In addition, the NYSDEC has previously voiced 
concern about the unreliability of cleaning leachate lines over 1500 feet in length 
(Appendix G).  Also, excavation of existing waste and the removal of landfill 
containment berms to enable the liner and leachate collection systems to be extended 
could render the existing landfill unstable, which the Authority considers to be an 
unacceptable environmental risk. 

 Potential to be fully permitted and approved for construction by December 2016 - A 
DEC permit adjudicatory hearing and/or litigation challenging permit issuance would 
make it virtually impossible for the Authority to obtain the required construction 
permits and approvals by December 2016.  The Town of Rodman has indicated its 
support for a southerly landfill expansion project that would minimize visual and 
aesthetic impacts to the community; hence other onsite alternatives are deemed likely to 
involve an adjudicatory hearing and/or litigation. 

 Disposal capacity of approximately 20 million cubic yards of air space - A targeted 
disposal capacity in the range of 20 million cubic yards of air space is consistent with the 
prudent planning of environmental infrastructure.  At the currently permitted annual 
disposal rate of 415,000 tons, the targeted airspace would provide additional disposal 
capacity in the range of 40 years, or 62 years at the current average annual disposal rate 
of 260,000 tons.  The most recent new landfill site developed in New York State, the 
Oneida-Herkimer regional landfill site, took 18 years to develop (from the initiation of 
site selection to the date the new landfill started receiving its first truckload of waste).  A 
40-62-year site life range for the landfill expansion area would be approximately two to 
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four times the amount of time it could take to find a new landfill site, thereby ensuring 
that the Authority would not have to constantly be in the business of finding a new 
landfill disposal site to serve Fort Drum and the region. 

 Onsite soil hauling distances required during landfill operations - Soils are needed 
during landfill operation to provide daily, intermediate and final cover on top of waste 
materials placed in the landfill.  Soils are also used during the phased construction of the 
landfill liner system, onsite roadways, and berms.  Most of the soil that will be available 
onsite for use for a potential landfill expansion is located in a drumlin in the 
southeastern corner of the Authority’s property.  Onsite haul roads will need to be built 
to facilitate the movement of soil from this drumlin feature to the landfill expansion 
area.  Shorter haul distances will result in less environmental impacts associated with 
trucking and will also result in lower operating costs. 

 Development costs per ton 

 Potential wetland impacts and stream impacts per year of site life and costs per year of 
site life - These metrics provide a way to compare environmental impacts and costs of 
the onsite alternatives in relation to how much disposal capacity could be realized from 
each of these alternatives.   

While some onsite expansion alternatives minimized impacts in one area, they resulted in 
increased impact or conflicts in others.  As stated above, the purpose of the detailed analysis is 
to weigh the importance of these impacts and determine the LEDPA.  Eight of these 
alternatives, including the preferred Proposed Southern Expansion alternative are described 
below.  The locations of the footprint expansion alternatives are shown on Figures 16 thru 23, 
which also show onsite wetland locations and cover types.  Site life and wetland impact 
acreages are presented in Table 12, and costs associated with these footprint expansion 
alternatives are shown in Table 13.  

5.8.1  Southern Footprint (Proposed Alternative) 

The Southern Footprint is the proposed alternative.  Its footprint and corresponding proposed 
limits of disturbance can be seen on Figure 16.  The following information is pertinent in 
analyzing the practicability of the Southern Footprint: 

a. It will impact approximately 13.5 acres of wetlands. 

b. It will impact approximately 3,609 linear feet of ephemeral and intermittent stream 
channel. 

c. The Southern Footprint overlays onto the existing landfill without impacts to the 
existing leachate conveyance system. 

d. The proposed footprint is approximately 3,095 feet from Route 177 providing odor/noise 
buffer from the highway and the residents along it, with the existing landfill acting as a 
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visual buffer from the highway.  Renderings of the potential visual impact from the full 
landfill build-out were completed and are included in Appendix K. 

e. At 260,000 tons of waste per year, it will provide approximately 62 years of disposal 
capacity or 19.4 million cubic yards. 

f. The cost of construction per ton of waste disposal provided is $6.40. 

g. The wetland impacts per year of airspace provided (at 260,000 tons per year) is 0.22 
acres. 

The Proposed Southern Expansion will result in impacts to wetland and stream habitat over the 
course of an estimated 62-year period.  Approximately 43% percent of wetland impacts are 
Class C wetlands adjacent to the southern edge of the Authority’s existing landfill.   

The potential limits of disturbance for the Proposed Southern Expansion have been adjusted to 
avoid and minimize impacts to the Southern Tributary located south and southwest of this 
footprint alternative.  A 100 foot protective buffer area was established around the Southern 
Tributary to limit impacts to this area; the disturbance limits for the Proposed Southern 
Expansion were adjusted accordingly to remain outside of this protected buffer area.    

The overlay portion of the Proposed Southern Expansion will not affect the leachate conveyance 
system of the existing landfill and will not hinder the long term operation and maintenance of 
this system thereby preventing risk to the environment through groundwater contamination. 

The Proposed Southern Expansion includes the drumlin in the southeast portion of the 
Authority’s landfill site which is the primary source of borrow material.  This will avoid 
additional impacts on wetlands and other environmental impacts and costs associated with 
construction and use of a haul road for borrow material needed for daily landfill operations as 
well as minimizing the overall impacts to land including intact upland habitats.  This proposed 
Southern Footprint cell expansion has been sized in such a way that sufficient soil is available 
with an onsite balance of cuts and fills that is nearly equal.  This results in economical landfill 
cell construction and operation. 

The proposed Southern Footprint Expansion provides the most cost efficient practicable 
disposal capacity for long-term expansion of the Authority’s landfill, at an estimated cost of 
$1.66 million per year for the 62 year site life. 

The Proposed Southern Expansion is in accordance with the host community’s (Town of 
Rodman) request for any such expansion to be in a southerly direction.  A southern expansion 
minimizes visibility and provides an extensive buffer zone between Route 177 and landfill 
activities to decrease potential impacts to neighboring properties.  This in turn will provide 
some assurance that a NYSDEC adjudicatory permit hearing will be avoided, thereby 
eliminating approximately six or more years of permitting delays, millions of dollars in extra 
costs, and risks associated with the uncertain outcome of such a prolonged permit review and 
litigation process. 
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5.8.2  Southern Footprint – No Stream Impact Alternative 

The Southern Footprint – No Stream Impact Alternative was evaluated to determine the 
feasibility of a southern expansion that avoids impacts to intermittent stream habitat and to 
weigh remaining benefits against lost disposal capacity.  The footprint and corresponding 
proposed limits of disturbance for this alternative can be seen on Figure 17.  The following 
information is pertinent in analyzing the practicability of the Southern Footprint – No Stream 
Impact Alternative: 

a. It will impact approximately 9.41 acres of wetlands 

b. While the No Stream Impact Alternative will not impact the primary intermittent 
stream, approximately 545 feet of ephemeral stream channel will be impacted in other 
locations within the footprint. 

c. The Southern Footprint – No Stream Impact Alternative overlays onto the existing 
landfill without impacts to the existing leachate conveyance system. 

d. The proposed footprint is approximately 3,095 feet from Route 177 with the existing 
landfill acting as a buffer from the highway.  A visual analysis of this alternative was 
completed and is included in Appendix K. 

e. At 260,000 tons of waste per year, it will provide approximately 18 years of disposal 
capacity or 5.64 million cubic yards. 

f. The cost of construction per ton of disposal capacity provided is $9.10. 

g. The wetland impacts per year of disposal capacity provided is 0.525 acres. 

While this alternative significantly reduces stream impacts, it still impacts more than 9 acres of 
wetlands and results in the most wetland impacts per year of site life.  This alternative also 
provides less than half of the stated goal for capacity at 5.64 million cubic yards.  The site life 
provided by this alternative is not long enough to warrant construction of the landfill as the 
Authority would need to immediately begin its search for another development alternative.  For 
these reasons, the Southern Footprint – No Stream Impact Alternative is not practicable. 

5.8.3  Eastern Footprint 

The footprint and corresponding proposed limits of disturbance for this alternative can be seen 
on Figure 18.  The following information is pertinent in analyzing the practicability of the 
Eastern Footprint Alternative:  

a. It would impact approximately 22.37 acres of wetlands. 

b. It would impact approximately 4,887 linear feet of stream channel.   

c. The Eastern Footprint Alternative would overlay the eastern (high) side of the leachate 
lines in the middle to northern part (cells 5 thru 11) of the Authority’s existing landfill.  
As a part of this overlay construction project, the eastern (high) end of the leachate 
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collection piping for cells 5 thru 11 of the existing landfill would need to be extended 
and reconfigured to enable these leachate lines to be cleaned and maintained in free 
flowing condition. 

d. The Eastern Footprint Alternative would be approximately 1,400 feet from Route 177, 
providing little visual and odor/noise buffer from the highway and residents along it.   

e. This footprint has an estimated site life of 55 years or a capacity of approximately 17.3 
million cubic yards. 

f. The Eastern Footprint Alternative is located in close proximity to Borrow 3, and a haul 
road to the borrow area could be constructed within the projected landfill disturbance 
limits. 

g. The cost of construction per ton of disposal capacity provided is $6.70. 

h. This footprint impacts approximately 0.40 acres of wetlands per year of site life. 

The Eastern Footprint Alternative represents nearly 10 more acres of wetland impacts and the 
disturbance of over 1,000 more linear feet of stream channel than any other option considered.  
Potential impacts to the maintenance and continued function of the leachate conveyance system 
of the existing landfill due to the overlay location presents an environmental risk due to the 
potential for leachate migration outside of the landfill limits.  The visibility and lack of buffer 
from Route 177 is opposed by the Town of Rodman and would likely lead to a costly and time-
consuming DEC adjudicatory permit hearing.  These factors, combined with the higher cost per 
year of site life than the chosen alternative makes the Eastern Footprint Alternative not 
practicable. 

5.8.4  Zero Wetland Footprint 

Two stand-alone footprints have been conceptualized, to examine the practicability of 
developing footprint expansion areas that would have no impacts on wetlands.  The footprints 
and corresponding proposed limits of disturbance for this alternative can be seen on Figure 19.  
Considered together, the following information is pertinent in analyzing the practicability of 
this footprint: 

a. This footprint alternative does not result in impacts to wetlands or stream channel. 

b. The Zero Wetland Footprint Alternative is approximately 495 feet from Route 177 and 
would provide minimal visual and odor/noise buffer area.  

c. The total projected site life for the Zero Wetland Footprint Alternative is 16 years or 5.1 
million cubic yards of capacity. 

d. The Zero Wetland Footprint Alternative would be located approximately 1.2 miles away 
from the primary source of borrow material, which would necessitate construction and 
costly use of a long onsite haul road to obtain borrow material for landfill operations 
and would result in increased emissions associated with expanded trucking operations.   
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e. The cost of construction per ton of disposal capacity provided is $20.50. 

f. The development of two separate footprints under this Zero Wetland Footprint 
Alternative would involve costs associated with the construction of two new leachate 
pump stations.  Each of the other footprint expansion alternatives would need no more 
than one new leachate pump station. 

g. Development of a landfill footprint in this area would complicate and potentially 
increase costs associated with the planned development of a greenhouse or similar 
business venture that is part of the Authority’s landfill gas to energy project, by limiting 
location options for the development of such facilities. 

h. The larger, northern footprint for this Zero Wetland Footprint Alternative would 
eliminate a hayfield that currently serves as a principal food source for deer that use 
portions of the landfill site as a wintering yard.  The Authority is required to provide 
this deer wintering area as a condition of their current landfill permit. 

While the Zero Wetland Footprint represents the option with the least impacts to wetlands, it 
does not meet the design requirements set forth in the design criteria.  The expansion would be 
too close to Route 177 resulting in opposition from the Town of Rodman.  The site life provided 
by this alternative is not long enough to warrant construction of the landfill as the Authority 
would need to immediately begin its search for another development alternative.  The 
extremely high cost per year of site life associated with this project is also outside of the design 
requirements set forth by the Authority as it would be highly irresponsible to spend this sum of 
taxpayer money on a facility that would result in such high tipping fees to its service area due 
to the high development costs.  These factors make the Zero Wetland Footprint impracticable. 

5.8.5  Northwestern Footprint Alternative A 

The footprint and corresponding proposed limits of disturbance for this alternative can be seen 
on Figure 20.  The following information is pertinent in analyzing the practicability of the 
Northwestern Footprint Alternative A: 

a. It would impact approximately 13.42 acres of wetlands. 

b. It would impact approximately 3,762 linear feet of stream channel. 

c. The footprint is located 700 feet from Route 177.  Analysis of the potential construction 
of a screening berm to provide buffer from Route 177 revealed that there is not enough 
space between the proposed footprint and highway to construct a berm capable of 
screening the landfill at this location.  

d. The Northwest Footprint Alternative A has an estimated site life of 77 years, or a 
capacity of 24.3 million cubic yards. 

e. The Northwest Footprint Alternative A would be located approximately 1.3 miles away 
from the primary source of borrow material, which would necessitate construction and 
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costly use of a long onsite haul road to obtain borrow material for landfill operations 
and would result in increased emissions associated with expanded trucking operations.   

f. The construction cost per ton of disposal capacity provided is $9.10. 

g. The Northwestern Footprint Alternative A would result in impacts to 0.17 acres of 
wetlands per year of site life. 

h. The Northwest Footprint Alternative A would eliminate a hayfield that currently serves 
as a principal food source for deer that use portions of the landfill site as a wintering 
yard.  The Authority is required to provide this deer wintering area as a condition of 
their current landfill permit. 

The impact to 3,762 feet of stream channel represents the second highest impact of all of the 
alternatives, and wetland impacts associated with this alternative represent the third highest 
total.  This combined with the impacts to the community due to its proximity to Route 177 and 
its high construction costs makes the development of Northwestern Footprint Alternative A not 
practicable. 

5.8.6  Northwestern Footprint Alternative B 

The footprint and corresponding proposed limits of disturbance for this alternative can be seen 
on Figure 21.  The following information is pertinent in analyzing the practicability of the 
Northwestern Footprint Alternative B:  

a. It would impact approximately 6.66 acres of wetlands. 

b. It would impact approximately 3,034 linear feet of stream channel. 

c. The footprint is located 700 feet from Route 177.  A visual analysis of this alternative was 
completed and is included in Appendix K. Analysis of the potential construction of a 
screening berm to provide buffer from Route 177 revealed that there is not enough space 
between the proposed footprint and highway to construct a berm capable of screening 
the landfill at this location.  

d. The site life of Northwestern Footprint Alternative B would be approximately 56 years 
or 17.5 million cubic yards of capacity. 

e. The Northwest Footprint Alternative B would be located approximately 1.3 miles away 
from the primary source of borrow material, which would necessitate construction and 
costly use of a long onsite haul road to obtain borrow material for landfill operations.   

f. The construction cost per ton of disposal capacity provided is $9.50. 

g. The Northwestern Footprint Alternative B would result in impacts to 0.12 acres of 
wetlands per year of site life. 

h. The Northwest Footprint Alternative B would eliminate a hayfield that currently serves 
as a principal food source for deer that use portions of the landfill site as a wintering 
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yard.  The Authority is required to provide this deer wintering area as a condition of 
their current landfill permit. 

While the Northwestern Footprint Alternative B represents the second fewest wetland impacts 
per year of site life, it represents one of the most detrimental alternatives from a public interest 
standpoint (with the exception with Northwestern Footprint Alternative A).  The proximity of 
the expansion to Route 177 and the properties along it would lead to intense public opposition 
to the expansion in this location.  The resulting adjudicatory hearing would not only have the 
potential to delay the construction of the expansion beyond the site life of the existing landfill, 
leading to the need for alternative disposal options, it would also be at a great cost to the 
residents within the service area.  For these public interest reasons, the Northwestern Footprint 
Alternative B is not practicable.  

5.8.7  Western Footprint 

The footprint and corresponding proposed limits of disturbance for this alternative can be seen 
on Figure 22.  The following information is pertinent in analyzing the practicability of the 
Western Footprint Alternative:   

a. The Western Footprint would impact a total of 11.17 acres of wetland. 

b. It would impact approximately 3,094 linear feet of stream channel.  

c. An overlay expansion along the west side of the existing landfill would bury the existing 
leachate collection piping network for Cell Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 underneath over one 
hundred feet of waste eliminating access to the current leachate transfer manholes and 
monitoring systems.  

d. While the Western Footprint Alternative is 3,560 feet from Route 177 providing adequate 
odor/noise buffer to the highway and residents along it, due to its location on relatively 
high ground and the lack of visual buffer from the Proposed Southern Expansion it will 
be highly visible from Route 177.  A visual rendering of this alternative was completed 
to illustrate this visibility and is included in Appendix K.  The berm required for 
screening of the Western alternative from Route 177 is possible but represents a 
significant cost at approximately $4.8 million (which is 5 percent of the overall cost for 
this alternative) and would result in the destruction of an additional 0.36 acres of 
wetland. 

e. The total projected site life for the Western Footprint Alternative is 30 years or 9.3 
million cubic yards of capacity.   

f. The Western Footprint Alternative would be located nearly a mile away from the 
primary source of borrow material, which would necessitate construction and costly use 
of a long onsite haul road to obtain borrow material for landfill operations. 

g. The construction cost per ton of disposal capacity provided is $12.30. 
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h. This alternative would result in a wetland impact of 0.38 acres per year of airspace 
provided. 

The Western Footprint Alternative is impracticable from the standpoint of environmental 
monitorability and maintenance.  In fact, by burying the leachate collection piping and 
monitoring points, implementation of a Western Footprint Alternative could be deemed the 
most damaging environmental alternative (along with the Southwestern Footprint Alternative, 
which has the same significant environmental drawbacks).  The inability to gain access to the 
leachate collection piping and monitoring systems for those five landfill cells could prevent 
critical repairs from being made in the event of a failure in the leachate collection system, 
thereby posing a risk of thousands of gallons of leachate being released into the environment.   

In addition, since independent leachate collection system monitoring must be maintained for 
existing Cell Nos. 1-5, any overlay on the west side of those cells (i.e., the low end of those cells 
which is where leachate currently drains to and is monitored on a daily basis) would require an 
expansion of the current liner system and leachate collection piping.  The existing systems are 
gravity leachate collection systems where the leachate is collected and conveyed through the 
lined landfill containment berm via dual contained piping to a leachate transfer manhole for 
each cell.  An expansion of these leachate lines would require removal of the landfill 
containment berm of the existing landfill and installation of a new liner system to the west, 
which would involve an extensive waste excavation project entailing the relocation of over 
80,000 cubic yards of existing solid waste to build the liner system tie-in.  A waste relocation 
project is not advisable since landfill stability may be jeopardized (i.e., a landslide risk would be 
created) and the work would most likely result in significant odor emissions.  In addition to 
these environmental and safety concerns, from an economic standpoint the cost to relocate the 
waste is estimated to be approximately $1,200,000 based on a unit cost of $15.00 per cubic yard. 

If the Western Footprint overlay were to be attempted, the extensive leachate pipe expansions 
would create another significant environmental concern because such expansions would result 
in leachate collection pipe lengths in excess of 2,500 linear feet from a single access point.  The 
State solid waste regulations (6 NYCRR Part 360) require leachate collection piping to be 
cleaned at least once per year.  Pipe lengths in excess of 1,500 linear feet (as measured from each 
access point for pipe cleaning) cannot effectively be cleaned to meet these requirements.  For 
any pipe lengths that would be unable to be cleaned, that section of pipe would eventually clog 
up and prevent the free flow of leachate into the collection system.  The long-term result would 
be environmental degradation from the release of leachate into the environment.  The interstitial 
space of the dual contained pipe would also be inaccessible for monitoring, thereby eliminating 
the ability to quickly determine if the piping is damaged and potentially leaking to the 
environment.  This potential impact, along with this alternative representing the highest 
construction cost per year of site life, makes it not practicable. 
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5.8.8  Southwestern Footprint 

The footprint and corresponding proposed limits of disturbance for this alternative can be seen 
on Figure 23.  The following information is pertinent in analyzing the practicability of the 
Southwestern Footprint Alternative: 

a. The Southwestern Footprint alternative would result in impacts to approximately 12.9 
acres of wetlands. 

b. It would impact approximately 3,551 linear feet of stream channel. 

c. As noted above for the Western Footprint Alternative, an overlay expansion along the 
west side of the existing landfill would bury the existing leachate collection piping 
network for Cell Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 underneath over one hundred feet of waste 
eliminating access to the current leachate transfer manholes and monitoring systems. 

d. This alternative would be approximately 3,125 feet from Route 177, providing adequate 
buffer and most likely avoid an adjudicatory hearing. 

e. The Southwestern Footprint would provide approximately 73 years of site life or 
22,900,000 cubic yards of capacity. 

f. This alternative would result in impacts to wetlands of approximately 0.18 acres per 
year of site life. 

g. The construction cost per ton of capacity provided is $5.40. 

The potential environmental impacts due to the overlay of the Southwestern Footprint 
Alternative would be exactly the same as those discussed extensively in regards to the Western 
Footprint Alternative above.  Although the wetland and stream impacts, public interest factors, 
and costs presented above compete closely with the Proposed Southern Expansion, the 
potential catastrophic environmental implications associated with the overlay of the existing 
landfill make this alternative not practicable. 

5.8.9  Summary of Onsite Alternatives and LEDPA Analysis 

As demonstrated above, there are several site-specific factors that, either singly or in 
combination, make the Proposed Southern Expansion (Section 5.8.1) the LEDPA.  Table 14 
provides a summary of the onsite footprint alternatives comparing the estimated development 
costs per ton and key environmental and logistical considerations.  Costs per ton are based on 
the Authority’s current average annual disposal rate of 260,000 tons.  Refer to Tables 12 and 13 
for additional details on cost, logistical and environmental considerations for each footprint 
alternative. 
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Table 12 – Summary of Onsite Alternatives 

Footprint Alternatives 
(1) 

Liner 
Acreage2 

(2) 

Potential 
Disturbance 

Acreage 
(3) 

Overlay 
Acreage 

(4) 

Volume of 
Potential 
Disposal 
Capacity 

(cubic yards) 
(5) 

Site Life 
(years) 

(6) 

Potential 
Stream 
Impacts 

(linear feet) 

Potential Impacts to Wetlands (7) 

Total 
Area 

Total Area 
Per Year 

of Site Life 

Emergent –
Submerged 

Beaver Complex Scrub - Shrub Forested - Mixed Forested - Deciduous Wet Meadow 

acres 
% of 

wetlands acres 
% of 

wetlands acres 
% of 

wetlands acres 
% of 

wetlands acres 
% of 

wetlands 

Eastern Footprint Alternative 68 95 11 17,300,000 55 4,887 22.37 0.407 0.60 2.68% 7.10 31.74% 11.76 52.57% 0.00 0.00% 2.91 13.01% 

Zero Wetland Footprint Alternative (Northern) 44 84 0 3,213,000 10 0 0 0.000 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 

Zero Wetland Footprint Alternative (Southern) 18 36 0 1,887,000 6 0 0 0.000 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 

Northwestern Footprint Alternative A 136 184 0 24,300,000 77 3,762 13.42 0.174 0.23 1.71% 3.51 26.15% 3.92 29.21% 0.00 -- 5.76 42.92% 

Northwestern Footprint Alternative B 101 159 0 17,500,000 56 3,034 6.66 0.120 0.23 3.52% 1.72 26.03% 0.00 -- 0.00 -- 4.71 70.44% 

Western Footprint Alternative 68 99 18 9,300,000 30 3,094 11.16 0.377 1.60 14.34% 5.07 45.43% 0.00 -- 2.19 19.62% 2.30 20.61% 

Southwestern Footprint Alternative 105 131 29 22,900,000 73 3,551 12.9 0.177 1.70 13.18% 5.57 43.18% 0.00 -- 0.79 6.12% 4.83 37.44% 

Southern Footprint - No Stream Impacts Alternative 43 67 18 5,640,000 18 545 9.41 0.525 0.02 0.20% 3.08 32.73% 0.00 -- 0.79 8.40% 5.52 58.66% 

Proposed Southern Expansion 107 141 18 19,368,000 62 3,609 13.5 0.219 0.02 0.15% 3.14 23.26% 0.00 -- 1.69 12.52% 8.67 64.22% 

(1)  Locations of footprint alternatives are shown on Figures 16 through 23. 
(2)  Liner acreage is the footprint area of the limits of waste, additional area will be disturbed for supporting facilities. 
(3)  Development acreage includes additional area for supporting facilities (perimeter roads, landfill berms, stormwater detention basins). 
(4)  Overlay acreage for the extension areas is for an overlay onto the existing landfill. 
(5)  Volume calculation assumed a depth of fill of 200 feet where possible.  Depth of fill for the Zero Wetland Footprint Alternative and Southern Footprint - Zero Stream Impacts Alternative are less due to geometry constraints. 
(6)  Site life estimated on the basis of an in-place density of 1,740 pounds of waste per cubic yard, 5% non-waste, and 260,000 tons / year. 
(7)  All potential wetland impacts are based upon the disturbance area for each alternative, and may include some temporary construction impacts. 
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Table 13 – Summary of Costs for Onsite Alternatives 

Footprint Option 
Logistical Problem 

New 
Liner 
Acres 

New Liner 
Construction 

Costs 
(1) 

$ for 
Logistical 
Problems 

(2) 

Wetland Mitigation Costs 

Permitting 
Costs 

(5) 

 
Cost 

Sub-total 
(2010 $) 

 
Years 

to 
Permit 

(6) 

Construction 
Year 
Total 

(7) 

 
 

Site Life 
(years) 

 
Cost per 
Year of 

Site Life 
(8) 

 
$/ton 

at TPY of 
260,000 

Forested 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Forest 
Mitigation 

Cost 
(3) 

Non-Forest 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Non-Forest 
Mitigation 

Cost 
(4) 

Eastern Footprint Alternative 
   

11.76 $4,410,000 10.42 $1,563,000 
       Extend Leachate Cleanout 

 
  $600,000             

 
  

 
    

Zero Wetland Footprint Alternative 62 $55,800,000 $3,706,000 0.9 $337,500 1.7 $255,000 $5,200,000 $65,298,500 9 $85,200,000 16 $5,325,000 $20.50 

Build Gravel Haul Road 
 

  $186,000             
 

  
 

    

Hauling Costs for Borrow 
 

  $3,220,000             
 

  
 

    

Build Additional Pump Station 
 

  $300,000             
 

  
 

    

Northwestern Footprint Alternative A 136 $122,400,000 $8,574,000 4.82 $1,807,500 11.2 $1,680,000 $5,200,000 $139,661,500 9 $182,230,000 77 $2,366,623 $9.10 

Build Gravel Haul Road 
 

  $204,000             
 

  
 

    

Hauling Costs for Borrow 
 

  $8,370,000             
 

  
 

    

Northwestern Footprint Alternative B 101 $90,900,000 $8,574,000 0.9 $337,500 8.23 $1,234,500 $5,200,000 $106,246,000 9 $138,630,000 56 $2,475,536 $9.50 

Build Gravel Haul Road 
 

  $204,000             
 

  
 

    

Hauling Costs for Borrow 
 

  $8,370,000             
 

  
 

    

Western Footprint Alternative 68 $61,200,000 $4,642,000 3.09 $1,158,750 10.68 $1,602,000 $5,200,000 $73,802,750 9 $96,300,000 30 $3,210,000 $12.30 

Reconfigure Leachate System 
 

  $1,000,000             
 

  
 

    

Relocate Waste for Liner Tie In 
 

  $1,200,000             
 

  
 

    

Build Gravel Haul Road 
 

  $132,000             
 

  
 

    

Hauling Costs for Borrow 
 

  $2,310,000             
 

  
 

    

Southwestern Footprint Alternative 105 $94,500,000 $2,200,000 0.79 $296,250 12.1 $1,815,000 $600,000 $99,411,250 1 $102,390,000 73 $1,402,603 $5.40 

Reconfigure Leachate System 
 

  $1,000,000             
 

  
 

    

Relocate Waste for Liner Tie In 
 

  $1,200,000             
 

  
 

    

Southern Footprint - Zero Stream Impact Alternative 43 $38,700,000 $300,000 0.79 $296,250 8.62 $1,293,000 $600,000 $41,189,250 1 $42,420,000 18 $2,356,667 $9.10 

Build Additional Pump Station 
 

  $300,000             
 

  
 

    

Proposed Southern Footprint Extension 106 $95,400,000 $0 1.69 $633,750 11.83 $1,774,500 $600,000 $98,408,250 1 $101,360,000 61 $1,661,639 $6.40 

Notes: 
(1)  New liner construction costs are based on new liner acres @ $900,000 per acre for construction of liner and cap systems, including placement of fill to subgrade, new leachate pump station with conveyance piping, and installation of new monitoring wells. 
(2)  Logistical problems are listed below: 

a)  The eastern footprint alternative would overlay the high (eastern) end of the existing landfill's cells 5 thru 11, requiring an extension of the leachate system's cleanout piping for those cells. 
b)  The western and southwestern extensions would overlay the low end of the current footprint's leachate collection system, requiring modifications to relocate the leachate system & monitoring points from the current footprint. 
c)  The northwestern footprint and the potential zero wetland impact footprints would require construction and use of a long haul road of approx. 4,400 to 6,800 feet to obtain borrow material for landfill operations. 
d)  Since the zero wetland footprint alternative consists of two separate footprints, this option would require construction of an additional leachate pump station and additional leachate conveyance piping. 

(3)  Mitigation cost for impacts to forested wetlands assumes a replacement ratio of 3 to 1 at a cost of $125,000 per mitigation acre of forested wetland. 
(4)  Mitigation cost for impacts to non-forested wetlands assumes a replacement ratio of 2 to 1 at a cost of $75,000 per mitigation acre of non-forested wetland. 
(5)   Permitting costs are based on a DEC adjudicatory hearing for footprint options that would be opposed by the Town and neighbors (i.e., footprints visible from Route 177 with less buffer from nearby residents).  These costs are based on recent experience with landfill adjudicatory 

hearings in NYS and include professional fees for environmental, engineering and legal services. 
(6)  "Years to Permit" refers to the number of years required to obtain required permits (assumes 1 year with no opposition and 9 years with Town opposition and an adjudicatory permit hearing [per recent experience in NYS]). 
(7)  Construction year cost totals assume an annual inflation rate of 3.00%. 
(8)  Cost per year of site life = construction year cost totals divided by the estimated site life for each footprint option.  Site life estimates are based on an average disposal rate of 260,000 tons per year. 
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Table 14: Comparison of Analyzed Alternatives - Estimated Development Costs, 
Key Environmental Factors, and Logistical Considerations 

Footprint Option $/ton Key Environmental Factors and Logistical Considerations  

Southwestern 
Footprint Alternative 

$5.40 Inability to assure long-term environmental monitorability of leachate system underneath 
over 100 feet of waste makes this, in conjunction with the Western Footprint Alternative, the 
most damaging environmental alternative.  This is an unacceptable environmental risk for the 
Authority to take.   

Proposed Southern 
Footprint Expansion 

$6.40 Represents the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.  It offers a cost 
efficient, long-term footprint expansion that minimizes soil hauling costs and impacts because 
it is in closest proximity to the primary source of borrow material.  Development of this soil 
mining area on the southeast side of the landfill site will be necessary for all of the onsite 
alternatives.  By incorporating this area within its footprint, the proposed Southern Footprint 
Expansion would achieve reduced total land impacts thereby minimizing impacts to intact 
upland habitats.  It is well screened and buffered from Route 177 which makes it consistent 
with the Town’s resolution of support, thereby optimizing the opportunity to implement it 
before the current landfill runs out of disposal space.  Development of the proposed Southern 
Footprint Expansion would preserve a diversity of habitats associated with approximately 104 
acres of wetlands on site that would not be impacted by this footprint expansion.  Unlike the 
Southwestern and Western Footprint Alternatives, leachate monitoring structures for this 
Southern Footprint Expansion would not be buried underneath a vast mass of waste and 
would remain monitorable, free flowing and highly protective of the environment.   

Eastern Footprint 
Alternative 

$6.70 Reasonable costs are outweighed by extent of adverse impacts to wetlands, particularly 
impacts to forested wetlands, and stream channel and by its visibility and lack of buffer from 
Route 177 which will likely prevent it from being permitted and built before the current 
landfill runs out of disposal space due to opposition from the Town. 

Northwestern 
Footprint Alternative 
A 

$9.10 Less favorable than the Proposed Southern Expansion due to more impacts to stream channel, 
its visibility and lack of buffer from Route 177 will likely prevent it from being permitted and 
built before the current landfill runs out of disposal space due to opposition from the Town, 
and 40% higher development costs.   

Northwestern 
Footprint Alternative 
B 

$9.50 Less favorable than the Proposed Southern Expansion due to shorter useful life, its visibility 
and lack of buffer from Route 177 will likely prevent it from being permitted and built before 
the current landfill runs out of disposal space due to opposition from the Town, and 50% 
higher development costs. 

Southern Footprint – 
No Stream Impact 
Alternative 

$9.10 Less favorable than the Proposed Southern Expansion due to extremely high impacts to 
wetlands per year of site life provided and the short useful life. 

Western Footprint 
Alternative 

$12.30 Inability to assure long-term environmental monitorability of leachate system underneath 
over 100 feet of waste makes this, in conjunction with the Southwestern Footprint Alternative, 
the most damaging environmental alternative that is an unacceptable environmental risk for 
the Authority to take.  Other drawbacks include its visibility and lack of buffer from Route 177 
would likely prevent it from being permitted and built before the current landfill runs out of 
disposal space due to opposition from the Town, plus its nearly 100% higher development 
costs, when compared to the Proposed Southern Expansion. 

Zero Wetland 
Footprint Alternative 

$20.50 Less favorable than the Proposed Southern Expansion due to extremely short useful life and 
development costs that are nearly 3 times higher. 

 
As outlined in the summary table above, the Proposed Southern Expansion represents the 
LEDPA for expansion of the landfill due to a number of factors including acceptance by the host 
community, avoidance of environmental risks associated with overlaying existing leachate 
monitoring structures, incorporation of necessary borrow area to reduce additional impacts to 
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upland areas and haul costs, and overall cost efficiency.  Most importantly, this option provides 
the Authority with the required disposal capacity outlined in the evaluation criteria so that this 
process will not need to be undertaken again for over 60 years.  Also, the positive public interest 
related to this option will result in the shortest possible SEQR and permitting process, helping 
to ensure continuous local disposal capacity availability to the service area counties and Fort 
Drum.  While this alternative results in impacts to wetlands and streams at the site, the 
execution of proposed onsite protection measures and the stream rerouting concept will help to 
protect the ecological integrity of the site while providing one of the highest disposal capacities 
per impact ratios.  The Proposed Southern Expansion area avoids, and will ultimately result in 
the protection of, over 100 acres of remaining wetland and 44,000 feet of stream on the SWMF 
property.  Protection of remaining aquatic resources along with restoration and enhancement 
activities on and offsite prior to impacts will ensure that there is no net loss of aquatic resource 
function as a result of the Proposed Southern Expansion.   

5.9  Compensatory Mitigation Plan 

Both on- and offsite mitigation actions are proposed to compensate for aquatic resource impacts 
associated with the Proposed Southern Expansion.  The proposed onsite mitigation area 
consists of over 650 acres of wetlands, streams, and associated 100-foot upland buffers on lands 
owned by the Authority.  These 550 acres (104 acres of wetlands, 256 acres of wetland buffer, 
and 194 acres of stream buffer) will be preserved in perpetuity as part of the proposed 
compensatory mitigation plan for the Proposed Southern Expansion project.  These areas are 
located immediately adjacent to, and surrounding, the existing landfill and the Proposed 
Southern Expansion footprint (Figure 14).  The onsite mitigation area includes approximately 
44,377 feet of first and second order headwater streams, including approximately 194 acres of 
100-foot stream buffer area, and approximately 104 acres of wetlands, including 256 acres of 
associated 100-foot upland buffer.  Of the stream length to be preserved, approximately 9,900 
feet of stream will be enhanced, totaling 42.5 acres of 100 foot stream buffer area.  

The onsite preservation and enhancement areas described above consist of existing wetlands, 
streams, upland buffers, and riparian corridors adjacent to portions of both the Northern and 
Southern Tributaries.  Much of the area slated for preservation includes high quality riparian 
and wetland habitat integrated into intact, somewhat contiguous forest stands dominated by 
mature second-growth northern hardwood species.  Areas intended for enhancement include 
those portions of the existing riparian corridors that currently feature less robust, diverse, or 
intact forest types.  Several of these areas are currently adjacent to existing or recently reverting 
agricultural fields (Figure 14).  These enhanced stream buffers will be established in most cases 
by harmonizing the buffer areas to the existing floodplain topography to maximize the re-
establishment of a viable riparian buffer in close proximity to the stream channel.  In those areas 
where a significant portion of the 100-foot buffer area extends into a distinct upland zone, 
plantings will include species targeted at providing improved habitat components and/or food 
sources for wildlife species.  Proposed plantings consist of native species found onsite in 
existing intact riparian buffers.  Figure 24 indicates which stream buffer areas will be enhanced 
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by the addition of shrub and/or tree plantings.  Further details associated with the onsite 
mitigation plan are included in the Aquatic Resource Mitigation Strategy (Development 
Authority of the North Country, 2011), provided as Appendix E.   

The proposed offsite mitigation area is located in the same eight digit watershed as impacts 
(Salmon-Sandy Creek Watershed, HUC 04140102).  The site is approximately 14 miles from the 
impacts, 3.8 miles northwest of Ellisburg and 7.0 miles south of Henderson Harbor in the Town 
of Ellisburg, Jefferson County, New York, in the Eastern Lake Ontario Region (Figure 15).  The 
40-acre area designated as the mitigation site is owned and managed by the NYSDEC as part of 
the Lakeview Wildlife Management Area (WMA) and is currently in row crops with little or no 
buffer along Sandy Creek.  The soils and hydrology at the site are suitable to restore over 28 
acres of wetland habitat, enhance stream bank buffer and reduce stream bank erosion.  The 
adjacent areas include extensive wetlands on the WMA and agriculture properties.  Restoration 
of the offsite mitigation area will provide significant benefits to water quality and wildlife by 
restoring buffer and creating forest blocks and wetland habitat.  These restoration benefits are 
conservation priorities in this part of the Sandy Creek subwatershed.  Further details associated 
with the offsite mitigation plan are included in the Aquatic Resource Mitigation Strategy 
(Development Authority of the North Country, 2011), provided as Appendix E.   

6.0  Conclusion 

The Proposed Southern Expansion described and evaluated in this joint permit application 
involves onsite expansion of an existing landfill necessary for long-term, cost effective solid 
waste disposal capacity in Jefferson, Lewis, and St. Lawrence Counties and for the growing 
population associated with Fort Drum.  The Proposed Southern Expansion is acceptable to the 
local community and ensures locally controlled, environmentally sound, and reliable disposal 
capacity in the Authority’s service area for several generations.   

The Authority prepared this joint permit application in accordance with 33 CFR Part 330.  The 
information presented and analyzed, and the conclusions drawn, are based on extensive data 
collection, communication with regulatory and conservation agency staff, and the mission and 
purpose of the Authority.  Within this permit application the Authority has demonstrated the 
following: a need for the project, that the Proposed Southern Expansion is the most practicable 
alternative from environmental, economic and logistical perspectives, that the expansion will 
provide benefits to public interest or prevent and mitigate for potential impacts, that aquatic 
resources have been avoided and minimized to the greatest extent practicable, and that 
compensatory mitigation will be provided to offset loss of aquatic resources at the site and 
within the watershed.   
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Project Site Location Map 
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Figure 2 
 

Site Development Plan 
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Figure 3 
 

Typical Landfill Liner System Schematic 
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Figure 4 
 

Aerial Photography – Site Location Map 
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Figure 5 
 

Topographic Map 
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Figure 6 
 

Soil Survey Map 
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Figure 7 
 

Vegetative Covertype Map – SWMF Property 
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Figure 8 
 

National Wetland Inventory Map 
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Figure 9 
 

Delineated Wetlands – Proposed Southern Expansion 
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Figure 10 
 

Stream Resources Map – SWMF Property 
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Figure 11 
 

Salmon-Sandy Watershed Land Use/Cover Map 
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Figure 12 
 

Subwatershed Land Use/Cover and Stream Buffer Map 
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Figure 13 
 

Existing Permitted Borrow Areas and Landfill Footprint 
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Figure 14 
 

Onsite Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan 
  



Notes:
1.  The buffer and preservation areas shown on this figure are 
approximate. The construction and use of existing and future
permitted activities on the DANC Solid Waste Management Facility
may require temporary incursions into some of the buffer areas from
time to time to satisfy construction or operational needs including
but not limited to the construction and use of access roads, site
cleanup activities, site maintenance, soil mining and stockpiling
activities; ATV and vehicular access for ground water monitoring, 
monitoring well maintenance, monitoring well replacement, and
installation of new wells; and maintenance activities associated with
the Landfill Gas to Energy Facility power line.
2.  Activities included in the Deer Management Plan for the site are
compatible with and may take place within the buffer and preservation 
areas identified on this figure.

3.  Identified soil borrow areas show some overlap with the proposed
wetland and mitigation buffer areas. In these overlap areas, the buffer 
and preservation areas will not take effect until after these borrow
areas have been completely mined out, re-seeded and stabilized.
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Figure 15 
 

Offsite Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan 
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Figure 16 
 

Proposed Southern Expansion Alternative 
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Proposed Southern Expansion Alternative – No Stream Impacts 
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Eastern Footprint Alternative 
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Figure 19 
 

Zero Wetland Impacts Footprint Alternative 
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Northwestern Footprint Alternative A 
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Northwestern Footprint Alternative B 
  



Northwestern Expansion Alternative B
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Western Footprint Alternative 
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Southwestern Footprint Alternative 
  



Southwestern Expansion Alternative
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Figure 24 
 

Stream Buffer Enhancement Planting Plan 
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This document provides an analysis of the land use features of the local and regional watersheds that 

encompass the Development Authority of the North Country’s Solid Waste Management Facility 

(SWMF) property.  The connection between natural resources on the SWMF property and the 

watershed were evaluated and conservation opportunities at the watershed and site level were 

assessed.  The SWMF property is located in the Salmon Sandy basin and more specifically in the Fish 

Creek/Sandy Creek and Headwaters South Sandy Creek subwatersheds.  The Sandy Creek and South 

Sandy Creek subwatersheds are directly downstream of the two subwatersheds in which SWMF is 

located.  These were also included in this analysis because any activity on the SWMF site affects the 

areas downstream and the regional forest habitat.   

In general, the land use patterns of the four subwatersheds are similar to the Salmon Sandy basin;  

headwater areas near the eastern side of the subwatersheds are dominated by forest and the 

subwatersheds closer to Lake Ontario with lower terrain are dominated by agriculture.  The 

conversion of natural land cover to agriculture and development has resulted in high proportions of 

streams without natural vegetated buffers, fragmentation of forests and loss of wetlands in 

agricultural areas.   In the Fish Creek/Sandy Creek and Sandy Creek subwatersheds, 23% and 46% of 

the area within 50m of streams is not natural cover.  Additionally, 405 acres of wetlands in the Fish 

Creek/ Sandy Creek and 625 acres of wetlands in Sandy Creek subwatershed in areas now in 

agricultural land use have been lost.  This loss has occurred predominantly along streams and in the 

headwater areas of streams.  Conversely, 91% of the land use in the Headwaters South Sandy 

subwatershed remains in natural cover types and 96% of the stream buffers have natural cover.      

I recommend three priorities for conservation action: 1) protect and restore headwater streams and 

wetlands in the Fish Creek/ Sandy Creek subwatershed, 2)protect and connect large forest patches in 

the Fish Creek/ Sandy Creek  and Headwaters South Sandy subwatersheds, and 3) reestablish stream 

buffers in native vegetation and restore riparian wetlands in Sandy Creek subwatershed.   Because of 

the location of the SWMF property in the upper reaches of the Fish Creek/ Sandy Creek 

subwatershed and in the transition areas where land cover changes from agricultural dominated to 

the west and forest dominated to the east, activities on site will affect the downstream watersheds as 

well as the regional forest habitat.  Conservation opportunities at the SWMF that will have a positive 

effect at the watershed level include protection of headwater stream and wetland complexes, 

protection and restoration of forests that connect with adjacent protected lands and large forest 

patches, restoration of stream buffers to native forest, and minimization of impervious cover.   Future 

land use planning should build upon the value of the existing natural areas by strategically protecting 

and restoring lands to maintain habitats that are functioning at high levels and improve habitats that 

have been degraded.  Additionally, future land use changes should seek to incorporate opportunities 

Overview 
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for protection and restoration within the proposed site plans.  Strategic restoration and protection of 

natural areas will maximize the benefits that wetlands, steams, and forests provide to the residents, 

neighbors, and visitors of the Fish Creek, Sandy Creek, Headwaters, and South Sandy subwatersheds 

and the larger Salmon Sandy Basin.   

 

 
 
The SWMF site is located in the HUC8 Salmon Sandy basin that flows into Lake Ontario (Map 1).  The 

SWMF property is primarily in the Fish Creek/ Sandy Creek (referred to as Fish Creek in this 

document) subwatershed with a small portion of the southeast section of the property in the 

Headwaters South Sandy Creek (referenced as Headwaters in this document) subwatershed.  Surface 

and shallow groundwater from the Fish Creek subwatershed flows into Sandy Creek subwatershed 

and ultimately Lake Ontario while waters from Headwaters subwatershed flow into the South Sandy 

Creek subwatershed and then also enter Lake Ontario (Map 2). 

 
Land Use  – Land use in the Salmon Sandy basin and the four subwatersheds of interest was 

characterized using the 2001 land use land cover data (LULC; Homer 2007).  The 2001 LULC maps 

were compared with 2009 digital orthophotography (USDA 2009) for the four subwatersheds which 

showed that there were only small changes in land use between 2001 and 2009.  Changes were 

attributed primarily to conversion of forest to cropland or pasture and conversion of cropland or 

pasture to developed.  Since the changes were rather minor I felt confident in using the 2001 LULC to 

evaluate the general land use in the watershed.  The one change that was made was reclassifying the 

landfill site (135 acres) on the SWMF property from cropland to barren.  Table 1 provides a summary 

of land use for the Salmon Sandy basin and four subwatersheds where activities on the SWMF 

property will have an influence.   

The Salmon Sandy basin is dominated by natural land use types (77%) which are primarily forest 

(65%).  Twenty percent of the basin is in agriculture composed of pasture (13%) and cropland (7%) 

and three percent of the basin is in a developed land use (i.e. urban, commercial, suburban 

development).  Agricultural and developed areas are focused in the western sections of the basin 

near Lake Ontario and in the low lying valleys in the northern section of the basin whereas the forest 

is concentrated in the middle and headwater sections of the basin in higher terrain (Map 3). 
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  *135 acres reclassified from cropland to barren in Fish Creek subwatershed 

The Fish Creek subwatershed in which the majority of the SWMF property is located shows similar 

land use patterns as the Salmon Sandy basin with slightly less natural land uses (63%) and slightly 

more agriculture (33%).  However, the Sandy Creek subwatershed which the Fish subwatershed flows 

into has almost opposite land use composition with only 37% of the watershed in natural land uses 

and 57% in agriculture and twice as much developed lands (6%) as the Salmon Sandy basin and Fish 

Creek subwatershed (3%).  The Headwaters subwatershed which includes a small section of the 

SWMF property is the least disturbed of the watersheds evaluated with 91% of the subwatershed in 

natural land cover (85% forested) and the remaining primarily in pasture (7%).  The South Sandy 

Creek subwatershed which the Headwaters subwatershed flows into has mixed land use with 58% 

natural land cover, 36% agriculture, and 5% developed.  The land use patterns in the four 

subwatersheds are representative of the larger Salmon Sandy basin in that the two headwater 

watersheds (Fish Creek and Headwaters) have the greatest amount of land cover remaining in natural  

cover types (primarily forest) while the two lower subwatersheds (Sandy Creek and South Sandy  

Creek) have had greater conversion of land to agriculture and development (Map 4).   

 
 
 
Table 1. Land use land cover (2001)* for the Salmon Sandy Basin and four subwatersheds 

Land Use/ 

Cover 

(2001) 

Salmon Sandy 

Basin          (HUC8) 

Fish Creek  

(HUC12) 

Sandy Creek   

(HUC12) 

Headwaters 

(HUC12) 

South Sandy 

Creek  (HUC12) 

 Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Developed 19,350 3 453 3 1,498 6 161 1 998 5 

Barren 938 <1 144 1 63 <1 8 <1 56 <1 

Subtotal 
Developed 

 3  3  6  1  5 

Cropland 41,967 7 2,548 16 8,858 36 371 1 3,450 18 

Pasture 80,052 13 2,578 17 5,027 21 1,882 7 3,546 18 

Subtotal 
Agriculture 

 20  33  57  8  36 

Forest 407,190 65 8,592 56 5,714 23 22,399 85 8,866 46 

Shrub/grass
land 

55,659 9 1,088 7 1,835 8 1,024 4 1,451 8 

Emergent 
Wetlands 

5,963 1 44 <1 1,032 4 169 1 587 3 

Water 11,805 2 12 <1 426 2 320 1 277 1 

Subtotal 
Natural 

 77  63  37  91  58 

Total Land 
Area 

622,923  15,461  24,455  26,334  19,231  
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Protected Lands – The four subwatersheds of interest have a significant amount of public lands 

(county and state-owned) totaling 18,622 acres (Map 5).  The majority of the area is in the 

Headwaters subwatershed which has 10,369 acres in public ownership.  The remaining acreage of 

public lands is almost equally split among the Fish Creek (3,222 ac.), Sandy Creek (2,432 ac.), and 

South Sandy Creek (2,599 ac.) subwatersheds.  The majority of public lands in the Headwaters 

subwatershed are state recreational lands which provide opportunities to the public for hunting, 

fishing, camping, hiking, winter sports, and other outdoor activities.   

Stream Buffers – A result of the conversion of land use from natural cover types to agriculture and 

development is a decline in water quality due to the increased transmittal of pollutants (sediment, 

nutrients, and toxics) to ground and surface waters.  Natural buffers including woody and herbaceous 

cover have been shown to reduce the level of pollutants that reach surface waters (i.e. streams).  

Additionally, stream buffers in natural vegetation also provide bank stabilization and reduce 

sediments in streams, provide retention of water during storms events reducing flooding 

downstream, and provide wildlife habitat.  The percent of streams with buffers in natural land use 

classifications (i.e. forest, wetland) in each of the four subwatersheds was evaluated by quantifying 

the 2001 land use within 50m (150ft) of streams that are mapped on the National Hydrography 

Dataset (NHD; Simley and Carswell 2009) layer.  The width of buffer that is needed to perform various 

functions (i.e. pollutant removal, habitat) is highly variable depending on which function is priority 

(i.e. Figure 1 for illustrative purposes) and local factors such as soils, topography, types of pollutant, 

species of interest, and water flow paths.  For the purpose of this assessment, fifty meters was used 

to illustrate current conditions and provide recommendations for opportunities to restore buffers.  If 

particular buffer functions are determined to be priorities this analysis should be adjusted to the 

appropriate width based on the best available science in the region. 

Table 2. Buffer land use within 50m of mapped streams in the Fish Creek, Sandy Creek, 

Figure 1. From: 

www.co.benton.or.us/cd/riparian/links.php 

 

http://www.co.benton.or.us/cd/riparian/links.php
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Headwaters, and South Sandy Creek subwatersheds based on 2001 land use land cover.   

Land Use/ Cover 

(2001) 

Fish Creek Sandy 

Creek (HUC12) 

Sandy Creek 

(HUC12) 

Headwaters 

South Sandy 

Creek 

(HUC12) 

South Sandy 

Creek 

(HUC12) 

 Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Total 

Acres 

% 

Water-

shed 

Developed 40 2 113 5 13 0 84 4 

Barren 1 0 7 0 1 0 2 0 

Subtotal Developed  2  5  0  4 

Cropland 174 9 401 19 10 0 224 11 

Pasture 213 11 440 21 139 4 426 21 

Subtotal Agriculture  21  40  4  32 

Natural cover 
(wetlands, forest, 
shrub, water) 

1,430 77 1,110 54 3,715 96 1,263 63 

Total Buffer Area 1,858  2,071  3,877  1,999  

 

The land use within 50m of mapped streams showed similar trends to the land use of the four 

subwatersheds in that the two headwater watersheds (Fish Creek and Headwaters subwatershed) 

have a higher percentage of streams with natural buffers (Table 2, Map 5) than the downstream 

subwatersheds.  The Headwaters subwatershed is of particular note with 96% of the stream length 

with natural buffers. The two lower subwatersheds have substantially less buffers in natural cover 

with 54% in Sandy Creek and 63% in South Sandy Creek subwatershed.  The majority of the areas 

without natural buffers are in agriculture which was evenly split between cropland and pasture in the 

Sandy Creek subwatershed (cropland 19%; pasture 21%) and greater amounts of pasture in the South 

Sandy subwatershed cropland 11%; pasture 21%).    
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Present and Historic Wetlands – 

Wetlands comprise 5% of the Fish 

Creek subwatershed and 19% of the 

Sandy Creek subwatershed based on 

mapped wetlands by the federal 

National Wetland Inventory (NWI) 

and/or New York State Department 

of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC).  However, based on 

review of a formal wetland 

delineation on a large portion of the 

SWMF property, I have little 

confidence that the wetland and soil 

maps for this region of the state are 

accurate.  As is common in forested 

areas, wetlands are difficult to map 

based on aerial photography 

because of the dense forest canopies. For example, in the heavily-forested Upper Juniata watershed 

in Pennsylvania, NWI under mapped the wetland area by 47% compared to a more detailed 

assessment (Wardrop et al. 2007).  Typically, wetlands are better mapped in agricultural land use 

types and the soils are better mapped because of the value of soils data to the agricultural 

community.  Therefore, to assess potential changes in wetlands in the Fish Creek and Sandy Creek 

subwatersheds, present and historic wetlands were evaluated within agricultural areas only 

(including cropland, pasture, and barren lands). Although this approach relies on the assumption that 

the wetland and soils maps in agricultural areas are more accurate and only considers loss in 

agricultural areas, I feel this will provide a general depiction of wetland trends in the area because 

the majority of freshwater forested and scrub shrub wetland loss occurs in areas that have been 

converted to agriculture or development (Dahl 2006).  Likewise, the most opportunity for re-

establishing hi 

storic wetlands occurs in areas that have been altered but are not developed.  It is important to note 

that there may be opportunities to enhance wetlands and improve the level of functions that they 

are providing in areas where they remain in natural cover but have been degraded by other means 

(i.e. removal of hydrology, introduction of invasive species, forest harvesting).  A field-based study of 

existing wetland condition would be needed to determine specific priorities for wetland restoration 

and enhancement.   

Of the 19,146 acres of agricultural lands in the two subwatersheds, 76 acres in the Fish Creek 

subwatershed and 197 acres in the Sandy Creek subwatershed are mapped as wetland.  I developed a 

historic wetland extent using soils that were classified as >75% hydric by the Natural Resource 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3. Present and historic wetlands in agricultural areas in Fish 
Creek and Sandy Creek subwatersheds. 

Description Fish Creek Sandy Creek 

(Acres) (Acres) 

Mapped federal and state 
wetlands 

764 4,681 

(5% of 
watershed) 

(19% of 
watershed) 

Mapped federal and state 
wetlands in agricultural land 
use 

76 197 

Historic wetlands (mapped 
hydric soils and mapped 
wetlands) in agricultural land 
use 

481 822 

Wetland loss since European 
colonization in areas currently 
in agricultural land use 

405 (84%) 625 (76%) 
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Conservation Service and current mapped wetlands in agricultural areas.   Compared to the areas 

currently mapped as wetland, 405 acres in Fish Creek subwatershed and 625 acres in Sandy Creek 

subwatershed of wetlands in agricultural area have been lost since European colonization (Table 3; 

map 6).  Although the proportion of wetlands in agricultural areas may seem minor compared to the 

total wetland area in the watershed, the area of loss is not insignificant.  While there are several large 

wetland complexes remaining in the Sandy Creek subwatershed that comprise the majority of 

wetland area in the Sandy Creek subwatershed, the cumulative loss of smaller wetlands can lead to 

degraded watershed conditions.  This loss has occurred predominantly in the headwaters of streams 

and along stream corridors.   

 

The Salmon Sandy basin which borders Lake Ontario has 73% of the land area in natural cover (i.e. 

forest, wetlands, water) and 23% of the land area that has been converted to agriculture and 

development.  The four subwatersheds that are influenced by activities that have occurred in the past 

or may occur in the future on the SWMF property have had greater conversion of natural lands to 

agriculture and development with the exception of Headwaters subwatershed.  The Fish Creek, Sandy 

Creek, and South Sandy Creek subwatersheds have 34%, 57%, and 36% of the land area in agriculture 

respectively and 63%, 37%, 58% of the land area in natural cover types respectively.  This conversion 

to primarily agriculture and some development is reflected in less stream buffers in natural land 

cover and the loss of wetlands.  Fish Creek and Sandy Creek subwatersheds have 21% and 40% of the 

stream buffer area in agricultural land use and have lost 405 acres and 625 acres of wetlands that are 

located on what is now agricultural land.  Conversely, the Headwaters subwatershed retains 91% of 

the land area in natural land cover and 96% of stream buffer area in natural cover.  Forestry activity 

or condition of the forests were not assessed as part of this project.   

Stream sampling by the NYSDEC indicates that the land use changes are affecting water quality.  

Using data from water quality, fish, and macroinvertebrates, the Sandy Creek subwatershed was 

categorized as having minor impacts to aquatic life from nutrients, organic loads and siltation while 

the more headwater subwatersheds in the area were categorized in good condition (Camoin Assoc. 

and Biohabitats 2008).         

Future land use planning should build upon the value of the existing natural areas by strategically 

protecting and restoring lands to maintain habitats that are functioning at high levels and improve 

habitats that have been degraded.  Additionally, future land use changes should seek to incorporate 

opportunities for protection and restoration within the proposed site plans.  Strategic restoration and 

protection of natural areas will maximize the benefits that wetlands, steams, and forests provide to 

Watershed Priorities for Conservation 
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Figure 2 

the residents, neighbors, and visitors of the Fish Creek, Sandy Creek, Headwaters, and South Sandy 

subwatersheds and the larger Salmon Sandy basin.   

The focus of this project was a watershed assessment in the context of the SWMF property.  

Therefore, Fish Creek and Sandy Creek subwatersheds were the focus of conservation opportunities 

that would benefit water quality and watershed hydrology and the Fish Creek and Headwaters 

subwatersheds were the focus of conservation opportunities for wildlife habitat and forest processes 

that are more dependent on large forest patches than watershed boundaries.   

I recommend three priorities for conservation action (Map 7) and provide a discussion on the benefits 

that these actions will provide below:  

1. Protect and restore headwater streams and wetlands in the Fish Creek subwatershed  

2. Protect and connect large forest blocks in Fish Creek and Headwaters subwatersheds 

3. Reestablish stream buffers in native vegetative cover and restore riparian wetlands in Sandy 

Creek subwatershed 

Protect and Restore Headwater Streams and Wetlands in the Fish Creek Subwatershed  -  

Headwater streams comprise most of the length of waterways in a watershed and are critical to 

maintaining normal stream flows, supporting the base of the food web for aquatic species, and 

removing pollutants before they enter larger surface waters and groundwater.   

Headwater streams and wetlands slow the transport of water from storm events by collecting and 

storing water in the wetland and then slowly releasing the water to the stream.  In this landscape, the 

majority of wetlands are associated with streams and most streams originate from headwater 

wetlands.  These headwater wetland and stream 

complexes provide significant water storage during 

heavy storm and precipitation events.  One acre of 

wetland that is flooded to a depth of one foot 

stores 333,000 gallons of water.  This storage 

function reduces high flood peaks downstream 

after storm events and prevents flood damage 

(Figure 2 top).  When headwater streams and 

wetlands are degraded or removed, the surface 

water is diverted downstream directly into larger 

streams.  Brody et al. (2007) found that the 

number of wetland impacts in a watershed was 

correlated with increased flooding as measured by stream gauge data.  Additionally, the increased 

quantity and magnitude of water during storm events causes stream channels to become incised 

which degrades the stream habitat and also can isolate the stream from the floodplain and adjacent 
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wetlands.  When floodplains become isolated from the stream channel, flood storage capacity is lost 

which exacerbates the magnitude and quantity of streamflows downstream (Figure 2 bottom).  The 

result of these changes often leads to an increase in flood damage to infrastructure and personal 

property.  Protecting and restoring headwater streams and wetland is important to prevent increased 

levels of flooding.      

Headwater streams are the primary source of organic matter and nutrients that support the food 

web and ultimately fisheries downstream (Wipfli et al. 2007).  Protecting and restoring headwater 

streams and wetlands will support and improve recreational fisheries in the watershed by 

maintaining food supplies for aquatic species.    

In Jefferson County, New York, 94% of the population is dependent on public drinking water systems 

that rely on intermittent, ephemeral and headwater streams for the water source (U.S. EPA 2009).  

Headwater streams and wetlands can filter surface waters, precipitation and groundwater that may 

have elevated nitrogen, phosphorus, and suspended sediment levels before it reaches public drinking 

supplies.  Denver et al. (2004) found that groundwater beneath wetlands is lower in nitrogen than 

uplands because of wetlands unique ability to remove nitrogen through denitrification which requires 

a carbon source (organic matter in soils) and the absence of water (created with flooded conditions).  

The longer period of time that water remains in headwater wetlands the cleaner the water will be as 

it continues downstream.  Stream sampling indicates that water quality is in good condition in the 

upper Fish Creek and Headwaters subwatersheds but that the lower Sandy Creek and South Sandy 

Creek subwatersheds, where there has been more land conversion to agriculture and development, 

are starting to show impacts (Camoin Assoc. and Biohabitats 2008).  A study by EcoLogic, Inc. of local 

stakeholder groups found that citizens acknowledged that there has been some improvement in 

water quality and it was important to them to sustain these improvements (Camoin Assoc. and 

Biohabitats 2008).   

Protection and restoration of headwater streams and wetlands will maintain and improve water 

quality and thus allow for the continued use of the waters for swimming, fishing, and drinking in the 

watershed.  Conversely, if these areas are removed from the watershed, surface waters that have 

elevated nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment levels from surrounding development and agricultural 

lands will enter streams without the benefit of any filtering by wetlands and may have increasingly 

negative effects on the aquatic habitat, recreational opportunities, and drinking water in the 

watershed.   

Protect and Connect Large Forest Patches in the Fish and Headwaters Subwatersheds -  The 

natural land cover of the majority the Salmon Sandy basin is forest.  Forests are critical for providing 

services to the local residents of the watershed and adjacent areas such as clean drinking water and 

recreational opportunities and for providing services to citizens globally such as storing carbon which 

improves air quality and supporting biodiversity for future generations.  A study by the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service ranked New York 5th in the nation for the economic value of wildlife watching 
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Figure 3. From: http://www.northeasternforests.org/FRPC/files/1242330200TNC_Landscape_forest_analysis.ppt.                     

TNC 2004 All Rights Reserved 

($2,744,957, USFWS 2006) and a similar report placed the economic value of hunting and fishing in 

New York in 2006 at $1,679,300 (U.S. Department of the Interior 2006).  In a recent study by 

EcoLogic, Inc. in the Sandy Creeks watersheds, stakeholder groups rated maintaining a viable 

resource for outdoor recreation as extremely important (Camoin Assoc. and Biohabitats 2008).  

Having large forest patches as opposed to smaller forests is important to support ecological processes 

(i.e. nutrient retention, carbon cycling), withstanding catastrophic events (i.e. ice storms, hurricanes), 

and providing habitat for species dependent on large forests for survival (Figure 3).      

Forests reduce the amount of carbon that is being released into the atmosphere.  Carbon is stored in 

the trees and also the soils that build up carbon in the accumulation of organic matter.  Carbon 

storage in wetland soils is typically higher because of the flooded conditions that lack oxygen and 

promote the accumulation of organic matter and carbon.  When wetlands are drained and trees are 

removed, the carbon that is stored in the soils and trees is released to the atmosphere.  Protecting 

large forest patches will ensure long term carbon storage to maintain and improve air quality. 

Large forests are critical for species that require large forest patches for survival.  In this landscape, 

wetlands are embedded within these forests primarily in headwater stream complexes.  Wetlands 

provide habitat for plants and animals that require wet conditions during part of their life cycle.  For 

http://www.northeasternforests.org/FRPC/files/1242330200TNC_Landscape_forest_analysis.ppt
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example salamanders require wetlands to lay their eggs and reproduce and many plants have 

specially adapted physiology that allows them to thrive in wet condition with lower levels of oxygen 

in the soil.  Maintaining the connectivity of wetland areas with large forest patches is important for 

plant and animal populations to be able to disperse and relocate when local conditions change.  

Climate change is another source of stress for plant and animal populations and may force species to 

migrate as local habitats change.  Protection of large forest patches would provide additional 

corridors and opportunities for species to migrate and adapt with future climate changes.  As habitat 

is reduced these forest and wetland-dependent species are at greater risk of being lost because there 

are fewer options for finding suitable habitat.  Protecting large forest patches will ensure that these 

species have suitable habitat.       

Reestablish Stream Buffers and Restore Riparian Wetlands in Sandy Creek Subwatershed - 

The Sandy Creek subwatershed is a priority for re-establishing stream buffers because of the low 

proportion of area within 50m of streams in natural vegetation (54%) compared to the Fish Creek 

subwatershed that has 77% of the buffer area in natural vegetation.  Additionally, riparian wetland 

restoration is included in this watershed as a conservation target because 625 acres of wetlands have 

been lost primarily along stream corridors in areas that are now in agricultural land use.  Stream 

surveys have indicated that water quality in this area has been impacted (Camoin Assoc. and 

Biohabitats 2008).  Stream restoration and riparian (stream) buffers were also recommended in the 

Sandy Creek subwatershed as the result of a study of the larger Sandy Creek watershed (Camoin 

Assoc., and Biohabitats 2008).   

Forested stream buffers improve habitat in the adjacent stream for fish and other aquatic species by 

providing shade and regulating the temperature of the water.  The water temperature of streams 

with unforested buffers have higher temperature fluctuations which in combination with increased 

vegetation growth in the streams because of more sunlight penetration can lead to low oxygen levels 

in the water for fish.  Stream buffers can also provide habitat and corridors for plants and animals to 

move between forested areas.  Although 50m was used in this report to illustrate the opportunity for 

buffer restoration and protection, the size of the buffer will need to be adjusted appropriately 

depending on the management goal (i.e. habitat, flood retention, water quality).       

Stream buffers improve water quality before it reaches the stream by acting as a filter which removes 

sediment and nutrients in water that is being transmitted from the surrounding lands into the stream 

via surface or groundwater (Gilliam 1994, Lowrance et al. 1985).  Watersheds that have more forests 

adjacent to streams and waterways have lower levels of nitrogen and phosphorus in surface waters 

than those with the same amount of natural areas located away from streams and surface waters 

(Jones et al. 2001). Maintaining and establishing buffers along headwater streams and ditches 

provides the greatest water quality benefits because they are close to the source of pollutants and 

they are less likely to be bypassed with roads and culverts (Maltby, E. 2009).  Providing a relatively 

small portion of natural lands in the watershed to serve as buffers adjacent to streams has a large 
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effect on improving water quality and mitigating excess sediment and nutrients that are coming from 

other land uses such as agriculture and development.  Increasing the area of stream buffers or 

natural habitat adjacent to streams and rivers will improve the instream habitat and water quality 

and mitigate the risk of flooding downstream in the Fish Creek and Sandy Creek subwatersheds, the 

Salmon River, and ultimately Lake Ontario.   

Restoring wetlands along riparian corridors will also provide the same benefits as stream buffers for 

improving the stream habitat and added benefits for improving water quality and storing carbon 

because of the unique environment that wetlands provide with areas of anaerobic soils.  These 

conditions remove nitrogen from surface and ground water through dentrification and promote 

increased carbon storage due to the slower rate of organic matter decomposition.  Floodplains that 

are within the riparian corridor are also critical for maintaining normal flows during and after storm 

events because they can store water and then slowly release it downstream.   

  

The SWMF site is located in the headwaters of the Fish Creek subwatershed, a 15,461 acre 

subwatershed of the Salmon Sandy basin.  Because the majority of the SWMF property is in the Fish 

subwatershed, any activity on site will have the greatest local effects (either positive or negative) on 

the water quality and hydrology of this watershed and the Sandy Creek subwatershed which is 

directly downstream.  A small section of the SWMF property is in the Headwaters subwatershed and 

activities on this part of the property have the potential to locally effect the water quality and 

hydrology of this watershed and the South Sandy Creek subwatershed directly downstream (Map 2).  

Additionally, due to the location of the SWMF property near the edge of large contiguous forested 

areas, activities on this property also have the potential to positively or negatively influence wildlife 

habitat and other forest services (i.e. carbon storage) regionally for species and ecological processes 

that are dependent on large patches of forest.        

The SWMF property includes examples of each of the watershed conservation priorities and has the 

opportunity to contribute the ecological health of the local watersheds and the region (Map 8).  

Because of the location of the SWMF property in the upper reaches of the Fish Creek subwatershed, 

the property has multiple headwater stream and wetland complexes throughout the property.  

Protection of these areas will contribute to maintaining water quality and natural stream flows 

downstream of the property.  An estimated 5% of Fish Creek and 19% of Sandy Creek watersheds are 

currently mapped as wetland.  Johnston et al. (1990) found that even small wetland losses in 

watersheds that have less than 10% wetlands can cause increased stream flows.  Additionally, Brody 

et al. (2007) correlated the number of wetland impacts as measured by individual and general 

permits from the Army Corps with increased flooding in watersheds.  Protection of existing wetlands 

provides an important conservation opportunity on the SWMF property.   

Importance of the SWMF Site to the Surrounding Watersheds 



 

SWMF Watershed Assessment                                                                                                                                  Page14 

 

The streams located on the SWMF property have natural stream buffers and buffers with altered 

vegetative cover.  Protecting the buffers in natural cover will serve to maintain the water quality and 

stream flows on site and in the Fish Creek and Sandy Creek subwatersheds and provide habitat for 

forest and aquatic species.  Additionally, restoring the altered buffers to forest will improve water 

quality and stream flows and improve the instream habitat for aquatic species.  These buffer areas 

could also serve as corridors to connect the large forest patches that surround the SWMF property.      

The SWMF property is located in a transition area of the Salmon Sandy basin where land use changes 

from an agricultural dominated landscape in the west to a forest dominated landscape in the eastern 

part of the basin.  The majority of lands to the south of the SWMF property are forested while lands 

to the north of the property are a mix of forest and agriculture.  Most of the adjacent forested lands 

are public lands and important for outdoor recreational activities.  Future activities on the SWMF 

property may improve connectivity of forest lands that are adjacent to the SWMF property through 

reforestation of fields.  Future development of the site should minimize forest fragmentation and 

maximize conservation activities that support plant and animal species populations in the region, 

carbon storage, and water quality improvement.   Any proposed activities in the forested areas 

should be in concert with any existing forest management plans for the region.      

Development activities at the SWMF should also consider the amount of impervious cover that is 

being proposed.  As of 2001, 3% of the Fish Creek subwatershed and 6% of the Sandy Creek 

subwatershed were developed lands.  Future development should aim to minimize the impervious 

cover and use alternative products when possible to avoid significantly increasing the area of 

impervious cover in the watershed.  Impervious cover prevents precipitation from penetrating into 

the soil where it can be filtered of pollutants and slowly transmitted to streams and rivers or 

groundwater supplies.  Impervious cover quickly conveys precipitation as stormwater with no 

removal of pollutants to surface waters.  This alters the hydrology of streams causing flashy water 

levels which accelerates stream incision and bank erosion and transmits more pollutants such as 

sediment, nutrients, salts, and other toxics from roof tops and roads into surface waters. Even a 10-

20% increase in impervious surface coverage can increase runoff twofold during storm events (Paul 

and Meyer 2001).  When impervious surface exceeds 5-10% of the cover of the land cover in a 

watershed, stream morphology, water quality, and biotic communities are degraded (Cuffney et al. 

2010, Booth and Jackson 1997, Shueler 1994).   

 

This report provides an analysis of the land use of the Salmon Sandy basin and four subwatersheds 

surrounding the SWMF property.  Opportunities to integrate protection and restoration into future 

land use change are presented that will maximize the benefits that natural areas are providing to the 

Future Recommendations 
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people in the Fish Creek, Sandy Creek, Headwaters, and South Sandy Creek subwatersheds and the 

larger Salmon Sandy basin.  These recommendations are based on analysis of available data and 

reports for the watershed.  While this is useful for identifying large conservation targets and general 

areas that have potential for protection and restoration, a field assessment of local conditions is 

recommended.  Field assessments of conservation targets would provide more detailed information 

assessing suitability for protection and opportunities for restoration.   

Forestry activities were not assessed as part of this effort.  Sustainable forestry can provide an 

economic basis for the local economy as well as support the functions that forests provide.  However, 

unsustainable forestry practices can degrade forests and reduce the services that these areas provide 

to local citizens and tourists.  Evaluating the current practices that are being used and their effect on 

the local forests and services would provide information to refine the watershed priorities.         
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Map 1. Location of SWMF Project Site within the Salmon Sandy Basin 
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Map 2. Subwatersheds Associated with the SWMF Property   
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Map 3. Land Use Land Cover (2001) of the Salmon Sandy Basin  
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Map 4. Land Use Land Cover of the Subwatersheds Associated with the SWMF Property 
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Map 5. Streams and Public Lands in Subwatersheds Associated with the SWMF Property 
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Map 6. Existing & Former Wetlands in Agricultural Areas, Fish & Sandy Creek Subwatersheds 
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Map 7. Watershed Conservation Priorities in Subwatersheds Associated with the SWMF Property 
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Map 8. Conservation Opportunities on the SWMF Property 
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Appendix D 
 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(Bound Separately) 
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Appendix E 
 

Aquatic Resource Mitigation Strategy 
(Bound Separately) 
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Appendix F 
 

Wetland and Stream Habitat Impact Analysis  
(Bound Separately) 
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Town of Rodman Supervisor GordonE; Cole
County of Jefferson P.O. Box 523
Established 1805 12509 School Street

Rodman N.Y. 13682-0523

February 23, 2007

Ms. Margaret A. Crawford
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
7431 County House Rd
Auburn, NY 13201

Dear Ms. Crawford:

I am the Supervisor for the Town of Rodman and also the Chairman of the Citizen’s
Advisory Committee for the DANC Landfill. I have been involved with the landfill since
it was first proposed in the mid 1980’s. We did not want the landfill in our town and
fought very hard to keep it out, but eventually it was built and we now have a landfill in
our back yard.

In 2002 DANC came to the town and asked us to support making the landfill bigger. I
still wish we did not have it here, but I have come to realize that it is here to stay. I have
been following the issue of the landfill extension which I believe you are involved in.
I asked the people at DANC to please not build the landfill extension closer to NYS
Route 177 but rather go south away from houses and people on the North and West sides.
The town passed a resolution (enclosed) to that effect in November of 2002.

I went to DANC and asked to see the plans for making the landfill bigger. They showed
me different options going many directions. Some of the options had the landfill split
into separate sections that would take up more land area than just extending the current
landfill. It would seem to me that taking up more land with separate landfill sections is
worse for the environment and not very efficient. The Citizen’s Advisory Committee is
very familiar with the flow control issue which has forced the landfill to compete with
larger landfills outside the region, and understands that the landfill must be developed to
keep the tip fee as low as possible.

We are an Equal Opportunity Provider, Complaints of discrimination should be
sent to: USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Washington, D.C. 20250-94 10

Phone (315) 232-2522
Fax (315) 232-3853

TDD 1-202-720-6382



I also saw an option to extend the current landfill to the west. At previous Citizen’s
Advisory Committee meetings we have discussed the difficulties in cleaning and
inspecting the current 1,500 foot lines. If much longer lines cannot be properly
maintained and become plugged, Icachate will get out of the landfill and into our
groundwater.

Based on the above concerns and expanding the landfill in a way that is safe and
affordable to the landfill users including our town, the Town of Rodman and the Citizen’s
Advisory strongly support the Southern option for expanding the landfill.

Sincerely,

c.?6.
- z

Gordon Cole
Supervisor, Town of Rodman
Chairman, Citizen’s Advisory Committee

Enclosure
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TDD 1—800--662—1220

On November 13th., 2002,i 7:00P.M. at the Podinan

Community Hall, Rodman, N.Y. the following resolution

was offered; To Wit:

The Town Board, Town of Rodinan would like to

go on record that any consideration of expansion

for Phase TWO (2) of the landfill would be to the

SOUTH, owards Bobbins Road. This expansion could

be considered and attached directly to Cell *1 of

what is now Phase *1. This would put the next phase

further from the Hamlet of Rodman, local residences

and New York State Route 177.

Resolution Offered by Councilman

Seconded by Councilman

____________________________________

Councilman Arthur Baderman AYEXfiAY

Councilman Jed Wall AYE NAY

Councilman Phillip ranche AYE NAYX

Councilman Stacey Berry AYE XNAY

Supervisor Gordon E. Cole AYELNAY

Kristin A. Benner, Town Clerk

f/27L

&s

We are an Equal Oppoatunity Provider, Complaints of discrimination should be
sent to: USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410
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New York State Department of Environmental ConservatECEDivision of Solid and Hazardous Matria1s, 9th Floor
(525 Urodwy, Aibany, New York I 2233-7250
Phone; (518) 4q2-8651 FAX: (518) 402-9024
Wehsfte: www.dnc.stte.ny.us

Dear Mr. Juravich:

:.

MAR 1 6 Z0ur

DEVELOPMENI AUTHORITY OF THE
MAR 2 20117

NORTH COUNTRY

Mr. Robert S. Juravich
Execitive Director
Development Authority of the North Country
Dufles State Office Building
317 Washington Street

-_____ Watertown, NY 13601

This is in response to your recent letter asking the New York State Department ofEnvironmental Conservation (Department) for input on a potential expansion alternative of theDevelopment Authority of the North Country Landfill. Your letter mentions two differentoptions for the Landfill expansion; one option is to expand to the western side of the currentLandfill footprint, and another is to expand to the southeast. In order to implement the westernexpansion you indicate that the leachate collection lines would substantially exceed 1,500 feet,which may compromise the ability to assure adequate cleaning and inspection of the lines. Also,you mentioned that the western expansion might make it impossible to maintain much longerlandfill gas lines, which could result in excessive fugitive emissions.

YOU asked if the Department would approve an expansion of the Landfill that wouldcompromise the ability to clean the leachate lines and that might compromise the landfill gascollection lines. An expansion that precludes proper maintenance of the primary Icachatecollection lines would not meet the regulatory criteria for 6 NYCRR Part 360 permitting. Annualflushing and inspection of the primary leachate collection system is required by 6 NYCRRParts 360-2.17(h) and 360-29(j) This is necessary to prevent clogging of the lines and ensureproper long-tenu operation of the leachate collection and removal systern We agree that it isgenerajlyinipractical to iably clean leachate lines longer than 1,500 feet. Also, the landfill gascollection lines must be operated and maintained in accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 208.

We appreciate the opportunity to answer these questions. Ifyou have any more questionsplease contact Scott Menrath, of my staff, at (518) 402-8660

03/19/2007 MON 09:45 [TX/RX NO 62191

Sincerely,

L/O
Stephen Hanmond, P,E.
Directo .

-

Division of Solid& Hazardous Materials
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Phase I Cultural Resource Investigations Report 
(Bound Separately) 
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COMMUNITY IMPACT 

 
Fort Drum is a prominent fiber in the fabric of the Northern New York community.   The 
installation provides employment for more than 4,000 area residents and millions of dollars in 
trade for local businesses.  Soldiers and their Family members receive medical care from local 
health care providers and enroll in local schools and colleges.  Staunch community support by 
way of programs such as Project Strong Communities and Operation Yellow Ribbon further 
connect our military and civilian communities.  The resulting economic and social impact 
benefits not only Northern New York, but New York State as a whole.   
 

EMPLOYMENT AND PAYROLL:  $1,124,292,746 

Personnel data provided by the Plans, Analysis and Integration Office 
Military pay data provided by the Fort Drum Finance Office 
Retiree Data extracted from DoD Office of the Actuary Website (www.dod.mil/actuary) 

 
Fort Drum is the largest employer in Northern New York.  In FY09, Fort Drum employed 18,023 
Soldiers and 4,782 Civilians.  Military and Civilian payrolls (includes tenants and contractors) 
totaled $927,185,124 and $158,215,622 respectively. 
 
Military pay includes basic pay and allowances, special pay, incentive pay and bonus pay for all 
Soldiers assigned to the Fort Drum area.  Basic pay and allowances may include items such 
as Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH), Basic Allowance for Subsistence (BAS), Cost of Living 
Allowance (COLA), Clothing Monetary Allowances, Family Separation Allowance (FSA), 
Temporary Lodging Allowance (TLA), and Temporary Lodging Expense (TLE).  Special pay 
may include items such as Medical, Dental, or Veterinary Pay, Special Duty Assignment Pay, 
Hardship Duty Pay, Hostile Fire or Imminent Danger Pay, and Diving Duty Pay.  Incentive pay 
may include items such as Aviation Career Incentive Pay, Flight Pay - Crew and Non-Crew 
member, Parachute Pay, and Demolition Duty.  Bonus pay may include items such as 
Enlistment and Reenlistment Bonus. 
 

 
Personnel Category 

# Employees 
End of Month Sep 09 

Military 
(Includes 10th Mountain Division 
and tenant activities) 

 
18,023 

Civilian 
(Includes tenants and contractor 
employees) 

 
4,782 

Total: 22,805 

 
According to the DoD Office of the Actuary, we also have 2,173 retirees from all branches of 
service living within the 136XX zip code who are paid a total of $3,241,000 a month 
($38,892,000 a year), which also flows into our local economy.    
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ARMY COMMUNITY HOUSING:  $2,660,419 

Data provided by Public Works, Housing 

 
In the late 1980’s, the Army entered into leases with private developers (under Section 801 of 
the Military Construction Authorization Act of 1984) to provide 2,000 housing units to Soldiers 
and their Families in ten North Country communities in the tri-county (Jefferson, Lewis and St. 
Lawrence) area.  The only remaining Army Community Housing (ACH) neighborhood is LeRay 
Heights (Jefferson County) with 300 units.  This lease expires on 30 September 2010 and the 
property, like the others before it, will revert to market rentals that Soldiers may continue to rent 
privately.  Fort Drum spent $2,660,419 on ACH in LeRay Heights in FY09.  
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PRIVATIZED HOUSING: $98,851,197  

Data provided by Public Works, Housing 

 
Fort Drum Mountain Community Homes, LLC, is the Residential Communities Initiative (RCI) 
project on Fort Drum.  A partnership between Actus Lend Lease and the Army, it was created to 
improve retention and Soldier readiness through the development of world-class, high-quality 
residential communities for military Families. The fifty-year partnership commenced in 2005 and 
involves the renovation of 2,270 Legacy homes and the construction of 1,399 new ENERGY 
STAR certified three, four and five bedroom homes.  In addition, the master-planned 
development includes construction of four state-of-the-art community centers featuring fitness 
centers, meeting spaces, indoor playgrounds and outside amenities including splash parks, 
skate parks, pitch n’ putt greens, and playgrounds as well as a canine-friendly, leash-free, “Bark 
Park.”  Destination playgrounds are located throughout each community and an expansive trail 
network connects the neighborhoods with other Fort Drum amenities.  
 
The Timbers, a 192 one and two bedroom apartment community for Unaccompanied Single 
Soldiers, opened in 2009. The Timbers offers the convenience of new, modern, suite styled 
apartment homes, the camaraderie of serving Soldiers (SSG and above) exclusively and a 
home close by work and play on Fort Drum.   
 
Fort Drum Mountain Community Homes, LLC, strives to make these Fort Drum communities the 
best place the residents have ever lived by placing Residents First! 
 
FDMCH - RCI Dollars: 
 
 
 
 
 
        

  
  
 
  

FDMCH - RCI Dollars: Executed Contracts  $85,498,176 

Payroll  $5,535,261  

JCIDA Payments  $1,521,746  

Subcontract Services  $3,122,357  

Renovation  $3,173,657  

Total  $98,851,197  
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ARMY COMMUNITY HOUSING/DOMESTIC LEASES: $2,032,660 

Data provided by Public Works, Housing 

 
The Army added the Domestic Lease Program to the Fort Drum housing portfolio in 2005.  The 
program provides Family housing to satisfy a temporary housing need (where the local 
economy cannot currently provide sufficient adequate housing).  The leasing program, 
authorized by 10 USC 2828, provides for the payment of rent, operating, and maintenance costs 
of privately owned houses assigned to military Families as government quarters.  The program 
also includes funds needed to provide services such as utilities, refuse collection, and 
maintenance when these services are not part of the lease contract.  This program is shrinking 
from over 200 leased homes to about 50 in 2010.  We lease mainly four and five bedroom units 
to serve the larger junior enlisted Soldiers’ Families.  Fort Drum spent $2,032,660 on domestic 
leases in FY09.  
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CONTRACTING IMPACT IN TRI-COUNTY AREA:  $226,459,724 

Fort Drum Awarded Contract data provided by Mission & Installation Contracting Command, Directorate of Contracting  (MICC-
DOC), Fort Drum; NAF Contract data provided by Fort Drum DFMWR; COE Awarded Contract data provided by Corps of Engineers 

 
Fort Drum is a major customer for construction companies and suppliers of goods and services 
in Northern New York State.  In FY09, the Mission & Installation Contracting Command, 
Directorate of Contracting, (MICC-DOC), Fort Drum, awarded 479 construction contracts worth 
$122,337,800.  Companies located in the tri-county area received 286 of those contracts worth 
$40,958,891.  Fort Drum also awarded 648 service contracts worth $32,766,294 and 919 supply 
contracts worth $35,367,087.  Of those, businesses in the tri-county area received 249 service 
contracts worth $18,476,791, and 74 supply contracts worth $3,401,316. 
 
Government Purchase Card holders used their cards to purchase $16,746,337 worth of supplies 
and services this fiscal year.  Purchases on the Government Purchase Card are limited to 
transactions under $3,000 each, yet the economic impact of these 25,664 purchase card 
actions directly affected local businesses with 14,281 of the actions worth $9,196,457 going to 
tri-county firms.   
 

 
 

Contracts & Purchase Card 
Transactions 

 
 
 

Total Dollars 
 

 
Tri-County 

Dollars 

% of Total 
Contracted $ 

Staying in 
Tri-County Area 

Construction $122,337,800 $40,958,891 33.48% 

Service Actions $32,766,294 $18,476,791 56.39% 

Supply Actions $35,367,087 $3,401,316 9.62% 

Total Contracted Dollars $190,471,181 $62,836,998 32.99% 

Government Purchase Card Actions $16,746,337 $9,196,457 54.92% 

                 Total $207,217,518 $72,033,455 34.76% 

 
 

Top Ten Tri-County Contractors 
(in terms of Dollars Contracted) 

 
Name 

Contract 
Amount 

Cadence Contract Services, LLC $39,119,314 

Jefferson Rehabilitation Center $8,790,565 

Development Authority of the North Country $2,621,758 

Slack Chemical Co Inc $1,902,214 

Divita Enterprises $1,841,618 

Guilfoyle Ambulance Service $1,779,796 

RRB, Inc.   $1,776,710 

North Operations and Maintenance Inc. $835,273 

PTL Contracting Corp $765,898 

Ferrellgas, LP $369,655 
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The US Army Corps of Engineers awarded construction contracts totaling $113,200,000 
(includes contractor pay) for work at Fort Drum.  The Corps of Engineers has many guidelines 
when awarding construction contracts.  One of the guidelines is to use the HUBZONE Program.   
The tri-county area is a HUBZONE.  The HUBZONE Empowerment Contracting Program 
provides federal contracting opportunities for qualified small businesses located in distressed 
areas.   Fostering the growth of these federal contractors as viable businesses, for the long 
term, helps to empower communities, create jobs, and attract private investment. 
 

 
Contracts for supplies, services, maintenance and labor to support 
installation operations were also executed by external agencies, or 
were centrally funded by higher headquarters.  Examples of these 
types of contracts include the Access Control Points (security guards) 
and confinement services.  We estimate these types of contracts 
totaled at least $39,164,725 in FY09. 
 

 
Non-appropriated Fund (NAF) activities spent $2,061,544 locally in FY09, for a myriad of 
products and services such as self-help construction supplies and equipment, 
decorations, furniture, small renovation projects, bedding, linens, washers, dryers, propane, 
gas, oil, tools, lawn maintenance equipment and supplies, uniform contracts, office supplies and 
equipment, advertising, and package delivery services.    
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

The Inn at Fort Drum 
Non-appropriated Fund Activity 

Youth Services 
Non-appropriated Fund Activity 

Central Issue Facility 
Contracted Operated Activity 
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MEDICAL SERVICES:  $24,853,096 

Data provided by MEDDAC 

 
The United States Army Medical Department Activity (USA MEDDAC) provides a comprehensive 
managed care program to Soldiers and their Families. 
 
The MEDDAC is comprised of many different sections located in various buildings throughout Fort 
Drum.  Connor Troop Medical Clinic provides primary medical care for active duty Soldiers.  Primary 
Care and Specialty Care are available at the Guthrie Ambulatory Health Care Clinic for Family 
members, retirees, and a small number of active duty beneficiaries.  In-house specialties include 
Family Medicine and Pediatrics, Dermatology, Podiatry, Orthopedics, Physical Therapy, Chiropractic 
Care, Occupational Therapy, and Immunizations.   The off post MEDDAC clinic in Watertown offers 
Obstetrics and Gynecology care to Soldiers and their Families.  The Behavioral Health Department 
on South Post includes Community Mental Health Services, Social Work Services, and the Army 
Substance Abuse Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Behavioral Health Clinic Renewal 

 
On a daily basis, the MEDDAC typically fills 1,140 prescriptions, takes 150 x-rays, processes 620 lab 
specimens, and has 1,135 clinic visits.  The MEDDAC’s staff of approximately 604 military, civilian, 
and contract personnel work together to support the organization’s mission.  Health care delivery at 
Fort Drum is unique in that, although we are a MEDDAC supporting a light infantry division, we have 
no inpatient capabilities.  Local civilian facilities, such as Samaritan Medical Center in Watertown 
and Carthage Area Hospital, provide most of our inpatient needs. 
 
TRICARE is the Department of Defense managed health care program for active duty military and 
their Families, retirees and their Families, and other beneficiaries.  As part of the regional TRICARE 
contract, the Managed Care Support Contractor is responsible for coordinating health care services 
off post, as well as maintaining the civilian provider network within the community by establishing 
contracts with local health care providers and facilities.  Through the dedication of civilian and 
military personnel, and coordinated care facilitated by TRICARE partners, the MEDDAC stands 
ready to provide quality health care to active and retired Soldiers, their Families, and the military 
community. 
 
The total dollar amount expended in FY09 by the MEDDAC to include supplies, equipment and 
contracts was $24,853,096.  The MEDDAC’s civilian payroll for FY09 was $26,519,245 and is 
included in the civilian payroll total for Fort Drum. 
 
Soldiers and Families assigned to the 10

th
 Mountain Division and Fort Drum will directly benefit from 

several current and planned construction projects.  The MEDDAC has assembled more than 
$80 million in health facility improvements over the next two years.  Projects include the Guthrie 
Clinic addition and alterations project, a battalion headquarters and barracks facility for the 3

rd
 

Battalion, 85
th
 Infantry Warrior Transition Unit (WTU), two pre-engineered buildings, a short-term 

alternative child care facility, and acute care clinic renovations. 
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DENTAL SERVICES:  $4,945,900 

Data provided by DENTAC 

 
The United States Army Dental Activity (USA DENTAC) has three dental clinics and is staffed 
with over 100 dedicated officers, enlisted Soldiers, DoD civilians, and contract personnel who 
provide comprehensive dental care to authorized beneficiaries.  A new 24-chair dental clinic, 
memorialized as Stone Dental Clinic, opened in October 2009. This new dental clinic cost 
approximately $8.1M with much of the work done by local community contractors.  
 
Marshall Dental Clinic, Stone Dental Clinic, and Clark Hall Dental Clinic provide care for military 
beneficiaries.  On an average monthly basis, the DENTAC seats over 3,500 patients and 
performs over 15,500 dental procedures.   
 
Dental care for 3,200 active duty Soldiers was out-sourced to the local civilian provider network 
in 2009 utilizing the Oral Health Initiative. 
  
Family members use United Concordia Companies, Incorporated (UCCI), which is the 
TRICARE dental insurance contractor.  UCCI has an extensive provider network in the North 
Country.  The retired military population can enroll in the Delta Dental Plan for Retirees that also 
has a provider network in the surrounding communities.  Although not tracked by the DENTAC, 
the local economy receives a significant amount of pay (millions) for services provided to Family 
members and retirees who use UCCI and Delta Dental.   
 
In 2009, the DENTAC spent $2,945,900 for dental supplies, equipment, and contractor salaries. 
An estimated $2,000,000 was paid to local civilian dental practices for services provided for our 
Soldiers.  The DENTAC’s civilian payroll for FY09 was $2,203,900 and is included in the civilian 
payroll total for Fort Drum. 
 
  

Marshall Dental Clinic 

Stone Dental Clinic and DENTAC HQ 
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VETERINARY SERVICES:  $800 

Data provided by Veterinary Services  

 
The United States Army Veterinary Command (USA VETCOM) provides military veterinary 
services in support of United States Army Medical Command (USA MEDCOM) and Department 
of Defense (DoD) missions in their areas of responsibility.  The responsibilities of VETCOM 
include food safety, security and quality assurance, care of government owned animals, and 
animal disease prevention and control. 
 

 
Veterinary food inspection personnel inspect foods that are procured, 
transported, stored, and issued for human consumption by the Department of 
Defense.  They also assist in the prevention and control of food borne diseases 
and identify unsanitary conditions in food storage facilities and Commissary 
stores, and inspect commercial food establishments in the northeast region 
including New York State, Vermont, New Hampshire, and Canada.  Veterinary 
Service personnel also support the Global War on Terror by monitoring food 
security. 

 
 
 
Veterinary animal care personnel perform a variety of duties.  The highest 
priority is managing the medical care and deployable readiness of our military 
working dogs.  These dogs are essential for patrolling and providing drug and 
explosive ordnance detection.  
 
 
 
 

Animal care personnel also support 
the control and environmental 
monitoring of diseases transmitted 
from animals to humans such as 
rabies, ringworm, Avian Influenza 
virus and Lyme disease by providing 
client education, routine                                                
immunizations, and health care to 
the privately owned animals of Soldiers.   

 
 
Veterinary Services regionalized to the district level in Washington, DC, in order to expedite 
equipment orders and have more control of fund spending, consequently spending in the North 
Country decreased.  In FY09, Veterinary Services at Fort Drum spent $800 for normal operating 
expenditures such as purchasing of dry ice for sample submissions to the Food and Animal 
Diagnostic Lab (FADL), a military lab in Fort Sam Houston, TX.   
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TUITION ASSISTANCE & CONTRACTED EDUCATION:  $718,227 

Data provided by the Directorate of Human Resources 

 
In FY09, Fort Drum authorized $436,987 in Army tuition assistance to local college partners for 
active duty Soldiers.  This program assists the Soldiers by paying up to 100% of a college’s 
tuition, subject to per semester hour and fiscal year caps.  Approximately 1,400 Soldiers used 
the tuition assistance program to enroll in traditional and distance learning college courses. 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GoArmyEd, the Army’s virtual education system, continued to grow in 2009, with active Soldier 
enrollments topping 700,000. This online portal allows 
Soldiers to obtain tuition assistance for both traditional 
residential and online courses, allows College Partners to 
create and update dynamic degree plans, and post grades transparently to the Soldier.  
GoArmyEd supports over 400 partner schools with up-front tuition assistance, program 
counseling, enrollment, and payment functions. In the next year, GoArmyEd will expand its 
services to Soldiers in the Army Reserve.  
 
A total of $281,240 was committed to an Army-wide contract for education support during the 
fiscal year to pay for multipurpose learning facility support, advertising for programs, test 
examiners, instructors, counselors, and counselor support for the Education Center.  
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FEDERAL IMPACT AID:  $17,567,049 

Federal Aid data provided by individual school districts. 
 

 
Overview of Federal Impact Aid from US Department of Education Web Page 

(http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oese/impactaid/whatisia.html) 

Many local school districts across the United States include, within their boundaries, parcels of land that 
are owned by the federal government or that have been removed from the local tax rolls by the federal 
government, including Indian lands.  These school districts face special challenges - they must provide a 
quality education to the children living on the Indian and other federal lands and meet the requirements of 
the No Child Left Behind Act, while sometimes operating with less local revenue than is available to other 
school districts because the federal property is exempt from local property taxes. 

Since 1950, Congress has provided financial assistance to these local school districts through the Impact 
Aid Program.  Impact Aid was designed to assist local school districts that have lost property tax revenue 
due to the presence of tax-exempt federal property, or that have experienced increased expenditures due 
to the enrollment of federally connected children, including children living on Indian lands.  The Impact Aid 
law (now Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA)) provides assistance 
to local school districts with concentrations of children residing on Indian lands, military bases, low-rent 
housing properties, or other federal properties and, to a lesser extent, concentrations of children who 
have parents in the uniformed services or employed on eligible federal properties who do not live on 
federal property. 

The Impact Aid law (now Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965) has been 
amended numerous times since its inception in 1950.  The program continues, however, to support local 
school districts with concentrations of children who reside on Indian lands, military bases, low-rent 
housing properties, and other federal properties, or who have parents in the uniformed services or 
employed on eligible federal properties.  The law refers to local school districts as local educational 
agencies, or LEAs.  

How do school districts use Impact Aid? 

Most Impact Aid funds, except for the additional payments for children with disabilities and construction 
payments, are considered general aid to the recipient school districts; these districts may use the funds in 
whatever manner they choose in accordance with their local and state requirements.  Most recipients use 
these funds for current expenditures, but recipients may use the funds for other purposes such as capital 
expenditures.  Some Impact Aid funds must be used for specific purposes.  All payments are distributed 
by wire transfer directly to the bank accounts of school districts.  

School districts use Impact Aid for a wide variety of expenses, including the salaries of teachers and 
teacher aides; purchasing textbooks, computers, and other equipment; after-school programs and 
remedial tutoring; advanced placement classes; and special enrichment programs.  Payments for 
Children with Disabilities must be used for the extra costs of educating these children. 

School Districts in the tri-county area provided their Federal Aid data as reported on ST-3, Schedule A-3, 
General Fund Revenues, for the year ending June 30, 2009, under the following account codes as 
applicable: 
 
A4107 Federally Affected Areas Operating Aid (Line 95) 
A4108 Federally Affected Areas - Students with Disabilities (Line 96) 
A4289 Department of Defense Supplemental Impact Aid (Line 99)  
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PARTNERS WITH THE COMMUNITY:   

 
Fort Drum continues to enjoy excellent relationships with our surrounding communities that 
benefit the installation and our North County neighbors.  Highlights of partnering opportunities 
follow: 
 

In May, the Army Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB) Signing 
Ceremony, conducted on Training Area 12, acknowledged the 
imminent easements between the Tug Hill Tomorrow Land 
Trust and three property owners adjacent to Fort Drum.  These 
easements will protect the installation from encroachment and 
the landowners from unwanted development.   
 

Community members joined us for our Installation Planning Board 
(IPB), a means for senior leadership to communicate the broad 
continuum of results and decisions of the numerous planning 
activities and functions on Fort Drum.  It offers an opportunity to 
synthesize various supporting plans into the vision that constitutes 
the Installation Strategic Plan, to achieve direction, priorities, and 
buy-in from stakeholders on and off the installation.  
 
The Fort Drum Regional Health Planning Organization (FDRHPO) was the lead organization for 
the North Country Telemedicine Project that began this year.  When complete, this project will 
enable North Country hospitals and health care facilities to exchange information through fiber-
optic cables with hospitals in Onondaga County and Oneida County.  The North Country 
Telemedicine Project will use the Development Authority of the North Country (DANC) fiber-
optic cable network.   

 
The Grand Opening of the remodeled Fort Drum/Samaritan Behavioral 
Health Clinic in Watertown was held in November.  Renovations were 
made by Actus Lend Lease and Mountain Community Homes through a 
$25,000 donation from the Actus Community Fund. 
 
 

The Soldier and Family Assistance Center (SFAC) conducted an information fair at the 
Watertown Vets Center in conjunction with the Department of Veterans Affairs, both federal and 
state, Cornell University, Military Order of the Purple Heart, NYS Traumatic Brain Injury, 
Watertown Chamber of Commerce, and other veterans organizations in the local and 
surrounding community.   
 
Watertown's Procurement Technical Assistance Center (PTAC) helped companies sell their 
products and services to Fort Drum and other federal, state and local government agencies.  
One local success is the River Rat Cheese Company who now supplies their cheese to the 
Commissary.  A national success for a local company is Pro Patria of Castorland, NY, that won 
a contract to supply weapons accessory kits to Fort Carson, CO.   
 
A conference on veterans’ services hosted by Jefferson County Community Services, the Fort 
Drum Regional Health Planning Organization and the Institute for Professional Development in 
the Addictions brought together mental health professionals to learn how to obtain federal and 
state services available for veterans. 
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The Juvenile Disciplinary Control Board sponsored an informational roundtable that resulted in 
an agreement of how Fort Drum and the community can work together toward the common goal 
of combating juvenile delinquency.  Participants included professionals from the community who 
deal with juveniles on a daily basis such as the Family Court Judge, the District Attorney, school 
administrators, law enforcement personnel from the City of Watertown, the New York State 
Police, and the Jefferson County Sheriff's Department.   
 
Volunteers from Fort Drum's Military Council of Catholic Women (MCCW) and the Knights of 
Columbus, Carthage, renovated a bedroom at Brookhaven House, a crisis-pregnancy home in 
Carthage.  The Brookhaven House provides women in crisis pregnancies a place to stay and 
links to services.  The MCCW chooses projects in Fort Drum's surrounding communities that 
can benefit Soldiers and military Families. 

 
Soldiers from 2nd Battalion, 14th Infantry Regiment participated in Flag Day 
activities at Evans Mills Primary School.  Twelve Soldiers helped escort 
students and the American Flag during a short parade in the area 
surrounding the school and raised the flag with students at the school’s 
flagpole. 
 

A Soldier with the 10th Mountain Division, 3rd Brigade Combat Team, SSG James T. Slye Jr., 
served his community by ringing a bell for the Salvation Army's Red Kettle Campaign just before 
he deployed to serve his country. 
 
The Directorate of Emergency Services (DES) Law Enforcement Division 
provided a police patrol vehicle and bike patrol officers for the General 
Brown Days Parade.  The event allowed Fort Drum law enforcement 
personnel to support a local community event and continue to promote a 
positive image.   

 
The Watertown Armed Forces Day Parade had themes to honor the 
Army's Year of the NCO, and to commemorate the 25th anniversary of 
Fort Drum becoming home to the 10th Mountain Division (Light Infantry).  
The Greater Watertown-North Country Chamber of Commerce hosted 
an Armed Forces Day luncheon and the Fort Drum United Service  
Organization (USO) hosted a concert featuring the Liberty Bells.   

Through the Care to Share Program, residents and employees of Fort 
Drum Mountain Community Homes collected nearly 500 pounds of 
nonperishable food items for donation to local food pantries.   

 

Actus Lend Lease employees refurbished the Fort Drum Boy Scout 
Troop 26 scout hut thanks to donations from several subcontractors and 
national suppliers who provided new cabinets, appliances, flooring, 
lighting and paint. 
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For Memorial Day, Fort Drum Cub Scout Pack 26, Boy Scout Troop 26, 
Girl Scout Troop 157, and the Jefferson County Chapter of the Children 
of the American Revolution helped place 120 flags on the graves of 
veterans buried at Watertown’s North Cemetery.  Fort Drum Cub Scout 
Pack 26 also donated over 100 new and used children’s books to the 
North Country Children’s Clinic as part of their “Seeds of Kindness” 
project.    

Nineteen school superintendents took part in signing a memorandum agreement recognizing 
what Fort Drum does to support the local schools and what the schools do to support Fort Drum 
and their Families.  
 
The Military Family Life Consulting program began in the Carthage and Indian River Central 
School districts.  Military Family Life Consultants provide support to students who have 
deployed Family members.  These consultants also train teachers about working with military 
Families.  Military Family Life Consultants are now in three school districts. 
 
Family Counseling Service of Northern New York now provides “Cool Kids” anger-control 
workshops on post for children of military members instead of Families having to travel to the 
agency's Watertown offices. 
 
Alexandria Bay was the site of Riverfest again this year.  At least 4,000 
Soldiers and Family members participated in the all-day event, hosted 
by the Association of the United States Army (AUSA) and Fort Drum's 
Directorate of Family and Morale, Welfare and Recreation.   
 
4-H Camp Wabasso in Redwood, NY, held a weekend Cosmic Camp for military children in 
June.  The camp, hosted by Operation: Military Kids/4-H program was free to any child whose 
parent was an active duty, Reserve or National Guard Soldier.  
 
Again this year, Aldersgate Camp & Retreat Center, Grieg, NY, in conjunction with the National 
Military Family Association, sponsored Operation Purple Summer Camp.  The one-week camp 
gives children of military Families a chance to get away from the stress of a deployment and 
interact with other children experiencing the same thing. 
 
The Watertown Family YMCA Project Strong Communities hosted a Healthy Kids Day at the 
New York State Zoo at Thompson Park, Watertown.  Community organizations such as Cornell 
Cooperative Extension, American Kang Duk Won Karate Inc., YMCA Youth Sports, Watertown 
Red and Black football team, Watertown Fire Department, Watertown Police Department and 
Fort Drum Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers also participated. 
 
The NY/NJ Chapter of Operation Homefront supplied Easter baskets and supplies for 200 
Families.  One hundred and seventy military Families picked up baskets and Family Readiness 
Groups received the rest of them. 
 

The Directorate of Family and Morale, Welfare and Recreation and the 
Association of the United States Army (AUSA) held a Family Holiday 
Celebration at the Commons with a free pizza and pasta buffet, live 
performances, a visit from Santa and gifts for each child.  The Youth 
Services Choir provided holiday music.  
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More than 1,500 Family members participated in “The Sesame Street 
Experience for Military Families,” a live show aimed to help children and 
parents understand and talk about the difficulties of multiple 
deployments, homecomings, and changes in parents, whether physical 
or psychological.  
 

 
AmeriCU Credit Union invited military Families to webcast holiday messages to their deployed 
loved ones.  Operation Best Wishes set up a mobile webcast studio at the credit union and 
Families were able to record and send greetings.  Operation Best Wishes is free to Families by 
America's credit unions through WesCorp Federal Credit Union and the Defense Credit Union 
Council.  
 
The National Aquatic Service, Syracuse, provided equipment, instructors and therapeutic 
SCUBA diving lessons to Soldiers from the 3rd Battalion, 85th Infantry Warrior Transition Unit 
(WTU). 

The American Legion Riders, Sackets Harbor Post 1757, held a poker 
run to benefit the 3rd Battalion, 85th Infantry Warrior Transition Unit.  
Money from registrations, 50/50 drawings, and donations from other 
Legion organizations resulted in a $1,700 donation to the WTU. 

The Fair Haven Fishing Association hosted a fishing event for 
wounded warriors.  Several Fair Haven businesses supplied food and lodging for the event.  
Eight wounded warriors also joined the fourth annual Kids Fishing Day sponsored by the 
association, where special needs children learned how to fish.  

The first "Bang a Drum for Fort Drum" fishing contest was held on Oneida Lake. Fourteen 
Soldiers made the trip to fish with local bass fishermen.  Soldiers were provided Dunkin’ Donuts 
coffee and donuts courtesy of Truax and Hovey and the New York Bass Anglers Sportsman 
Society (BASS) Chapter Federation.  Gander Mountain provided goody bags and Soldiers 
received a brand new rod/reel combination to use.  Luck O' the Irish Guide Service supplied 
lunch.   
 

Veterans and wounded warriors from Warrior Transition Units in the 
northeast - Fort Drum, Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Fort Belvoir, 
VA, and the Veterans Affairs Hospital in Batavia participated in Central 
New York’s first Project Healing Waters Fly Fishing Program at the 
Salmon River Fish Hatchery in Oswego County.  The program is part of a 
nationwide project designed to help rehabilitate disabled active-duty 
military personnel and veterans through fly-fishing and fly tying activities. 

 
The Twin Villages (Carthage and West Carthage) held their fifth annual Family style picnic to 
foster a sense of community and to welcome and honor their military residents and Families.  
Hamburgers, hotdogs, salads, desserts and beverages were provided free of charge to 
residents of Carthage, West Carthage and the towns of Champion and Wilna. 
 
A group of Gouverneur residents who sent more than 1,000 care packages to Soldiers in Iraq 
held a welcome home potluck dinner for Soldiers at Jumbo’s Diner in Gouverneur.   
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The Adirondack International Speedway hosted a Military Appreciation Day in June to say 
thanks to those who serve our country, as well as their Families who support Soldiers during 
long deployments.  Soldiers and their Families received free admission to the races.  
 
Kelly Services in Watertown partnered with Fort Drum Mountain Community Homes, LLC, to 
participate in “Cell Phones for Soldiers.”  This program collects cell phones and cash donations 
to purchase prepaid calling cards for Soldiers. 
 
As a part of a nationwide event, Applebee's Neighborhood Grill & Bar restaurant in Watertown 
offered complimentary meals to veterans and active duty service members on Veterans Day. 
 

During the week of Independence Day, more than 2,000 flags decorated 
a two-acre field in Adams Center, NY, each honoring a community or 
military service member, living or deceased.  Sponsored by the Trauma 
Response Assistance for Children Team and the Backyard Farmer 
“Freedom Field” provided an interactive and patriotic environment to 
celebrate our freedom represented by the American Flag.  

Fort Drum conducted a Retiree Appreciation Day in September to recognize and support 
military retirees, veterans and their Families.  Representatives from on and off post 
organizations were available to discuss veterans’ benefits, financial planning, legal assistance, 
preventative health issues, help update personal information in the Defense Enrollment 
Eligibility Reporting System (DEERS) and ID cards, and to showcase the wide variety of 
services available on post. 
 
The Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) Office sponsored Disability Awareness Workshops 
on "Communicating Respectfully and Effectively with People with Disabilities" and “Deaf Savvy.”  
These free workshops were open to the Fort Drum community and the public to provide an 
overview of best practices in interacting with people with disabilities in respectful and meaningful 
ways, addressed deaf culture issues and provided basic instruction in American Sign Language. 
 
The Officers’ Spouses’ Club hosted a 2009 Women’s Conference, “Bloom Where You Are 
Planted!” The conference was open to military and civilian women from Fort Drum and 
surrounding communities and topics included women’s health, children, hobbies, Family 
activities and making a positive impact regardless of one’s stage in life.  
 
Again this year, the local community joined us for Mountainfest.  The 
grand finale was a free two-day air show.  World War II and vintage 
aircraft were on display as well as helicopters, tactical vehicles and 
other military equipment. 
 
 
The Fort Drum Historical Collection hosted its second annual Military History Timeline.  This free 
and open to the public even followed the Armed Forces Day Parade in Watertown and offered 
an array of historic period clothing and activities to include re-enactors, firing demonstrations, a 
scavenger hunt for kids, and historic themed movies on the lawn at dusk.  
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In May, anglers were invited to fish free of charge in all open recreational 
areas on Fort Drum.  Fort Drum’s free fishing day coincided with the 13th 
Annual Youth Fishing Derby at Remington Park.  The free fishing day is 
sponsored in part by the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) in coordination with Fort Drum’s Fish and Wildlife 
Management Program.  The Fish and Wildlife Management Office publishes 
a brochure Angling on Fort Drum that provides directions to 25 angling sites 
on 12 different bodies of water on Fort Drum.   

 
Six sites on Fort Drum are available for disabled access hunting with 
shotgun and/or bow for small or big game.  Other persons can assist in 
hunting, but they may not possess a weapon.  All persons participating 
or assisting must have a NYSDEC hunting license and Fort Drum 
Recreation Permit.  
 
Fort Drum sponsored a birding field trip in conjunction with International Migratory Bird Day. 
Participants met at the Natural Resources Permit Office and carpooled through the training 
areas, stopping frequently to see a variety of habitats and the birds they support.  
 
For the past two winters, Fort Drum was one of two study sites for a ruffed grouse survival 
project conducted by the NYSDEC and the State University of New York College of 
Environmental Science and Forestry (SUNY-ESF) in Syracuse. 

 
 
Fort Drum's Fish & Wildlife Management Program worked with biologists from 
the NYSDEC to capture and assess little brown bats at the LeRay Drive bat 
house for White Nose Syndrome.  
 
 
 

To reduce the impact on the area's Indiana bat population, New York State Department of 
Transportation (DOT) planners working on the Fort Drum connector road project worked with 
the US Department of Fish and Wildlife to mitigate the project's environmental impact, including 
its effects on the federally designated endangered species that live in the area.  The DOT also 
worked with the NYSDEC Region 6 to mitigate the road project's effect on grassland birds. 
 
For the second year in a row, the installation’s Cultural Resources Management Team received 
a Secretary of Defense Environmental Award for protecting and preserving archaeological sites, 
while supporting operational missions.  During the past 15 years, the team has found 200 Native 
American ancestral locations and 160 historic buildings, including farms, sawmills, schools and 
churches. 
 
Sixteen members of the Interact Club, Rotary International's service club for young people, 
visited Fort Drum in April to talk with and observe Soldiers in action.  They watched Soldiers 
conducted routine training with the engagement skills trainer and observed several other 
training scenarios.  Their final stop was the Language and Cultural Awareness Center, where 
they learned about Middle Eastern cultures.  
 
About 100 community members experienced life as a Soldier on Fort Drum during the “Spend a 
Day with Your Soldiers” event in May.  
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The Fort Drum Regional Health Planning Organization teamed with 
the Northern Area Health Education Center, Canton, and the 
Northern New York Community Foundation, Watertown, to provide 
the health related internships for five students.  The program 
promotes local educational programs for health careers as well as 
jobs within Jefferson, Lewis and St. Lawrence counties. 
 

 
 
The DES Law Enforcement Division hosted a job shadow student from Indian River School.  
The student observed several duties of a law enforcement officer in a military setting.  His 
interaction with both Military Police and DA Police provided him with several options for future 
career choices.   
 
For up-to-the-minute news on Fort Drum, make sure to bookmark www.drum.army.mil in your 
internet browser.  Via our website, everyone has access to our weekly post newspaper, The 
Mountaineer, and our broadcast updates from our post television station, DrumTV (Channel 13).  
Press releases and a host of other useful information are also on Fort Drum’s official website.  
Fort Drum Family and Morale, Welfare and Recreation (search Fort Drum FMWR) is your go-to 
location on Facebook, and we’re on Twitter too (search 10thMountainDiv)! 
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CONCLUSION:  $1,502,834,542 IN FY09 --- $13,764,342,782 TO DATE   

 
The total economic impact of a military installation on a geographic area is difficult to calculate.   
For the purpose of this report, outflow of military expenditures from the tri-county area has not 
been estimated, nor have expenditures by the National Guard and Reserve Soldiers who train 
at Fort Drum.   Analysis of the direct expenditures from Fort Drum highlights the post’s 
importance to Northern New York and New York State’s economic well-being.  The continuing 
impact of Fort Drum’s spending on the community is substantial and totaled over 
$1,502,834,542 in FY09.   Total spending from FY88 to date exceeds $13,764,342,782. 
 
          

FY09 Spending By Category 

Payrolls (Military, Civilian, Contractor, Retiree) $1,124,292,746   

Medical/Dental Supplies & Services $29,798,996   

Veterinary Supplies & Services $800   

Army Community Housing $2,660,419   

Domestic Leases $2,032,660 

FDMCH Local Dollars Expended $98,851,197 

Contracts Awarded by MICC-DOC Fort Drum  $72,033,455   

Contracts Awarded by COE $113,200,000 

Contracts Centrally Funded/Awarded by Others $39,164,725   

NAF Local Purchases  $2,061,544   

Federal Impact Aid $17,567,049 

Education (Tuition Assistance/Contracts) $718,227 

PX/Commissary Equip Service & Maintenance $452,724   

TOTAL $1,502,834,542 
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CUMULATIVE INVESTMENT FY88 TO DATE 

 
 
 
 

Fiscal Year Amount 

1988 $271,715,512 

1989 $332,094,861 

1990 $317,301,075 

1991 $371,844,455 

1992 $365,671,927 

1993 $383,470,275 

1994 $377,435,633 

1995 $389,289,789 

1996 $397,281,856 

1997 $392,901,745 

1998 $432,415,785 

1999 $404,863,008 

2000 $441,510,994 

2001 $465,413,254 

2002 $519,853,426 

2003 $529,736,252 

2004 $652,902,907 

2005 $821,377,368 

2006 $1,247,658,930 

2007 $1,463,781,777 

2008 $1,682,987,413 

2009 $1,502,834,542 

TOTAL $13,764,342,783 
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FORT DRUM AT A GLANCE 

 
 

Capital Assets 

Surfaced Roads (Miles) 158.68 

Unsurfaced Roads (Miles)  246.0 

Runways/Taxiways/Parking Aprons (Sq Yds) 1,853,653.0 

Parking (Sq Yds) 3,084,820.3 

Sidewalks (Sq Yds) 481,644.5 

Electric Lines (Each) 2,135,166.1 

Water Lines (Linear Feet) 1,079,666.0 

Gas Lines (Linear Feet) 343,820.0 

Sanitary Sewer Lines (Linear Feet) 547,512.0 

Storm Sewer Lines (Linear Feet) 327,731.2 

Fence (Linear Feet) 587,741.1 

Railroad Trackage (Miles) 12.8 

Communication Lines (Miles) 426.4 

Airfield Lighting (Linear Feet) 195,935.2 

Fuel POL Lines (Miles) 4.0 

 
 
 

Real Property 

Type Square Feet 

Training Buildings 567,535.2 

HQ & Unit Supply 1,612,528.0 

Maintenance 1,872,822.0 

Warehouse 1,336,871.0 

Administration 401,663.0 

Chapels/Religious Education 43,457.0 

Transient Quarters 222,268.0 

Troop Billets 2,383,397.0 

Dining Facilities 140,817.0 

On-Post Family Housing 4,889,906.0 

DFMWR 514,399.0 

PX/Clothing  282,612.0 

Commissary  82,800.0 

Medical Facilities 240,130.0 

Miscellaneous 383,331.7 

TOTAL 14,974,536.9 

 
Real property consists of lands and improvements to land, buildings, and structures, including 
improvements and additions, and utilities.  It includes equipment affixed and built into the facility 
as an integral part of the facility (such as heating systems), but not movable equipment (such as 
plant equipment).  In many instances, this term is synonymous with “real estate” (AR 405-45). 
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Tenant Organizations 

102nd Maintenance Company (DS) NY Army National Guard 

174th Infantry Brigade, 1A-E (1st Army East) 

62d MP Det (CID) 

725th Ordnance Company (EOD) 

902nd Military Intelligence Group, Fort Drum Field Office 

7th Engineer Battalion 

Army & Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) 

Mission & Installation Contracting Command, Enterprise & Installation Operations, 
Directorate of Contracting (IMCC DOC-Fort Drum) 

Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) 

Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 

Defense Finance & Accounting Service (DFAS), 33d Finance Management Company 

Defense Military Pay Office (DMPO)  

99th Regional Support Command (99th RSC) Equipment Concentration Site #1 (ECS #1) 

Office of Personnel Management (OPM) Federal Investigative Service (FIS) 

Army Field Support Battalion (AFSBn-Drum) 

Non-Commissioned Officer Academy (NCOA) 

174th Fighter Wing (NYANG/F-16) 

US Air Force, 20th Air Support Operations Squadron (ASOS) 

US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Fort Drum Resident Office 

US Army Civilian Human Resource Agency (CHRA) 

US Army Dental Activity (DENTAC) 

US Army Legal Service, Trial Defense Service (TDS) 

US Army Medical Department Activity (MEDDAC) 

US Army Veterinary Command (VETCOM) 

US Army Signal Network Enterprise Center (NEC) - Fort Drum 

American Red Cross 

AmeriCu Credit Union 

Black River Generation LLC 

Fort Drum Thrift Shop 

Jefferson County Department of Motor Vehicles 

Key Bank 

NYS Department of Labor 

NYS Department of Veterans Affairs 

US Postal Service (USPS) 

United Services Organization (USO) 

 
In addition to the 10th Mountain Division (Light Infantry), Fort Drum is either the home installation 
or training installation to a number of other units from various branches and components of 
service to include Active, Reserve, Joint, Allied, and Interagency (Customs, FBI, state, local 
emergency services) organizations.  There are also many non-government and private 
organizations located on Fort Drum. 
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Contractors 

AFC Corp J M Waller Associates 

Allen Corporation of America Janus Research Group   

Alutiiq, LLC Jefferson Rehabilitation Center  

aXseum L3 Communications 

BAE Systems, Inc Lawman Heating and Cooling 

Battelle Lions Club Industries for the Blind 

Booz Allen Hamilton Lockheed Martin 

CAV International Lear Sigler 

Chickasaw Nation Industries Managed Health Network 

Chugach Alaska Corporation Mantech International Corp 

Colorado State University  Military Professional Services, Inc. 

Columbia College Millennium Health and Fitness 

Computer Sciences Corporation North Operations & Maintenance  

Control Systems Research (CSR) Omega Quality Services Enterprise 

Cornell Cooperative Extension Assn of Jefferson Co Parsons Technology 

DPI Purcell Construction 

DRS Technologies  Raydon 

DS2 Raytheon 

Eagle Support Services Corp Science Applications International  

Engineering & Environmental, Inc  SERCO 

ESP State University of New York  

Favata Bakery (deli/bakery) Strategic Resources Inc 

FDMCH, LLC (Actus Lend Lease) Syracuse Linen Supply 

General Dynamics TW & Company 

Honeywell Unitech America, Inc 

Integrity Management Custodial Services 
Victims Assistance Center of 
Jefferson County 

Independent Contractors for Medical Services Wayseekers Framing Gallery 

Indtai, Inc Westar Group 

 
Contractors represented here have a contract with the Army that requires the use of facilities on 
the installation.  This list is current at time of publication and may change throughout the year.  
This list excludes contractors who might come onto the installation during the working day to 
perform services while maintaining offices elsewhere.    
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FORT DRUM TRANSFORMATION 

Transformation population data provided by PAI  
TRICARE enrollment data provided by MEDDAC  
Facilities update provided by Public Works 

 
Transformation (Dec 03 - Sep 07) has meant growth for the 10th Mountain Division (Light 
Infantry) and Fort Drum.  Pre-transformation and current population data (includes Soldiers 
assigned to 10th Mountain Division, Garrison and tenant units) are shown below.  
  
   

 
 

Category 

31 Dec 03 
Population 

Pre-Transformation 

 
30 Sep 09 
Population 

Soldiers 10,729 18,023 

Family Members 10,590 17,222 

Total Population 21,319 35,245 

 
 
Current population column reflects September 2009 TRICARE enrollments as our data source.     
Family member data equals all TRICARE eligibles (other than active duty) by zip code for our 
four county area (Lewis, Jefferson, Oswego and St. Lawrence) within a 40 mile radius (our 
TRICARE area for eligibility and enrollment purposes) in addition to the eligibles in the Syracuse 
area. 
 
TRICARE is the health benefits program for all the uniformed services.  All active duty members 
and their Families, retirees and their Families and survivors who are not eligible for Medicare 
may participate.  Additionally, those individuals under age 65 who are eligible for Medicare 
because of disability or end-stage kidney disease may participate. 
 
Soldiers and Family members must register in the Defense Enrollment Eligibility Reporting 
System (DEERS) to be eligible for any TRICARE benefits.  DEERS is a computerized database 
of military sponsors, Families and others worldwide who are entitled under the law to TRICARE 
benefits.   Active-duty and retired service members are automatically registered in DEERS, 
however they must register their Family members and ensure they are correctly entered into the 
database.   
 
In 2009, approximately 701,289 square feet of new facilities were completed, with an estimated 
value of $205M.  Permanent construction includes barracks buildings, company headquarters 
buildings, and tactical equipment maintenance facilities. Other permanent construction 
completed include a Child Development Center (CDC) for 0-5 years, AAFES PX expansion, 
Commissary upgrade, RCI homes, and a dental clinic. 

New Playground added this 

year at Pines Plains. 
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ECONOMIC FORECAST… 
MCA construction update provided by Public Works 

 
Ongoing MCA construction projects totaling approximately $308M include a Child Development 
Center (CDC) for 0-5 years, RCI homes, Maneuver Area Training Equipment Site (MATES) 
expansion, barracks, and a BCT dining facility.  Additional ongoing construction projects include 
Guthrie Medical Clinic expansion, fire station, unit maintenance facilities for a cargo truck 
company and a quartermaster company, Army Reserve Center, and warrior in transition 
barracks and company operations facilities.  Also included in ongoing construction projects are 
battalion headquarters, company headquarters, barracks, a dining facility and tactical equipment 
maintenance facilities for the Military Police (MP) and Engineer (EN) battalions. 
 
MCA construction planned for FY10, approximately $93M, includes barracks, water system 
expansion, all weather marksmanship facility indoor range, and warrior in transition barracks, 
battalion headquarters, and a Soldier & Family Assistance Center. 
 
MCA construction planned for FY11, approximately $229M, includes a training support center, 
operational readiness training complex, infantry squad battle course, aircraft fuel storage 
complex, aircraft maintenance hangar, and engineer battalion facilities. 
 
MCA construction planned for FY12, approximately $171M, includes ammunition supply point 
expansion, alert holding area facility, railhead expansion, chapel expansion, infrastructure 
upgrades, health clinic, and dental clinic expansion. 
 
MCA construction planned for FY13, approximately $309M, includes physical fitness facility, 
central issue facility, Hays Hall expansion, sustainment brigade facilities, combat aviation 
brigade facilities, ordnance and military police battalion facilities. 
 
MCA construction planned for FY14, approximately $14.2M, includes a Family Life Center. 
 
MCA construction planned for FY15, approximately $153M, includes baffle ranges and combat 
aviation brigade facilities. 
 

Fort Drum’s growth will continue to play an increasingly significant role 
in the North Country economy.  The Soldiers, spouses and their 
children stationed at Fort Drum, the majority of whom live in the 
communities surrounding Fort Drum, will be the driving force to 
continued economic growth and development in the tri-county area.  
Fort Drum enjoys the highest reenlistment rate in the Army for Soldiers 
reenlisting for their current duty station - a credit to the Army, Fort 
Drum and the North Country.   

 
As the Army modular force deploys to fight and win our Nation’s challenges, our focus at Fort 
Drum, using the Army’s triple bottom line of mission, community and environment, is to become 
a sustainable installation that simultaneously meets mission requirements, protects human 
health and safety, enhances quality of life inside and outside the gate, and safeguards the 
natural environment. 
  
 

 
This booklet was prepared by the Plans, Analysis and Integration Office 

Fort Drum, NY  13602 



Proposed Southern Expansion of Solid Waste Management Facility 
Joint NYSDEC/USACE Permit Application 

 

Development Authority of the North Country March 2011 
 

 

Appendix J 
 

Disposal Alternative Cost Estimates 
  



County
Waste 

Tonnage1

Additional 
Hauling Costs2 

(per ton)

Additional Tipping 
Fee3 (per ton)

Total Additional 
Disposal Costs4 

(per year)

Additional 
Operations Costs5 

(per year)

Total Additional 
Cost/Year

Watertown TS 126,722 $22 ($8.50) $1,682,730.89 $240,000 $1,922,731

Lowville TS 23,536 $24 ($8.50) $356,463.42 $60,000 $416,463

Gouverneur TS 13,704 $19 ($14.50) $65,846.95 -- --

Massena TS 34,260 $19 ($14.50) $164,617.38 -- --

Ogdensburg TS 35,116 $19 ($14.50) $167,593.28 -- --

Star Lake TS 2,569 $21 ($14.50) $17,885.75 -- --
Total 85,649 -- -- $415,943.36 $120,000 $535,943

$2,875,138

Notes:
1. Represents the total waste from within the County delivered to the Development Authority SWMF in 2010.
2. Based on additional costs to haul waste to an alternate landfill in lieu of the Development Authority SWMF in Rodman. The mileage 
from the transfer station to the Development Authority SWMF was subtracted from the distance between the transfer station and the
alternate landfill in order to calculate the additional hauling fees. Cost/Mile includes all replacement and maintenance costs for trucks and
trailers, fuel costs, and personnel costs associated with hauling MSW.
3. Based on a tipping fee of $41/ton at the Development Authority SWMF, $32.50 at Ontario County Landfill, and $26.50 at the Seneca
 Meadows Landfill. Estimated fees obtained from landfill staff and/or other municipal disposal quotes.
4. This represents the total additional cost to the Counties for disposal of waste at an out of area landfill. This cost assumes that all 
waste generated in the County will be delivered to County-operated transfer stations. Any additional costs that may be incurred by waste 
haulers that currently direct haul waste to the Development Authority SWMF and would direct haul to the transfer stations instead have 
not been included.
5. Additional operations costs based on the need for additional employees at the transfer station due to the increase in waste throughput.
Costs based on the assumption that one additional employee would be required for every doubling of the current waste handled at the 
facility (4 in Jefferson County, 1 in Lewis County, 2 in St. Lawrence County) at a rate of $60,000/employee per year (including fringes).

Jefferson County

Lewis County

St. Lawrence County

Grand Total:

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY MEMBER COUNTIES WASTE EXPORTATION COST ESTIMATE



Waste to Energy Facility Sizing:

Bypass Waste
Plant Up-

time 
Plant Capacity 

(Tons/Year)
Tons/Day Say

Tons/Year 10% 85% 273,000 748 750

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY WASTE TO ENERGY FACILITY COST ESTIMATE

Waste Generation

260,000



Waste to Energy Facility:

Estimated Average Annual Debt Service (Capital Costs Amortized 20 Years)2 ($16,098,000)

Estimated Average Annual O&M Costs (Including Ash/Bypass Disposal)3 ($23,808,000)

Estimated Average Annual Revenue (Electrical and Recovered Material Sales)4 $17,218,000

Estimated Average Annual Net Revenue (Cost) ($22,688,000)

Estimated Cost per Ton of Waste (at 260,000 tons/year) $87.26

Development Authority Solid Waste Management Facility (SWMF):

Estimated Average Annual Cost for Waste Disposal at SWMF5 ($14,321,910)

Estimated Cost per Ton of Waste (at 260,000 tons/year) $55.08

Estimated Additional Annual Cost of Waste to Energy Facility ($8,366,090)

1. Cost estimates calculated based on a 3% inflation rate over all 20 years, unless otherwise noted.

2. - Annual debt service based on initial siting, permitting, engineering, and construction costs of 

$200,622,000 amortized over a 20 year period (the estimated operational life of the facility before major

upgrades/renovations are required) at an interest rate of 5%.

3. - O&M costs include waste to energy facility O&M as well as all construction and operational costs

associated with expansion and operation of the SWMF for disposal of ash and bypass waste at a rate of 

90,350 tons per year.

4. - Revenues include electricity sales at a rate of $0.07 per kWh and an annual energy cost

escalation of 5% and ferrous and non-ferrous recovered metal sales at $60 and $120 per ton respectively.

5. - Annual cost of waste disposal at the SWMF is based on the current tipping fee of $41/ton for

260,000 tons with the tipping fee escalated at 3% per year.

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY WASTE TO ENERGY FACILITY COST ESTIMATE
Average Annual Costs Based on 20 Years of Facility Operation1
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Visual Impact Assessment
Jefferson County New York

Development Authority of the North Country
Soild Waste Management Facility

11/14/06
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Potential Western Footprint Visual Impact

Permitted Footprint Visual Impact

Location: End of Dona Road 

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF THE NORTH COUNTRY  

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY 

Western Landfill Extension Alternative



Potential Northwestern Footprint Visual Impact

Permitted Footprint Visual Impact

Location: End of Dona Road

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF THE NORTH COUNTRY  

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY 

Northwestern Landfill Extension Alternative



Potential Southern Footprint Visual Impact

Permitted Footprint Visual Impact

Location: End of Dona Road 

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF THE NORTH COUNTRY  

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY 

Southern Landfill Extension Alternative


