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ROME DAM REMOVAL PROJECT 
Environmental Assessment 

 
June 9, 2018 

 
Project Name:     Rome Dam Removal Project 
 
Project Location:   Near Ausable Drive, Town of Jay, Essex County, New York 12941 
 
Federal Agency: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
 
Responsible Entity:  New York State Homes and Community Renewal (HCR) 
    Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR) 
 
Responsible Agency’s  
Certifying Officer:   Lori A. Shirley, Certifying Environmental Officer  

38-40 State Street, Hampton Plaza  
Albany, New York 12207 
(518) 474-0755, Lori.Shirley@nyshcr.org 

 
Project Sponsor:   Anna Reynolds, Director, Office of Community Resources 
Primary Contact: Essex County  
 P.O. Box 217 
 Elizabethtown, NY 12932 
 (518) 873-3895, areynolds@co.essex.ny.us 
  

 
Project NEPA Classification: 24 CFR 58.36 (Environmental Assessment) 
 

Environmental Finding: ☒Finding of No Significant Impact - The project will not result in 
a significant impact on the quality of the human environment. 

 ☐Finding of Significant Impact - The project may significantly 
affect the quality of the human environment. 

  
Certification The undersigned hereby certifies that New York State Homes and 

Community Renewal has conducted an environmental review of the 
project identified above and prepared the attached environmental 
review record in compliance with all applicable provisions of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 USC 
Sec. 4321 et seq.) and its implementing regulations at 24 CFR Part 
58. 

Signature  
 
 
Lori A. Shirley 

 
 

Environmental 
Assessment Prepared 
By: 

 Tectonic Engineering & Surveying 
PO Box 37, 70 Pleasant Hill Road 
Mountainville, NY 10953 
 
 

 

 



 

CERTIFICATION OF NEPA CLASSIFICATION 

 
It is the finding of the New York State Housing Trust Fund Corporation that the activity(ies) proposed in 
its 2018 NYS CDBG-DR project, Rome Dam Removal Project are:  
      Project Year                 Project Name  

 
Check the applicable classification.  

 Exempt as defined in 24 CFR 58.34 (a).  

 Categorically Excluded as defined in 24 CFR 58.35(b).  

 Categorically Excluded as defined in 24 CFR 58.35(a) and no activities are affected by federal 
environmental statues and executive orders [i.e., exempt under 58.34(a)(12)].  

 Categorically Excluded as defined in 24 CFR 58.35(a) and some activities are affected by federal 
environmental statues and executive orders.  

 "Other" neither exempt (24 CFR 58.34(a)) nor categorically excluded (24 CFR 58.35).  

 Part or all of the project is located in an area identified as a floodplain or wetland. For projects located 
in a floodplain or wetland, evidence of compliance with Executive Orders 11988 and/or 11990 is 
required.  

For activities excluding those classified as "Other", attached is the appropriate Classification Checklist 
(Exhibit 2-4) that identifies each activity and the corresponding citation.  
 
 
_________________________________  June 9, 2018                    
Signature of Certifying Officer    Date 
 
 
 
Lori A. Shirley           Certifying Environmental Officer 
Print Name       Title 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

CERTIFICATION OF SEQRA CLASSIFICATION 
 
 
 
 

It is the finding of the New York State Housing Trust Fund Corporation that the activity(ies) proposed in 
its 2018 NYS CDBG-DR project, Rome Dam Removal Project are:  
      Project Year                  Project Name  

 
Check the applicable classification: 
 

  Type I Action (6NYCRR Section 617.4) 

  Type II Action (6NYCRR Section 617.5) 

  Unlisted Action (not Type I or Type II Action) 
 
Check if applicable: 

  Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Prepared 
 

 Draft EIS 

 Final EIS 
 

 

 

______________________________      June 9, 2018                    
Signature of Certifying Officer     Date 
 
 
Lori A. Shirley__________________   Certifying Environmental Officer 
Print Name      Title 
 
  



 

Description of the Proposed Project [24 CFR 50.12 & 58.32; 40 CFR 1508.25]:  
The Rome Dam Removal Project is located off Ausable Drive, Town of Jay, Essex County, New York 
12941 (Project location maps are included in Attachment 1). The proposed project will involve the removal 
of the existing concrete dam, the historic dam that is contained within the existing concrete dam, the stone 
masonry abutments, the upstream timber/ rock cribbing towers, and an ±850-foot (ft) portion of the riverbed 
sediment that has been deposited upstream of the existing dam in the West Branch Ausable River. The 
removal of the Rome Dam will eliminate future dam safety concerns and will minimize the exposure of 
downstream areas to flooding and erosion risks from possible dam failure. The dam removal will minimize 
the exposure of the West Branch Ausable River channel below the existing dam to a large sedimentation 
event that could destabilize the bed and banks and lead to damages along Church Lane and Ausable Forks. 
Upon completion of the dam removal, bedrock cascades are anticipated to exist near the dam’s current 
location and in the current impoundment area, creating waterfalls that will enhance the visual appearance 
of the area. The full dam removal will also reduce ice formation in the winter due to the bedrock cascades 
and restoration of the natural flow of the waterway. 
 
The proposed project will involve approximately 3.0 acres of ground disturbance (2.6 acres of river channel 
below Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM), 0.2 acres of New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) regulated streambank, and 0.2 acres of upland) associated with the dam removal, 
river restoration and the creation of the construction staging zone and access roads. The construction 
activities for the project include clearing vegetation for site access and the project staging area; constructing 
temporary access roads to the dam and upstream impoundment from the roadway; incrementally removing 
sediment and timber cribbing located upstream of the existing dam; removing the existing concrete 
spillway, stone masonry abutments, and outlet works; and removing concrete and masonry debris located 
downstream of the dam within scour pool. Indirect disturbance will take place in the upper impoundment 
due to anticipated sediment transport even though work is not taking place in this location.   
 
Rome Dam is proposed for deconstruction in 2018 during low water in summer and early autumn. The 
project is anticipated to take two to three months, depending on weather and construction equipment 
allocations (see final design plans in Attachment 2). The dam will be accessed from river right (facing 
downstream) down a steep slope. An existing haul road provides access from Ausable Drive to 
approximately 100 feet from the dam. A temporary access road will be made from the loop to the corner of 
the dam to allow equipment access to the site and material hauling away from the site. The site will be 
controlled by proper signage and safety fencing. Approximately 0.06 acres of trees will be removed in three 
designated areas to allow equipment access and dam removal. Species include pine, northern white cedar, 
red oak and hemlock. Existing native vegetation will be preserved and protected, as possible. Any native 
vegetation or topsoil removed will be stockpiled and reinstalled, as possible. The heavy work will start by 
building construction access to the dam from the existing haul road. The access road will consist of 
compacted #3 stone over filter fabric and a compacted subgrade. 
 
The impoundment will be dewatered initially by notching the dam first on river right and then on river left.  
The first notch will expose built up gravel that can serve as the base of a haul road across the front face of 
the dam.  Dewatering will continue with the goal of moving the flow to river left.  Dam removal will take 
place incrementally to remove consolidated sediment and lower the concrete spillway. The timber crib 
structures will be removed, as accessible. Channel restoration will take place as sediment is removed.  
 
Approximately 37,000 cubic yards (cy) of material, ranging from fines to very large boulders, located 
behind the dam will be removed due to concerns about downstream habitat impacts and decreased channel 
stability with excessive downstream sedimentation.  Based on sediment sampling and testing, the “sediment 
located behind the dam appears to be typical of the subsurface material found along the river bottom in the 
free-flowing channel” (Narrative for Sediment Disposal in Attachment 2).  The testing did not identify 
concentrations exceeding NYSDEC’s Technical & Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 5.1.9 Thresholds 



 

for Class A Sediment (Attachment 2).  The materials behind the dam will be removed by excavators with 
drainage at the dam site performed per standard dewatering practices. The materials will be moved by 
excavators to tandems and hauled away, with several tandems operating to allow delivery approximately 
every 30-45 minutes on days when fines are being removed (see Narrative for Sediment Disposal for more 
details in Attachment 2). An estimated 18,500 cy of sediment/fines that are mostly sands, small gravels, 
and some silt will be hauled to the Town of Jay Harkness Pit located at 371 Dry Bridge Road in Ausable 
Forks.  Gravel, cobble, and boulders will be hauled to 566 Ausable Drive in Jay for re-use in future river 
restoration projects by the Ausable River Association. As the concrete and granite dam is deconstructed, 
approximately 6,500 cy of remnant concrete and large dressed blocks will be stored at Harkness Pit, with 
the dressed blocks potentially re-used by the Town and fine sediment and crushed concrete used as fill in 
the Harkness Pit.  The Town of Jay has submitted a NYSDEC mining permit modification application for 
the Harkness Pit (see Attachment 11). The dam will be completely removed to underlying bedrock. 
Following removal, the downstream scour hole will be partially cleaned out to re-establish the proposed 
channel profile. Side slopes where the dam abutments were located will be re-graded as needed, since they 
are mostly bedrock.  
 
The full dam removal will lower water levels upstream of the dam nearly 20 feet on the West Branch 
Ausable River. Once deconstruction is complete, all disturbed locations at the project site will be completely 
restored to original condition or as indicated on the plans. The temporary access roads will be restored with 
native vegetation leaving a narrow footpath down to the former dam site. A small, level existing opening 
will be maintained and will serve as the terminus of the footpath. The site is frequented by local residents 
who hike along the bank above the river on informal trails.  A 30-foot long railing along the edge of the 
former outlet works is proposed at this optimal river viewing site. With the steep bedrock walls, the railing 
is needed for safety as the scenic overlook location is likely to attract visitors to see the restored river in the 
bedrock gorge. The railing at the end of the footpath is the only proposed extant structure within 100 feet 
of the new OHWM.  The site will remain open to the public after the dam is removed. Development of a 
sign describing the history of the Rome Dam and its importance to the community is proposed in a parking 
area along Ausable Drive. Through this project, the history of Rome Dam and the J. & J. Rogers Company 
has been documented, as requested by the State Historic Preservation Office, to memorialize the dam and 
its influence in the area. The sign will be located approximately 150 feet from the OHWM of the West 
Branch of the Ausable River.  
 
Disturbed locations on the site will be completely restored to original conditions or as indicated on the 
plans. All disturbed locations will be seeded and mulched with a native mix that meets NYSDEC standards 
for erosion and sediment control.  Project oversight will be performed by the Project Engineer and the 
County. The Project Engineer will visit the site two to three times a week to assist with design 
implementation and to track permit compliance. County representatives will be onsite nearly daily. The 
Project Engineer will be available by phone and email any time for questions and guidance. A post-
construction site walk will take place with all involved parties to ensure the project is properly completed.   
 
Statement of Purpose and Need for the Proposal [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]:  
 
This project will reduce flood risk to the Hamlet of Au Sable Forks and mitigate damages caused by 
flooding from future storm events. The Rome Dam has been identified as high hazard by the NYS DEC 
due to its location upstream from the Au Sable Forks hamlet and the Au Sable Forks Elementary School. 
Failure of the dam during flood event could be catastrophic. While the dam did not fall during Hurricane 
Irene or Lee, the storm events exacerbated the hazardous conditions of the dam by depositing more sediment 
and debris. Action must be taken to the dam in order to protect the residents, businesses, and the school 
located downstream from the dam; and the ecological health of Au Sable River itself; from the impact of a 
dam failure caused by a future flood event. 
 



 

Existing Conditions and Trends [24 CFR 58.40(a)]: 
 
The Ausable River drains a watershed area of 234 square miles and originates on the north slope of Mount 
Marcy in the town of Keene, New York. It flows north for approximately 36 miles before joining the East 
Branch to form the Ausable River at Au Sable Forks. The mainstem Ausable River flows generally 
northeast before emptying into Lake Champlain in the town of Au Sable, New York. Milone and 
MacBroom Inc. (MMI) visited the dam on September 22, 2015, June 17, 2016 and August 30, 2016 to 
document the condition of the Rome Dam. Observations during site visits confirmed the deficiencies noted 
in prior inspections. Additionally, it was noted that there was seepage undermining and outflanking both 
abutments on the downstream side of the spillway, with undermining severe on the river left where the 
penstock used to be located. MMI concluded that the Rome Dam is “currently unmaintained, has been listed 
as structurally unsound for at least 20 years, and continues to deteriorate.” According to MMI, “[w]ithout 
removal, substantial repairs or replacement will be needed.” (See Rome Dam Engineering Study dated 
February 28, 2017 in Attachment 2.) 
 
The Rome Dam (federal ID # NY00243 and state ID # 219‐1082) was built in approximately 1897 to 
provide mechanical power to nearby pulp and paper mills. The dam is 103 feet long and 38 feet tall to the 
top of the abutments. The dam has a concrete gravity ogee spillway that is approximately 29 feet tall. Stone 
masonry abutments exist on both sides of the spillway. The West Branch Ausable River drains a 234-square 
mile watershed at the dam site. Based on recent survey and field investigation, it is estimated that the dam 
is capable of storing approximately 49 acre‐feet of sediment and water measured at the spillway crest, and 
a volume of approximately 91 acre‐feet measured at the top of the dam. The size of Rome Dam brings it 
under the regulatory jurisdiction of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 
Bureau of Flood Protection and Dam Safety (NYSDEC Dam Safety) because the height of the dam is 
greater than 15 feet tall and it can store more than three million gallons (±9.2 acre‐feet) of water and 
sediment. The dam is classified as a “small” dam by the State of New York since the overall height of the 
structure is less than 40 feet and it impounds less than 1,000 acre‐ feet at the normal water surface elevation. 
 
The Rome Dam is classified as a high hazard (Class C) dam by the State of New York. In the event of their 
failure, Class C dams are likely to result in widespread or serious damage to buildings, highways, or 
important utilities and substantial environmental damage, such that the loss of human life or widespread 
substantial economic loss is likely (NYCRR Title 6 Part 673.5). The dam is also listed as “unsound”, 
meaning it has deficiencies of such a nature that the safety of the dam cannot be assured. These deficiencies 
may include seepage problems, structural stability inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway capacity 
(NYCRR Title 6, Part 673.16). The Rome Dam is currently obsolete and deteriorating and has inadequate 
spillway capacity.  
 
 
Funding Information 
 
Estimated Total Project Cost (HUD and non-HUD funds) [24 CFR 58.32(d)]: $2,945,595.00 
 
Estimated Total HUD Funded Amount: $2,945,595.00 
  



 

Compliance with 24 CFR 58.5, and 58.6 Laws and Authorities 

Record below the compliance or conformance determinations for each statute, executive order, or 
regulation. Provide credible, traceable, and supportive source documentation for each authority. Where 
applicable, complete the necessary reviews or consultations and obtain or note applicable permits of 
approvals. Clearly note citations, dates/names/titles of contacts, and page references. Attach additional 
documentation as appropriate. 

Compliance Factors: Statutes, 
Executive Orders, and 
Regulations listed at 24 CFR 
§58.5 and §58.6         

Are formal 
compliance 

steps or 
mitigation 
required? 

Compliance determinations  

 

STATUTES, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND REGULATIONS LISTED AT 24 CFR 50.4 and 58.6 

Airport Hazards  

24 CFR Part 51 Subpart D 

Yes  No 

   

Based on guidance provided by HUD via Fact 
Sheet #D1, the National Plan of Integrated 
Airport Systems (NPIAS) was reviewed for 
civilian, commercial service and military airports 
located near the site. There are no civilian, 
commercial service airports located within 2,500 
feet of the proposed project. There are no military 
airports located within 15,000 feet of the site 
(Attachment 1). No additional review is 
required. 
 
Fact Sheet #D1: Siting HUD-Assisted Projects in 
Accident Potential Zones  
 

Coastal Barrier Resources  

Coastal Barrier Resources Act, as 
amended by the Coastal Barrier 
Improvement Act of 1990 [16 
USC 3501] 

Yes  No 

   

Based on the USFWS Coastal Barrier Resources 
System Map, the proposed project is not located 
in or immediately adjacent (within 150 feet) to a 
Coastal Barrier Resource System Unit or 
Otherwise Protected Area (Attachment 3). 
 
https://www.fws.gov/ecological-services/habitat-
conservation/cbra/Maps/index.html  
 

Flood Insurance  

Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
1973 and National Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 1994 
[42 USC 4001-4128 and 42 USC 
5154a] 

Yes  No 

   

Based on the FEMA Firmette 3602650003D, the 
proposed project is located within a FEMA 
designated flood zone (100-year floodplain, 
Special Flood Hazard Area [SFHA] – Zone A) 
(Attachment 4). The proposed project is not 
located within a FEMA-designated regulatory 
floodway. The Floodplain Management 
Determination (Executive Order [EO] 11988) and 
Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) 
Determination for the proposed project is 
included in Attachment 4.  
 



 

However, proof of National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP) insurance is not required as the 
proposed project does not involve insurable 
structures.  
 
https://msc.fema.gov/portal 
 

STATUTES, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND REGULATIONS LISTED AT 24 CFR 50.4 & 58.5 

Clean Air  

Clean Air Act, as amended, 
particularly section 176(c) & (d); 
40 CFR Parts 6, 51, 93 

Yes  No 

   

The proposed project is located in Essex County, 
which is listed as a current attainment county for 
particulate matter (PM2.5 or PM10), carbon 
monoxide, and ozone. Therefore, a conformity 
and screening analysis was not performed 
according to the requirements of 40 CFR 93, 
Subpart B (federal general conformity 
regulations).  
 
The proposed project would not generate 
significant levels of vehicular traffic; therefore, 
no exceedances of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard (NAAQS) associated with 
carbon monoxide (CO) or particulate matter (PM) 
is anticipated occur. The proposed project will not 
result in siting any new source of air pollutants. 
The proposed project will not adversely affect the 
State Implementation Plan (SIP). Any air quality 
impacts would be short-term and localized during 
construction and, therefore, no significant adverse 
impacts to air quality are anticipated. However, it 
is recommended that construction activities are 
conducted in such a way as to ensure acceptable 
air quality during these activities (e.g., through 
minimization of volatile organic compounds and 
nitrogen oxides emissions, mindful operation of 
gas-powered construction equipment to avoid 
prolonged idling, or fugitive dust management 
during construction). It is also recommended that 
low-VOC materials and inventory and energy star 
efficient equipment are used, as practicable. 
 
Idling Restriction. In addition to adhering to the 
local law restricting unnecessary idling on 
roadways, on-site vehicle idle time will also be 
restricted to five minutes for all equipment and 
vehicles that are not using their engines to operate 
a loading, unloading, or processing device (e.g., 
concrete mixing trucks) or otherwise required for 
the proper operation of the engine. 
 



 

Utilization of Newer Equipment. U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Tier 1 
through 4 standards for non-road engines 
regulates the emission of criteria pollutants from 
new engines, including PM, CO, NOx, and 
hydrocarbons (HC). All non-road construction 
equipment with a power rating of 50 horsepower 
(hp) or greater would meet at least the Tier 2 
emissions standard to the extent practicable.  
 
Best Available Tailpipe Reduction Technologies. 
Non-road diesel engines with a power rating of 50 
hp or greater and controlled truck fleets (i.e., truck 
fleets under long-term contract with the Project) 
including but not limited to concrete mixing and 
pumping trucks would utilize the best available 
tailpipe (BAT) technology for reducing DPM 
emissions. Diesel particulate filters (DPFs) have 
been identified as being the tailpipe technology 
currently proven to have the highest reduction 
capability. Construction contracts would specify 
that all diesel non-road engines rated at 50 hp or 
greater would utilize DPFs, either installed by the 
original equipment manufacturer (OEM) or 
retrofitted. Retrofitted DPFs must be verified by 
EPA. Active DPFs or other technologies proven 
to achieve an equivalent reduction may also be 
used.  
 
EPA, Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants 
https://www.epa.gov/green-book  
 
Ozone specific: 
https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/hbca
.html#Ozone_8-hr.2008.New_York 
 
EPA, Recent Updates: Federal Register Notices 
Published or Effective After February 28, 2018 
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/adden.
html  
 

Coastal Zone Management  

Coastal Zone Management Act, 
sections 307(c) & (d) 

Yes  No 

   

Not applicable. The proposed project is not 
located within the New York State Coastal 
Boundary (Attachment 3). 

Contamination and Toxic 
Substances  

24 CFR Part 50.3(i) & 58.5(i)(2) 

Yes  No 

  

Based on a review of available environmental 
records for the Subject Property and 
surrounding area, the Subject Property is 
unlikely to contain hazardous materials, 
contamination, toxic chemicals and gases, or 



 

radioactive substances, which would constitute 
a hazard that could affect the health and safety 
of occupants or conflict with the intended 
utilization of the Subject Property. Therefore, a 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 
or Phase II Investigation is not warranted. The 
HUD Environmental Standard Review Report 
including maps, NYSDEC reports, and EPA 
reports are included in Attachment 5. 

 

Endangered Species  

Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
particularly section 7; 50 CFR 
Part 402 

Yes  No 

  

The West Branch Ausable River is a Class C(T) 
stream upstream of the Rome Dam under 
NYSDEC Article 15. In cold water trout fisheries 
(waters classified under Article 15 of New York’s 
Environmental Conservation Law with a “T” or 
“TS” designation), in-water work is prohibited 
beginning October 1st and ending May 31st. 

A formal request was submitted to the NYSDEC 
Natural Heritage Program (NHP) for records of 
threatened or endangered species in the vicinity of 
the proposed project site. On December 21, 2017, 
a response was received from the NHP stating that 
their database contained records of rare or state-
listed animals or plants, or significant natural 
communities within the vicinity of the proposed 
project site. These records indicated that there is a 
documented winter hibernaculum of the state and 
federally threatened northern long-eared bat 
located within two miles from the Subject 
Property. Also, the NHP response indicated that a 
pine-northern hardwood forest community is 
located about 0.5 miles away from the Subject 
Property, but that NHP has no concerns regarding 
the proposed project impacting this significant 
natural community (See NYSDEC Significant 
Natural Communities Map in Attachment 3). 
NHP documentation is included in Attachment 6.  
 
The USFWS lists the federally threatened 
northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis 
septentrionalis), the endangered Indiana bat 
(Myotis sodalis), and migratory birds of concern 
as protected species with the potential to occur 
within the vicinity of the proposed project site. 
The Information for Planning and Consultation 
(IPaC) Resource List indicates that there are 16 
species of migratory birds protected by the 
MBTA and BGEPA that could potentially be 
affected by the proposed project, including the 
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 



 

(Attachment 6). However, there are no known 
breeding bald eagles within the vicinity of the 
proposed project site; therefore, no adverse 
impacts to breeding bald eagles are expected to 
occur as a result of the proposed project. If Bald 
Eagles are found within the proposed project site, 
then GOSR and Essex County should follow the 
Bald Eagle Management Guidelines on the 
USFWS website. Migratory birds are expected to 
temporarily leave the area during construction 
due to noise and disturbance. Therefore, the 
proposed project is likely to have no effect on 
migratory birds of concern.  
 
The project is located in an area that is primarily 
characterized by undeveloped forested properties 
and sparse residential development. No caves or 
mines occur in the project area. The project 
involves removal of 92 trees in three sections, 
encompassing approximately 0.06 acre. 
 
A Phase 1 Summer Habitat Assessment was 
conducted by Amanda Bailey (NYSDEC) on 
March 21, 2018 (Attachment 6). The Assessment 
concluded that overall, the project area is not 
likely to support a roost tree  The forest is 
dominated by coniferous species, with only one 
tree showing evidence of exfoliating bark, cracks, 
crevices or hollows.  In addition, the majority of 
the trees are small (63% of the trees to be removed 
have a DBH less than 3 inches).  The area is more 
likely to be used as foraging habitat for bat 
species. However, the proposed Project is not 
likely to adversely impact foraging or traveling 
bats because the existing corridors will be 
preserved and tree clearing will occur in a 
relatively small area. (See Phase 1 Summer 
Habitat Assessment in Attachment 6). 
 
 Thus, a “may affect, not likely to adversely 
affect” determination was made for the Indiana 
Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat and submitted 
to USFWS on April 23, 2018 (Attachment 6). 
Project implementation would be conditioned 
upon issuance of applicable federal and state 
permits and the project would be constructed in 
accordance with federal and state permit 
requirements and their conditions.  The proposed 
Project would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of ESA species or destroy or adversely 
modify their critical habitat.  



 

 
The USFWS concurred with this determination 
on May 24, 2018. The USFWS stated that 
“[g]iven the project location, lack of roosting 
habitat impacts, and minimal foraging habitat 
impacts (0.2 acre), we concur with your 
determination.” The USFWS had no further 
comment on GOSR’s determination. The 
response stated that “No further coordination or 
consultation under ESA is required with the 
Service at this time. Should project plans change, 
or if additional information on listed or proposed 
species or critical habitat becomes available, this 
determination may be reconsidered…Until the 
proposed project is complete, we recommend that 
you check our website regularly to ensure that 
listed species presence/absence information for 
the proposed project is current” (Attachment 6).  
 
GOSR will promptly report any departures from 
the described proposed project activities that 
would change the effect determination to the New 
York Field Office. GOSR will provide the New 
York Field Office with the results of any surveys 
conducted for the IB and NLEB. Involved parties 
will promptly notify the New York Field Office 
upon finding a dead, injured, or sick IB or NLEB.  
 

Explosive and Flammable 
Hazards 

24 CFR Part 51 Subpart C 

Yes  No 

  

Not applicable. This criterion is applicable to 
HUD‐assisted projects that involve new 
residential construction, conversion of non‐
residential buildings to residential use, 
rehabilitation of residential properties that 
increase the number of units, or restoration of 
abandoned properties to habitable condition. The 
proposed project does not include these activities. 
Further, the proposed project does not involve the 
introduction of bulk storage of hazardous 
materials.  

 

Farmlands Protection  

Farmland Protection Policy Act 
of 1981, particularly sections 
1504(b) and 1541; 7 CFR Part 
658 

Yes  No 

  

It is anticipated that the proposed project will 
result in the disturbance of approximately 3.0 
acres (2.6 acres of river channel below OHWM, 
0.2 acres of NYSDEC regulated streambank, and 
0.2 acres of upland). This proposed project area is 
designated as “not prime farmland” by the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Natural Resources Conservation Service’s 
(NRCS) Farmland Classification map 



 

(Attachment 7). The proposed project is not 
located in a New York State recognized 
Agricultural District (Attachment 7). Also, it 
does not involve the conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not violate the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act. Thus, no further review is required. 
 
http://www.agriculture.ny.gov/ap/agservices/agri
cultural-districts.html 
 

Floodplain Management  

Executive Order 11988, 
particularly section 2(a); 24 CFR 
Part 55 

Yes  No 

  

Based on the FEMA Firmette 3602650003D, the 
proposed project is located within a FEMA 
designated flood zone (100-year floodplain, 
Special Flood Hazard Area [SFHA] – Zone A) 
(Attachment 4). The proposed project is not 
located within a FEMA-designated regulatory 
floodway. An 8-step Floodplain Management 
Determination was completed pursuant to 24 CFR 
55.20. The Floodplain Management 
Determination (EO 11988) and Protection of 
Wetlands (EO 11990) Determination for the 
proposed project is included in Attachment 4.  

 
Historic Preservation  

National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, particularly sections 
106 and 110; 36 CFR Part 800; 
Tribal notification for new 
ground disturbance. 

Yes  No 

  

According to the Phase 1A Literature Review and 
Archaeological Sensitivity Survey, a review for 
historic properties on the site revealed the 
Ausable Forks Hydroelectric Plant (Rome Dam) 
(NYS OPRHP #031.05.0007) and No Name 
Archaeological Pre-Contact site (NYS OPRHP 
#031.05.00347) on the edge of/within the project 
site. Through this project, the history of Rome 
Dam and the J. & J. Rogers Company has been 
documented, as requested by the New York State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), to 
memorialize the dam and its influence in the area. 
The sign will be located approximately 150 feet 
from the proposed OHWM. The historic 
documentation process will continue during the 
proposed removal. On January 30, 2018, the New 
York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
reviewed the project and determined that there 
will be No Historic Properties Affected by the 
proposed undertaking. The SHPO response and 
Phase 1A Literature Review and Archaeological 
Sensitivity Survey (8/26/16) are included in 
Attachment 8. 
 
On September 29, 2017, GOSR sent consultations 
letters to the Tribal Historic Preservation Office 



 

(THPO) of the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe and 
Mohawk Nation. The THPO of the St. Regis 
Mohawk Tribe responded that the project is 
considered being of “No Effect” in regards to 
cultural properties of concern to the Tribe. In 
addition, the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe “fully 
supports this project that will restore in part, the 
natural flow of the Ausable River.”  The St. Regis 
Mohawk Tribe requests to be notified upon 
completion of this project. Additionally, they 
request to be immediately identified in the event 
of any inadvertent discoveries of human remains, 
funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 
cultural patrimony that are made during the scope 
of this project. No response was received from the 
Mohawk Nation. 
 
The THPO consultation letters and responses 
have been included in Attachment 8. Any 
subsequent responses received for the THPO 
consultations will be incorporated into the 
requirements of this environmental review and 
appended to Attachment 8. 
 
In the event any unanticipated discoveries of 
human remains and/or cultural resources 
including, but not limited to, funerary objects, 
sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony 
are made during execution of the proposed 
project, work shall be halted immediately and the 
SHPO and the THPOs of the Mohawk Nation and 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe shall be consulted before 
work resumes. 

 

Noise Abatement and Control  

Noise Control Act of 1972, as 
amended by the Quiet 
Communities Act of 1978; 24 
CFR Part 51 Subpart B 

Yes  No 

  

 

The proposed project use is not a noise-sensitive 
use. The proposed project activities are not 
expected to generate excessive noise during the 
short-term construction work and will adhere to 
local noise control standards. The proposed 
project activities will be completed in accordance 
with all applicable federal, state and local laws, 
regulations, and permit requirements and 
conditions. Therefore, the proposed project’s 
construction and its completion resulting in a free-
flowing waterway is not expected to generate any 
significant adverse noise impacts. 

Sole Source Aquifers  Yes  No 

  

Not applicable. The proposed project site is not 
located within the surficial bounds of a designated 
sole source aquifer. The EPA designated sole 



 

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, 
as amended, particularly section 
1424(e); 40 CFR Part 149 

 source aquifers map in New York State is 
included in Attachment 9. 
 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/water_pdf/ssa.pdf 

 

Wetlands Protection  

Executive Order 11990, 
particularly sections 2 and 5 

Yes  No 

  

 

The proposed project is partially located within 
wetlands designated by the USFWS National 
Wetlands Inventory (NWI), as shown in 
Attachment 4. An 8-step review of the proposed 
project pursuant to 24 CFR Part 55 was 
undertaken. The Floodplain Management 
Determination (EO 11988) and Protection of 
Wetlands (EO 11990) Determination documents 
the impacts from and alternatives to the proposed 
project in wetlands in Attachment 4. 
 
The proposed project area is partially located 
within the West Branch Ausable River, which is 
designated by the NYSDEC as a Class C(T) 
stream upstream of the Rome Dam and a Class C 
stream downstream of the Rome Dam. The 
following permits will be required prior to 
commencement of project activities: 
 
 USACE Section 404 Permit 
 NYSDEC Construction, Reconstruction, or 

Repair of Dams and other Impounding 
Structures – Under Article 15, Title 5 

 NYSDEC Stream Disturbance – Under 
Article 15, Title 5 

 NYSDEC – Excavation and Fill in Navigable 
Waters – Under Article 15, Title 5 

 NYSDEC – Water Quality Certification 
Under Section 401, Clean Water Act 

 NYSDEC – Wild, Scenic, and Recreational 
Rivers Permit – Under Article 15, Title 27 

 NYSDEC – Division of Mineral Resources- 
Mining Permit Modification for Harkness 
Mine 

 NYSDEC – SPDES General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges from Construction 
Activity – GP-0-15-002  

 NYSDEC – Beneficial Use Determination 
(BUD) (Part 360.12(a)(e)(4)) 

 NYSDEC – Construction and Demolition 
(C&D) processing registration (Part 361-
5.2(a)(1)) 

 Adirondack Park Agency (APA) Permit (dam 
removal) 



 

 Town of Jay Floodplain Development Permit 
 

Project activities will be completed in accordance 
with all applicable federal, state and local laws, 
regulations, and permit requirements and 
conditions. Permits required for this project shall 
be obtained by the County before commencing 
work and appended to the environmental review 
record when received from the permitting 
agencies. 
 
NYSDEC Environmental Resource Mapper  
http://www.dec.ny.gov/gis/erm/ 
 
USFWS National Wetland Inventory - V2 

https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.htm
l 

 

Wild and Scenic Rivers  

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 
1968, particularly section 7(b) 
and (c) 

 

Yes  No 

  

 

The proposed project is located within a National 
Park Service-recognized Nationwide Rivers 
Inventory (NRI) river segment with the following 
outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs): Fish, 
Geologic, Recreational, and Scenic. (Attachment 
3). In accordance with executive memorandum all 
agencies must “take care to avoid or mitigate 
adverse effects” to rivers identified in the 
Nationwide Rivers Inventory. However, the 
proposed project would not have an adverse effect 
on outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs) of 
the West Branch Ausable River and would not 
foreclose options to classify any portion of the 
West Branch Ausable River as wild, scenic, or 
recreational river areas. The proposed project will 
not involve the destruction or alteration of the free 
flowing nature of the West Branch Ausable River, 
deterioration of water quality, or the transfer or 
sale of property adjacent to an NRI. The proposed 
project will result in the short term introduction of 
visual, audible, or other sensory intrusions that are 
out of character with the river during the dam 
removal and construction, however, the 
disturbance will be minor and temporary in 
nature, and restricted to the immediate vicinity of 
the Rome Dam. Ultimately, the proposed project 
will restore the natural flow of the river by 
removing a manmade impoundment. Also, the 
proposed project includes site recovery to remove 
all temporary access roads, construction entrances 
and signs, and stabilize and restore all disturbed 
areas followed by complete site restoration to 



 

original conditions or as indicated in plans. Upon 
completion of the dam removal, bedrock cascades 
will likely exist near the dam’s current location 
and in the current impoundment, creating 
waterfalls that will enhance the visual appearance 
of the impoundment area. 
 
The National Park Service (NPS) was consulted 
to review the Rome Dam removal project for 
consistency with the W. Branch Ausable River's 
listing as a candidate for federal Wild and Scenic 
River status through listing on the Nationwide 
Rivers Inventory. The NPS responded that “[t]he 
removal would restore free-flowing conditions to 
the segment of the river, and therefor is entirely 
compatible with the NRI listing.  NPS has no 
comments or objections to the project as 
proposed.”  
 
The West Branch Ausable River is designated by 
the NYSDEC as a Recreational River. Project 
activities will require a NYSDEC Wild, Scenic, 
and Recreational Rivers Permit – Under Article 
15, Title 27. Project activities will be completed 
in accordance with permit requirements and 
conditions. This permit shall be obtained by the 
County before commencing work and appended 
to the environmental review record when received 
from the NYSDEC. 
 
http://www.rivers.gov/new-york.php  
 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/32739.html  
 
https://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/nri/state
s/ny.html 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 

Yes  No 

  

 

The proposed project site is not located in an area 
defined by the NYSDEC as a potential 
environmental justice area, see map included in 
Attachment 10. Therefore, the proposed project 
does not contribute to, or promote, environmental 
injustice. 
 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/public/899.html 

 

 



 

Environmental Assessment Factors [24 CFR 58.40; Ref. 40 CFR 1508.8 &1508.27] Recorded 
below is the qualitative and quantitative significance of the effects of the proposal on the character, 
features and resources of the project area. Each factor has been evaluated and documented, as appropriate 
and in proportion to its relevance to the proposed action. Verifiable source documentation has been 
provided and described in support of each determination, as appropriate. Credible, traceable and 
supportive source documentation for each authority has been provided. Where applicable, the necessary 
reviews or consultations have been completed and applicable permits of approvals have been obtained or 
noted. Citations, dates/names/titles of contacts, and page references are clear. Additional documentation is 
attached, as appropriate. All conditions, attenuation or mitigation measures have been clearly 
identified.  
 
Impact Codes: Use an impact code from the following list to make the determination of impact 
for each factor.  
(1) Minor beneficial impact 
(2) No impact anticipated  
(3)  Minor Adverse Impact – May require mitigation  
(4)  Significant or potentially significant impact requiring avoidance or modification which may 
require an Environmental Impact Statement 
 
 

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

LAND DEVELOPMENT 
Conformance with 
Plans / Compatible 
Land Use and Zoning 
/ Scale and Urban 
Design 

         2 The Adirondack Park Agency Land Use Area Classification 
map, as shown in Attachment 7, illustrates that the Subject 
Property is located within an area that is designated as a “Low 
Intensity Use.” Residential uses and reduced intensity 
development that preserves rural character is most suitable in 
“Low Intensity Use” land use areas. According to the Citizen’s 
Guide to Adirondack Park Agency Land Use Regulations, the 
intended purpose of the classification system is to channel 
growth into the areas where it can best be supported and to 
minimize the spread of development in areas less suited to 
sustain such growth. The proposed project will not involve or 
result in new growth or the spread of development in areas less 
suited to sustain such growth. The Adirondack Park Agency 
(APA) has been involved in reviewing the proposed project and 
the current design plans reflect comments from the APA which 
have been incorporated. At present, the Rome Dam is 
considered high hazard, presenting a potential threat to life and 
property if the structure fails. Full removal of the Rome Dam 
would improve public safety, reduce associated liability and 
erosion risks, naturalize the river, and eliminate long-term costs 
at the site.  

 

Soil Suitability/ 
Slope/ Erosion/ 

         2 
 

Per the USGS Topographic Map, the proposed project is 
located in an area of low to steep slopes (Attachment 1). 
Proposed project activities would result in a modification in the 



 

Drainage/ Storm 
Water Runoff 

slope of the West Branch Ausable River in the vicinity of the 
existing dam. The slope in the vicinity of the dam will be 
flattened to naturalize the flow of the river. (Attachment 2). 
Once dam removal is completed, the temporary access roads 
will be restored with native vegetation leaving a narrow 
footpath down to the former dam site. A small, level existing 
opening will be maintained and will serve as the terminus of the 
footpath. A 30-foot long railing is proposed for safety along the 
edge of the former outlet works at this optimal river viewing 
site.  
 
USDA NRCS maps provide information on soils types and 
properties that influence development of building sites. 
According to the USDA NRCS soils map data for “Local Roads 
and Streets,” “Shallow Soil Excavation,” and Soil 
classification, the proposed project area contains the following 
soil map units: Tunbridge-Lyman complex, 15 to 35 percent 
slopes, very rocky, very boulder, Udorthents, nearly level 
through strongly sloping, and water (Attachment 7). The 
existing dam is classified as a high hazard (Class C) dam by the 
State of New York. In the event of their failure, Class C dams 
are likely to result in widespread or serious damage to 
buildings, highways, or important utilities and substantial 
environmental damage, such that the loss of human life or 
widespread substantial economic loss is likely (NYCRR Title 6 
Part 673.5). The dam is also listed as “unsound,” meaning it has 
deficiencies of such a nature that the safety of the dam cannot 
be assured (See Rome Dam Engineering Study in Attachment 
2). These deficiencies may include seepage problems, structural 
stability inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway 
capacity (NYCRR Title 6, Part 673.16). According to the Rome 
Dam Engineering Study, “[t]he dam is currently obsolete and 
deteriorating” (Attachment 2). No potential undesirable 
impacts are anticipated as a result of project activities and the 
area should be improved in terms of its landscape and stability 
upon completion of the proposed project. 
 
The proposed project will be implemented in accordance with 
all applicable federal, state and local laws, regulations, and 
permit requirements and conditions. Thus, no potential impacts 
from the proposed project are anticipated. 
 

Hazards and 
Nuisances  
including Site Safety 
and Noise 
 

        2 Based on a review of available environmental records for the 
Subject Property and surrounding area, the Subject Property is 
unlikely to contain hazardous materials, contamination, toxic 
chemicals and gases, or radioactive substances, which would 
constitute a hazard that could affect the health and safety of 
occupants or conflict with the intended utilization of the Subject 
Property. Therefore, a Phase I ESA or Phase II Investigation is 
not warranted. The HUD Environmental Standard Review 



 

Report including maps, NYSDEC reports, and EPA reports are 
included in Attachment 5. 
 
The proposed project use is not a noise-sensitive use. The 
proposed activities are not expected to generate excessive noise 
during the short-term construction work and will adhere to local 
noise control standards. The proposed project will be completed 
in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws, 
regulations, and permit requirements and conditions. 
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to generate any 
significant adverse noise impacts. 
 

The existing dam is classified as a high hazard (Class C) dam by 
the State of New York. In the event of their failure, Class C dams 
are likely to result in widespread or serious damage to buildings, 
highways, or important utilities and substantial environmental 
damage, such that the loss of human life or widespread substantial 
economic loss is likely (NYCRR Title 6 Part 673.5). The dam is 
also listed as “unsound”, meaning it has deficiencies of such a 
nature that the safety of the dam cannot be assured. These 
deficiencies may include seepage problems, structural stability 
inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway capacity (NYCRR 
Title 6, Part 673.16). According to the Rome Dam Engineering 
Study, “[t]he dam is currently obsolete and deteriorating” 
(Attachment 2). Full dam removal would eliminate all dam 
safety requirements, mitigate downstream and erosion risks, and 
reduce financial liability associated with the existing dam. 
 

Energy Consumption 
 

2 
 

The proposed project will cause a temporary increase in energy 
consumption in the form of fossil fuels for construction 
equipment necessary for project site construction activities. 
However, the proposed project will not increase long-term 
energy consumption. 

 
 

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

SOCIOECONOMIC 
Employment and 
Income Patterns 
 

         2 The proposed project will not adversely affect employment 
opportunities or income patterns, is not likely to impact traffic 
and potential customer access to residences and businesses in the 
area, either during construction or operation. Rather, the 
proposed project would decrease the vulnerability of the 
surrounding community through the removal of an “unsound” 
high hazard dam structure. Failure of the Rome Dam could 
potentially result in widespread or serious damage to buildings, 
highways, or important utilities and substantial environmental 
damage, such that the loss of human life or widespread 
substantial economic loss is likely.   
 



 

Demographic 
Character Changes, 
Displacement 

         2 The proposed project will not cause any change in the 
demographic character of the area. The proposed project will not 
involve residential or commercial development activities. Also, 
the proposed project would not cause the displacement of 
individuals or families, destroy jobs, local businesses or public 
community facilities, or disproportionately affect particular 
populations. Rather, the proposed project would decrease the 
vulnerability of the surrounding community through the removal 
of an “unsound” high hazard dam structure. Failure of the Rome 
Dam could potentially result in widespread or serious damage to 
buildings, highways, or important utilities and substantial 
environmental damage, such that the loss of human life or 
widespread substantial economic loss is likely.   
 

 
Environmental 

Assessment Factor 
Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
Educational and 
Cultural Facilities 
 

2 The proposed project will not introduce any new populations that 
would increase the student population of the area. As such, the 
proposed project would not have an adverse impact on 
educational or cultural facilities. 
 

Commercial 
Facilities 
 

2 The proposed project will not introduce any new development 
that would require additional retail services or other commercial 
facilities.  
 

Health Care and 
Social Services 
 

 The proposed project will not introduce any new development 
that would require the availability of additional routine or 
emergency health and social services.  
 

Solid Waste 
Disposal / Recycling 
 

2 The proposed project will not introduce new development that 
would generate solid wastes on an ongoing basis. All 
construction wastes will be appropriately disposed of according 
to the type of waste generated and construction waste 
management practices in an appropriate, legally compliant 
receiving facility. 
 

Waste Water / 
Sanitary Sewers 
 

2 The proposed project will not introduce any new development 
that would generate waste water. Mitigative measures such as 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be utilized during 
construction to prevent soil and/ or debris from being washed 
off-site. No additional waste water will be generated during 
construction. 

 
Water Supply 
 

2 The proposed project will not increase demand for water or affect 
water supply. Thus, the proposed project will not have an impact 
on local water supplies. 

 



 

Public Safety - 
Police, Fire and 
Emergency Medical 

2 The proposed project will not generate new demand for police, 
fire, or emergency services. Therefore, there will be no adverse 
effect on emergency service providers. 
 

Parks, Open Space 
and Recreation 
 

2 The proposed project will not introduce new development that 
would generate demand for open space resources or impede open 
space access. Rather, a hiking trail will lead down to the former 
dam site once dam removal is completed. A small, level existing 
opening will be maintained and will serve as the terminus of the 
trail. A 30-foot long railing is proposed for safety along the edge 
of the former outlet works at this optimal river viewing site. 
Thus, the proposed project will enhance the public’s enjoyment 
of this beautiful natural feature, and would not have an adverse 
effect on existing open space resources, or impede open space 
access. 

 
Transportation and 
Accessibility 

2 Besides limited trips generated by construction vehicles during a 
short window of construction, the proposed project will not 
introduce new development that generates continuing demand 
for transportation access or services. Once dam removal is 
completed, the temporary access roads will be restored with 
native vegetation leaving a narrow footpath down to the former 
dam site. Thus, the proposed project will not have an impact on 
transportation and accessibility. 
 

 
 

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

NATURAL FEATURES 
Unique Natural 
Features,  
Water Resources 

        2 According to NYSDEC’s Environmental Resource Mapper, 
there are no unique geological features located on or adjacent 
to the proposed project (Attachment 3). A NHP Records 
Request response obtained on December 21, 2017 
(Attachment 6) indicated that a pine-northern hardwood forest 
community is located about 0.5 miles away from the Subject 
Property, but the NHP indicated that there are no concerns 
regarding this significant natural community (See NYSDEC 
Significant Natural Communities Map in Attachment 3).  

 
The proposed project is located within a NPS-recognized NRI 
river segment with the following ORVs: Fish, Geologic, 
Recreational, and Scenic. (Attachment 3). In accordance with 
executive memorandum all agencies must “take care to avoid 
or mitigate adverse effects” to rivers identified in the NRI. 
However, the proposed project would not have an adverse 
effect on ORVs of the West Branch Ausable River and would 
not foreclose options to classify any portion of the West Branch 
Ausable River as wild, scenic, or recreational river areas. The 
proposed project will not involve the destruction or alteration 



 

of the free-flowing nature of the West Branch Ausable River, 
deterioration of water quality, or the transfer or sale of property 
adjacent to an NRI. The proposed project will result in the 
short-term introduction of visual, audible, or other sensory 
intrusions that are out of character with the river during the dam 
removal and construction, however, the disturbance will be 
minor and temporary in nature, and restricted to the immediate 
vicinity of the Rome Dam. Ultimately, the proposed project 
will restore the natural flow of the river by removing a 
manmade impoundment. Also, the proposed project includes 
site recovery to remove all temporary access roads, 
construction entrances and signs, and stabilize and restore all 
disturbed areas followed by complete site restoration to original 
conditions or as indicated in plans. Upon completion of the dam 
removal, bedrock cascades will likely exist near the dam’s 
current location and in the current impoundment, creating 
waterfalls that will enhance the visual appearance of the 
impoundment area. 
 
The West Branch Ausable River is designated by the NYSDEC 
as a Recreational River. Project activities will require a 
NYSDEC Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers Permit – 
Under Article 15, Title 27. Project activities will be completed 
in accordance with permit requirements and conditions. This 
permit shall be obtained by the County before commencing 
work and appended to the environmental review record when 
received from the NYSDEC. 

 
Based on the USFWS NWI map, the West Branch Ausable 
River is designated as a riverine wetland. A formal wetland 
management review process was completed for compliance 
with Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands, as 
documented in Attachment 4.  
 
The NYSDEC classifies the West Branch Ausable River as a 
Class C(T) waterway upstream of the Rome Dam and as a Class 
C waterway downstream of the Rome Dam. The following 
permits will be required prior to commencement of the project 
activities: 

 
 USACE Section 404 Permit 
 NYSDEC Construction, Reconstruction, or Repair of 

Dams and other Impounding Structures – Under Article 
15, Title 5 

 NYSDEC Stream Disturbance – Under Article 15, Title 5 
 NYSDEC – Excavation and Fill in Navigable Waters – 

Under Article 15, Title 5 
 NYSDEC – Water Quality Certification Under Section 

401, Clean Water Act 



 

 NYSDEC – Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers Permit 
– Under Article 15, Title 27 

 NYSDEC – Division of Mineral Resources- Mining 
Permit Modification for Harkness Mine 

 NYSDEC – SPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges from Construction Activity – GP-0-15-002  

 NYSDEC – Beneficial Use Determination (BUD) (Part 
360.12(a)(e)(4)) 

 NYSDEC – Construction and Demolition (C&D) 
processing registration (Part 361-5.2(a)(1))Adirondack 
Park Agency (APA) Permit (dam removal) 

 Town of Jay Floodplain Development Permit 
 
All applicable permits shall be obtained by the County before 
commencing work and appended to the environmental review 
record when received. The proposed project will be 
implemented in accordance with all applicable federal, state 
and local laws, regulations, and permit requirements and 
conditions in order to ensure the preservation of water quality. 
Thus, no potential adverse water quality impacts from the 
proposed project are anticipated. 
 
The proposed project will not introduce new demand for 
groundwater or surface water, nor would the proposed project 
introduce septic flows that may affect groundwater. 
Additionally, the proposed project will not significantly 
increase impervious surfaces. Thus, unique natural features or 
water resources are not expected to be adversely affected by 
this proposed project. 
 

Vegetation, Wildlife 
 

        2 The Rome Dam Removal Project will involve the removal of 
the entire existing concrete dam, the historic dam that is buried 
within the existing concrete dam, the stone masonry abutments, 
the upstream timber/rock cribbing towers, and a portion of the 
sediment in the West Branch Ausable River upstream of the 
existing dam. Disturbed areas will be restored to pre-existing 
and/ or improved conditions after construction is complete. 
 
The presence of Rome Dam cultivates an artificial water flow 
regime, with high-water flows being impounded behind the 
dam and slowly released over time rather than allowed to flow 
naturally, while the low-water flows are impeded by the 
presence of the dam. This type of artificial flow regime results 
in a decreased diversity and density of aquatic species. By 
removing the Rome Dam and restoring the natural channel bed, 
a naturally dynamic flow regime will be established for the first 
time since the dam was constructed, allowing for native aquatic 
species to regain their previous diversity and population 
density.  
 



 

The full removal of the Rome Dam will impact the habitat 
created by impounded water and sediment behind the dam. 
When the dam and impounded sediment are removed, this 
slow-moving water habitat will be replaced with habitat more 
suited to the natural water flow in cold, riverine waters, with a 
variety of sediment, cobble, and boulders on the streambed. 
While this could result in a temporary decline of aquatic species 
that would inhabit the slower moving habitat behind the dam, 
the restoration of the natural streambed and flow regime will 
allow for increased diversification and population densities for 
the area’s native aquatic species. Thus, while the natural 
systems in the project area will be directly impacted by the 
proposed project activities, it is anticipated there will be an 
overall positive effect, and any negative effects will be 
temporary.  Alternatively, a potential dam failure event due to 
no action could have long-lasting adverse impacts to trout 
habitat and water quality. 
 

For a detailed vegetation and wildlife analysis, see the 
Endangered Species (Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
particularly section 7; 50 CFR Part 402) section above. 

 
Other Factors 
 

        1 The proposed project is necessary to address risks associated 
with an existing “unsound,” high hazard dam structure. Failure 
of the Rome Dam could potentially result in widespread or 
serious damage to buildings, highways, or important utilities 
and substantial environmental damage, such that the loss of 
human life or widespread substantial economic loss is likely. 
The removal of the Rome Dam would protect vulnerable civic 
assets from flooding using structural and non-structural 
controls; result in a reduction in the risk level associated with 
the structure and the many assets located downstream; and 
eliminate all dam safety requirements, mitigate downstream 
and erosion risks, and reduce financial liability associated with 
the existing dam. (See Rome Dam Engineering Study in 
Attachment 2.) 

 
 
Additional Studies Performed: 
 Rome Dam Removal Feasibility Study, developed by Milone and MacBroom Inc. (January 23, 2017). 
 Rome Dam Engineering Study, developed by Milone and MacBroom, Inc., prepared for Essex County 

and the Town of Jay, New York (February 28, 2017). 
 Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix, developed by Milone and MacBroom, Inc., prepared for 

Essex County and the Town of Jay, New York (February 14, 2017) 
 Subsurface Investigation Services Report, prepared by Atlantic Testing Laboratories (ATL), 

November 21, 2016. 
  



 

Attachments: 
 Attachment 1: Project Location Maps  

o Street Map 
o Topographic Map 
o Aerial Photograph 
o FAA Airport Hazards Map 

 Attachment 2: Project Plans and Studies 
o Plan Set Revisions Memorandum (3/19/2018 & 5/10/2018) 
o Rome Dam Removal Draft Final Design (90%) (3/7/2018, Rev. 5/10/18) 
o Rome Dam Engineering Study (2/28/2017) 
o Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix (2/14/2017) 

 Attachment 3: Coastal and River Maps 
o USFWS CBRS Map 
o NYSDOS Coastal Boundary Map  
o NYSDEC Unique Geologic Features Map 
o NYSDEC Significant Natural Communities Map 
o Wild and Scenic Rivers Map and NPS Consultation Response 

 Attachment 4:  
o Floodplain Management (EO 11988) and Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) Determination  

 Appendix 1 
 USFWS NWI Map 
 NYSDEC Environmental Resources Maps 
 FEMA Firmette 

 Appendix 2 
 Early Notice of a Proposed Activity in a 100-year Floodplain and 

Wetland 
 Appendix 3 

 Early Notice of a Proposed Activity in a 100-year Floodplain and 
Wetland and Affidavit 

 Appendix 4 
 Combined Final Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 

100-year Floodplain and Wetland, Notice of Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI), and Notice of Intent to Request Release of Funds (NOI-
RROF) 

 Attachment 5: HUD Environmental Standards Review  
o NYS Bulk Storage Map, NYS Environmental Remediation Map, EPA NEPAssist Map 
o NYSDEC Reports for Spills, Environmental Remediation Sites, or Bulk Storage Sites 

located on, or in close proximity to, the Project Site 
 Attachment 6: Section 7 Documents 

o NHP Documentation 
o USFWS Consultation Letter and Acknowledgment  
o Phase I Summer Habitat Assessment 

 Attachment 7: Agricultural, NRCS Soils Documentation, Zoning Maps, and Adirondack Park 
Agency Jurisdictional Determination 

o New York State Agricultural Districts Map 
o USDA NRCS Soil Resource Map 
o USDA NRCS Shallow Excavations 
o USDA NRCS Farmland Classification 
o APA Land Use Map 
o APA Jurisdictional Determination J2018-0123 (3/20/2017) 



 

o APA Jurisdictional Inquiry Form (3/9/2017) 
 Attachment 8: SHPO and THPO Documentation  

o SHPO Response (1/30/18) 
o Phase 1A Literature Review and Archaeological Sensitivity Survey (8/26/16) 
o THPO Response 

 St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
o THPO Consultation Letters  

 St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
 Mohawk Nation 

 Attachment 9: US EPA Sole Source Aquifer Map 
 Attachment 10: Environmental Justice Areas Map 
 Attachment 11: Permit Documentation (To be added upon receipt) 
 
List of Sources, Agencies and Persons Consulted [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]: 
 Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)  
 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
 United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)  
 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)  
 Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)  
 United States Department of Interior (USDOI) 
 National Parks Service (NPS) 
 United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)  
 Natural Heritage Program (NHP) 

o NHP Website: http://www.acris.nynhp.org/guide.php?id=9207&part=3  
 New York State Department of State (NYSDOS)  
 New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
 Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) 

o Mohawk Nation 
o St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 

 Citizen’s Guide to Adirondack Park Agency (APA) Land Use Regulations 
 APA Land Use Map 
 NYRCR Program Rome Dam Initiative Pre-application Report, December 2014. 
 Rome Dam Removal Feasibility Study, developed by Milone and MacBroom Inc. (January 23, 2017). 
 Project Narrative – Rome Dam NY ID# 219-1082) Removal, developed by Milone and Macbroom 

Inc. (March 7, 2018). 
 Rome Dam Engineering Study, developed by Milone and MacBroom, Inc., prepared for Essex County 

and the Town of Jay, New York (February 28, 2017). 
 Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix, developed by Milone and MacBroom, Inc., prepared for 

Essex County and the Town of Jay, New York (February 14, 2017) 
 Rome Dam (NY ID #219-1082) Final Design (90%) Site Plans, developed by Milone and MacBroom 

Inc. (March 7, 2018, revised 3/19/18). 
 Subsurface Investigation Services Report, prepared by Atlantic Testing Laboratories (ATL), 

November 21, 2016. 
 Towns of Jay and Keene, NY Rising Community Reconstruction Program Plan, March 2014. 

https://stormrecovery.ny.gov/regional-communities/town-jay-and-town-keene  
 
  



 

List of Permits Obtained or Required:  
 USACE Section 404 Permit 
 NYSDEC Construction, Reconstruction, or Repair of Dams and other Impounding Structures – 

Under Article 15, Title 5 
 NYSDEC Stream Disturbance – Under Article 15, Title 5 
 NYSDEC – Excavation and Fill in Navigable Waters – Under Article 15, Title 5 
 NYSDEC – Water Quality Certification Under Section 401, Clean Water Act 
 NYSDEC – Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers Permit – Under Article 15, Title 27 
 NYSDEC – Division of Mineral Resources- Mining Permit Modification for Harkness Mine 
 NYSDEC – SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity – GP-0-

15-002  
 NYSDEC – Beneficial Use Determination (BUD) (Part 360.12(a)(e)(4)) 
 NYSDEC – Construction and Demolition (C&D) processing registration (Part 361-5.2(a)(1)) 
 Adirondack Park Agency (APA) Permit (dam removal) 
 Town of Jay Floodplain Development Permit 
 Note: The West Branch Ausable River is a Class C(T) stream upstream of the Rome Dam under 

NYSDEC Article 15. In cold water trout fisheries (waters classified under Article 15 of New York’s 
Environmental Conservation Law with a “T” or “TS” designation), in-water work is prohibited 
beginning October 1st and ending May 31st. 

 
Public Outreach [24 CFR 50.23 & 58.43]: 
 June 9, 2018 – Publication of a Combined Final Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in 

a 100-year Floodplain and Wetland, Notice of Finding of No Significant Impact, and Notice of 
Intent to Request Release of Funds. 

 March 21, 2018 – Publication of Notice of Early Public Review of a Proposed Activity in 100-year 
Floodplain and Wetland. 

 May 11, 2017 – Town of Jay Regular Town Board Meeting 
 April 13, 2017 – Town of Jay Regular Town Board Meeting 
 March 9, 2017 – Town of Jay Regular Town Board Meeting 
 March 2, 2017 – Town of Jay Information Public Meeting 
 April 14, 2016 – Town of Jay Regular Town Board Meeting 

 
Cumulative Impact Analysis [24 CFR 58.32]:  
The proposed project was evaluated according to the detailed engineering site plans (Attachment 2).  There 
are no other known future projects in the area of the proposed project that would create environmental or 
social impacts in the community. The proposed project fits within the surrounding area as full dam removal 
would eliminate all dam safety requirements, mitigate downstream and erosion risks, and reduce financial 
liability associated with the existing dam. 
 
Alternatives [24 CFR 58.40(e); 40 CFR 1508.9]:  
Six alternatives were reviewed and documented in the Rome Dam Engineering Study dated February 28, 
2017 and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix (Attachment 2). These alternatives included: full 
removal, three-quarters removal, half removal, dam repair, dam replacement, and no action, and are 
discussed in detail below. 
 
  



 

Full Removal 
The proposed action is for full removal of the Rome Dam. This action is the preferred alternative because 
it is the “most cost-effective way to meet the majority of the project objectives and completely eliminate 
dam safety issues and the town’s financial exposure” (Rome Dam Engineering Study in Attachment 2). 
According to the Rome Dam Engineering Study, modeling results show the expected reduction in flood 
levels upstream of the dam in the bedrock gorge area would drop 29 feet if the full dam is removed 
compared to approximately 14 feet if half of the dam is removed. Dam removal would reduce flood levels 
and increased flow velocity. “The increased flood velocity in the gorge will naturalize sediment transport 
in the channel, which will likely improve downstream channel stability over the long term” (Attachment 
2). “The increased flow velocity following dam removal will also likely reduce winter ice thickness and 
reduce the chances of ice jamming originating from the area around Rome Dam” (Attachment 2). There 
will be a loss of a historic Adirondack industrial dam, however, through this project, the history of Rome 
Dam and the J. & J. Rogers Company has been documented, as requested by the SHPO, to memorialize the 
dam and its influence in the area. A sign memorializing the dam will be located approximately 150 feet 
from the proposed OHWM. The advantages of full dam removal include: reduction in downstream flooding 
and erosion risks, elimination of all dam safety requirements and concerns; reduction in the town’s financial 
liability and obligations; naturalization of  sediment transport; improvement of long-term channel stability; 
protection of downstream habitat and water quality; restoration of the free-flowing nature of the river; 
creation of a hiking trail along a narrow footpath and an overlook for the public’s enjoyment of this beautiful 
natural feature which will likely include waterfalls from the remaining bedrock cascades; and reduction of 
threats to downstream public safety, private property and public infrastructure. 
 
Three-quarters Dam Removal 
This alternative lowers the majority of the dam to the elevation of the downstream portion of the ogee crest. 
Dam improvement design plans show that a stone masonry wall existed in the location before the concrete 
was added so this alternative would nearly match the lower downstream wall elevation. This alternative 
would establish a more uniform river profile, while retaining the last “step” that is believed to exist over a 
bedrock drop. Downstream risks would decrease due to eliminating almost all of the storage in the 
impoundment. The remaining dam in this alternative would be at or very close to the channel bottom and 
would thus not likely not trigger state dam safety jurisdiction.  Nonetheless, a structure would exist and a 
foundation assessment and repairs of the remaining abutments would likely be needed. The remaining 
portions of the structure may require some maintenance by the town after the project. Site aesthetics will 
be more natural except that some of the dam will be visible. The reduction of ice formation and increase 
ice erosion will likely be similar to full removal. (See the Rome Dam Engineering Study and its Alternatives 
Analysis Summary Matrix in Attachment 2). 
 
The three quarters dam removal alternative is not recommended as there is only a small possible savings 
compared to the full dam removal and part of the structure would remain, which would require repairs. This 
alternative would also require ongoing maintenance costs and the structure may not be insurable by the 
town.  
 
Half Dam Removal 
This alternative consists of lowering the crest of the dam to try and meet the state spillway capacity 
requirements. In this alternative, the dam and spillway crest would be lowered approximately 13 feet. 
According to the Rome Dam Engineering Study, modeling results show the expected reduction in flood 
levels upstream of the dam in the bedrock gorge area would drop approximately 14 feet if half of the dam 
is removed (Attachment 2). The remaining portions of the dam would need to be repaired to stabilize the 
structure. This alternative would establish a more uniform river profile, yet an unnatural drop in the channel 
would remain that will continue to trap sediment upstream of the dam. Although reduced as compared to 
existing conditions, downstream risks would remain due to the remaining storage in the impoundment.  The 
remaining dam in this alternative would remain under the jurisdiction of the NYSDEC Dam Safety. A 



 

foundation assessment and repairs of the remaining abutments would still be required. The remaining 
portions of the structure would require ongoing maintenance to function safely and properly after the 
project. Site aesthetics will largely remain similar to the existing conditions, with nearly half of the dam 
remaining. Ice dynamics are not likely to change under this alternative.  (See the Rome Dam Engineering 
Study and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix in Attachment 2). 
 
The half dam removal alternative would result in and a high hazard jurisdictional dam structure would 
remain, which would be costly to insure and may not even be insurable. Long‐term maintenance needs 
would exist with the remaining dam. Downstream hazards would also remain under this alternative.  
 
Dam Repair 
This alternative consists of attempting to repair the existing dam. Almost all visible components (e.g., 
spillway, abutments, and outlet works) would need to be repaired. The full extent of the required repairs is 
unknown at this time as subsurface exploration and testing of the dam foundation has not taken place. Dam 
repair might not be allowed since the existing spillway will not meet dam safety requirements of passing 
the ½ PMF with 1 foot of freeboard and changing the spillway configuration would lead to a large change 
at the dam (such as ½ or ¾ removal). The repaired dam would remain under the jurisdiction of the NYSDEC 
Dam Safety. Also, the dam repair alternative would result in a structure that would require ongoing 
maintenance, which is not being performed now, to function safely and properly after the project. Site 
aesthetics would remain as in the existing conditions. This alternative would result in a large 
implementation cost with a high level of future uncertainty. Downstream flood and erosion risks would 
remain, as flood patterns and ice dynamics would not change. The historic structure would remain. (See the 
Rome Dam Engineering Study and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix in Attachment 2). 
 
This alternative is not recommended, since there is no current use of the structure, a permit to complete the 
dam repair and operate the dam might not be obtainable, and repair costs could increase as information is 
gathered on the dam foundation and conditions.  
 
Dam Replacement 
This alternative consists of replacing the dam with a new modern structure. Full dam removal would be 
required before the construction. The new dam would likely have a lower spillway in order to meet dam 
safety requirements.  The repaired dam would remain under the jurisdiction of the NYSDEC Dam Safety. 
(See the Rome Dam Engineering Study and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix in Attachment 2). 
 
The dam replacement alternative would have a large implementation cost and would require ongoing 
maintenance, which is not being performed now, in order to function safely and properly after the project. 
Site aesthetics would generally remain similar to the existing conditions, yet the historic structure would be 
removed and there would be a loss of historic value. The downstream flood and erosion risks would still 
exist should the dam fail and flood patterns and ice dynamics would likely remain similar to existing 
conditions. The spillway would likely need to be lowered to meet dam safety requirements, which would 
reduce hydroelectric power generating capacity.   
 
No Action Alternative [24 CFR 58.40(e)]: 
This alternative retains the existing conditions and no changes are made at the dam. This eliminates the 
proposed project costs and any associated construction impacts. However, according to the Rome Dam 
Engineering Study, “[t]his alternative is not acceptable given the dam safety concerns of a deteriorating 
structure and confirmed downstream risks.” The dam is in poor condition, and possibly worse condition 
than currently known if undermining and visible erosion is also impacting the foundation of the structure. 
The potential use of the dam for hydroelectric power is unlikely due to its current condition. A complete 
removal and rebuild are likely needed to fully and confidently improve the structure and meet state dam 
safety requirements. The existing dam is classified as a high hazard (Class C) dam by the State of New 



 

York. In the event of their failure, Class C dams are likely to result in widespread or serious damage to 
buildings, highways, or important utilities and substantial environmental damage, such that the loss of 
human life or widespread substantial economic loss is likely (NYCRR Title 6 Part 673.5). The dam is also 
listed as “unsound,” meaning it has deficiencies of such a nature that the safety of the dam cannot be assured 
(See Rome Dam Engineering Study in Attachment 2). These deficiencies may include seepage problems, 
structural stability inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway capacity (NYCRR Title 6, Part 673.16). 
According to the Rome Dam Engineering Study, “[t]he dam is currently obsolete and deteriorating” 
(Attachment 2). Further, the spillway is undersized with inadequate freeboard. The financial exposure of 
the Town is high, insuring the structure is expensive and even may not be possible, and downstream risks 
are confirmed to be high. The risks from dam failure due to no action includes: downstream flood and 
erosion risks; long-term channel instability which threatens downstream public safety, private property and 
public infrastructure; and long-lasting adverse impacts to trout habitat and water quality. Additionally, the 
NYSDEC requires the dam be either fixed or removed. This alternative would leave the surrounding area 
vulnerable to potential flood damage and loss of life associated with dam failure. The “no action” alternative 
would provide no protection to the downstream communities and ecosystems from future flood events or 
potential dam failures, as mitigation in the form of dam removal would be compromised due to lack of 
financial support. Thus, the “no action” alternative is not feasible in relation to the desired objective of 
creating area resiliency to future flooding events and dam failures. 
 
Summary of Findings and Conclusions:  
The preceding Statutory Checklist and Environmental Assessment Checklist, and the discussion below, 
document that the proposed work will comply with regulations in 24 CFR part 58 and that there are no 
direct or cumulative adverse environmental impacts anticipated as a result of the proposed action. 
 
Mitigation Measures and Conditions [40 CFR 1505.2(c)]  
Summarize below all mitigation measures adopted by the Responsible Entity to reduce, avoid, or eliminate 
adverse environmental impacts and to avoid non-compliance or non-conformance with the above-listed 
authorities and factors. These measures/conditions must be incorporated into project contracts, 
development agreements, and other relevant documents. The staff responsible for implementing and 
monitoring mitigation measures should be clearly identified in the mitigation plan. 
 
Any change to the approved scope of work will require re-evaluation by the Certifying Officer for 
compliance with NEPA and other laws and Executive Orders. 

  
This review does not address all federal, state and local requirements. Acceptance of federal funding 
requires recipient to comply with all federal state and local laws. Failure to obtain all appropriate federal, 
state, and local environmental permits and clearances may jeopardize federal funding. 
 

Law, Authority, or Factor  
 

Mitigation Measure 

Wetlands & Floodplain The proposed project area is partially located within the West 
Branch Ausable River, which is designated by the NYSDEC 
as a Class C(T) stream upstream of the Rome Dam and a Class 
C stream downstream of the Rome Dam. The following 
permits will be required prior to commencement of project 
activities: 
 
 USACE Section 404 Permit 



 

 NYSDEC Construction, Reconstruction, or Repair of 
Dams and other Impounding Structures – Under Article 15, 
Title 5 

 NYSDEC Stream Disturbance – Under Article 15, Title 5 
 NYSDEC – Excavation and Fill in Navigable Waters – 

Under Article 15, Title 5 
 NYSDEC – Water Quality Certification Under Section 

401, Clean Water Act 
 NYSDEC – Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers Permit 

– Under Article 15, Title 27 
 NYSDEC – Division of Mineral Resources- Mining Permit 

Modification for Harkness Mine 
 NYSDEC – SPDES General Permit for Stormwater 

Discharges from Construction Activity – GP-0-15-002 
 NYSDEC – Beneficial Use Determination (BUD) (Part 

360.12(a)(e)(4)) 
 NYSDEC – Construction and Demolition (C&D) 

processing registration (Part 361-5.2(a)(1)) 
 Adirondack Park Agency (APA) Permit (dam removal) 
 Town of Jay Floodplain Development Permit 

 
Project activities will be completed in accordance with all 
applicable federal, state and local laws, regulations, and permit 
requirements and conditions. Permits required for this project 
shall be obtained by the County before commencing work and 
appended to the environmental review record when received 
from the permitting agencies. 
 

Species Protection The West Branch Ausable River is a Class C(T) stream 
upstream of the Rome Dam under NYSDEC Article 15. In cold 
water trout fisheries (waters classified under Article 15 of New 
York’s Environmental Conservation Law with a “T” or “TS” 
designation), in-water work is prohibited beginning 
October 1st and ending May 31st. 
 

Wild and Scenic Rivers The West Branch Ausable River is designated by the 
NYSDEC as a Recreational River. Project activities will 
require a NYSDEC Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers 
Permit – Under Article 15, Title 27. Project activities will be 
completed in accordance with permit requirements and 
conditions. This permit shall be obtained by the County before 
commencing work and appended to the environmental review 
record when received from the NYSDEC. 
 

 

Determination:  
 

  Finding of No Significant Impact [24 CFR 58.40(g)(1); 40 CFR 1508.27]   
The project will not result in a significant impact on the quality of the human environment. 



 

  
 Finding of Significant Impact [24 CFR 58.40(g)(2); 40 CFR 1508.27]  

The project may significantly affect the quality of the human environment. 
 
 
 
Preparer Signature: __________________________________________Date: June 9, 2018 
 
Name/Title/Organization: _Andrea Gievers_____________________________________  
 
Certifying Officer Signature: ___________________________________Date: June 9, 2018 
 
Name/Title: __Environmental Certifying Officer_________________________________ 
 
This original, signed document and related supporting material must be retained on file by the 
Responsible Entity in an Environmental Review Record (ERR) for the activity/project (ref: 24 
CFR Part 58.38) and in accordance with recordkeeping requirements for the HUD program(s).  
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located during probing that is approximately 10 feet under the current water surface and 870 feet 
upstream of the dam.  This suggests that a waterfall will exist in this location if the dam is lowered or 
removed.  With the abundance of bedrock around the dam, it is likely that another bedrock falls exists 
near the dam. 
 
The dam is currently storing approximately 19 acre‐feet of water at the spillway elevation and is capable 
of storing approximately 61 acre‐feet of water at the top of the dam (~14.3 feet above the spillway).  
Recent field survey and sediment probing data indicate that approximately 30 acre‐feet (48,000 cubic 
yards) of accumulated sediment is currently being stored behind the dam.  Therefore, the volume of 
sediment and water combined is approximately 49 acre‐feet at the spillway and approximately 91 acre‐
feet at the top of the dam. 
 
The Rome Dam impounds approximately 48,000 cubic yards (30 acre‐feet) of sediment over about 1,300 
feet of impounded channel.  This amount of sediment is estimated to be equal to 4 years of sediment 
production in the watershed.  Based on the information collected during the sediment sampling and 
analysis, sediment located behind the dam is not toxic and appears to be typical of the subsurface 
material found along the river bottom in the free‐flowing channel.  The analysis did not identify 
concentrations exceeding thresholds for Class A sediment.  Phased sediment removal with incremental 
dam lowering is recommended as it is effective at reducing risks, can reduce downstream impacts since 
more work takes place out of flowing water, can be a cost‐effective method, and is familiar to dam 
removal construction contractors. 
 
Hydraulic analysis of the West Branch Ausable River was completed to estimate current risks around 
Rome Dam and to evaluate dam retention and removal alternatives.  Spillway capacity analysis, flood‐
level analysis, dam‐breach analysis, sediment evaluation, scour analysis, ice‐jam evaluation, and an 
alternatives analysis were performed with the model.  The model covers approximately 13,000 feet (2.5 
miles) of the river channel beginning approximately 1,600 feet upstream of the dam and extending to a 
location that is approximately 3,600 feet downstream of the confluence of the East and West Branch 
Ausable Rivers.  The model includes Rome Dam, the (closed) Robison Bridge, and the Main Street Bridge. 
 
A small, Class C dam is required to have adequate spillway capacity to pass 50 percent of the Probable 
Maximum Flood (PMF) with a minimum of 1 foot of additional space between the design water surface 
and the top of dam (i.e., freeboard).  The hydraulic modeling results indicate that the dam is overtopped 
by approximately 8.5 feet during the ½ PMF indicating that the dam's spillway does not meet New York 
State capacity requirements for a Class C dam. 
 
Modeling results show the expected reduction in flood levels upstream of the dam in the bedrock gorge 
area with full or partial dam removal.  The modeling results show a change from a flat water surface to a 
sloped water surface following dam removal indicative of lower flood levels and increased flow velocity.  
The increased flood velocity in the gorge will naturalize sediment transport in the channel, which will 
likely improve downstream channel stability over the long term. 
 
Dam breach analysis shows that the "Sunny Day" breach leads to no additional downstream flood risk 
during clear flow (i.e., no sediment) conditions while the "Stormy Day" breach expands the edge of the 
½ PMF floodplain in some areas leading to an increase in flood risk.  Low‐lying homes, businesses, roads, 
and other improved property would be at risk of increased damages should the dam fail. 
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The breach analysis also considers the release of stored sediment and possible increases in future 
flooding that both show an increased downstream flood risk.  This finding potentially justifies the New 
York State (NYS) high hazard Class C ranking. 
 
Modeling results indicate that flood levels and ice‐jam thicknesses are reduced locally and within the 
impoundment with full removal of the dam.  The modeling results with full dam removal indicate that 
there is no change in ice‐jam thickness at the bridges, Grove Islands area, or near the confluence with 
the East Branch downstream when compared to the existing conditions with the dam in place.  The 
results indicate that the dam has no effect on the hydraulics or the capacity to transport ice at 
downstream locations where there is a history of ice‐jam flooding.  Less ice is likely to form within the 
gorge if the dam is removed.  Without the dam in place, the water surface will slope, and flow velocities 
will increase, which likely will reduce the thickness of the ice. 
 
Six alternatives (i.e., no action, full removal, three quarters (¾) removal, half (½) removal, repair dam, 
and replace dam) were evaluated to identify action for the dam that best meets the following project 
objectives: 
 

 Improve dam safety 

 Reduce flood risk 

 Reduce erosion risk 

 Meet spillway requirements 

 Improve water quality 

 Reduce the town's financial exposure 

 Control implementation costs 

 Reduce maintenance costs 
 
The results of the alternatives analysis suggest that full removal of the Rome Dam should take place to 
maximize safety, reduce liability, naturalize the river, and eliminate long‐term costs at the site.  Full 
removal is the only alternative that eliminates all dam safety requirements, downstream risks, and 
financial exposure associated with the existing dam.  The main disadvantage of dam removal is loss of a 
historic Adirondack industrial dam.  This loss can be offset with proper documentation and signage 
honoring the dam's existence. 
 
Full removal is the preferred alternative as it meets the most project objectives for the lowest cost.  The 
anticipated cost to implement this alternative is $2.5M to $3.0M.  No maintenance costs will exist 
following dam removal.  Design, permitting, and deconstruction of the dam are the next steps to 
complete the removal. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Project Background 
 

Milone & MacBroom, Inc. (MMI) was retained by the Town of Jay to perform an 
assessment and alternatives analysis of the Rome Dam in Jay, New York.  The purpose of 
this study is to evaluate existing conditions and repair, replacement, or removal of the 
dam.  The existing concrete and stone masonry dam is deteriorating and no longer in 
use and poses a safety hazard to the downstream village of Au Sable Forks. 

 
The Rome Dam, formerly known as the J&J Rogers Pulp Mill Dam (NY ID #219‐1082), is a 
stone masonry and concrete gravity dam located on the West Branch Ausable River in 
Jay, New York (Figure 1‐1). It lies approximately 1.5 miles upstream of the confluence of 
the East and West Branches of the Ausable River and the village of Au Sable Forks 
(Figure 1‐2). 
 
The dam is 38 feet tall and 103 feet long and has a concrete gravity ogee spillway with a 
stone masonry upstream face and downstream toe. The right and left abutments are 
constructed of stone masonry and contain remnants of inlet works.  The dam was 
reportedly built in 1897. The dam no longer serves its original function of generating 
mechanical power for a pulp and paper mill. The structure is listed as unsound and is 
classified as a high hazard (class C) structure.  

 

 
Figure 1‐1: Project Location 



ROME DAM
JAY, NEW Y

 

 

 

M ENGINEERING 
YORK 

STUDY 

Figure 1‐2: UUSGS Topograpphy Map 

FEBRUAR
P
RY 2017 
PAGE 2 

 



ROME DAM ENGINEERING STUDY    FEBRUARY 2017 
JAY, NEW YORK    PAGE 3 

 

 

 
1.2 Project Goal and Objectives 

 
The goal of this project is to gather existing and new information to evaluate retention 
and removal of the Rome Dam and ultimately decide on a preferred alternative for the 
structure.  The following project objectives will be accomplished to achieve this goal: 

 

1. Gather and review existing information pertinent to the use, structural integrity, and 
safety of the current dam. 

2. Perform an assessment of channel geomorphology to understand what the channel 
may look like after dam removal. 

3. Estimate the amount and quality of the impounded sediment to understand the 
risks associated with dam retention and removal. 

4. Perform hydrology and hydraulic calculations to evaluate flooding, spillway capacity, 
and dam breach impacts.  

5. Assess a range of factors such as dam safety, river hydraulics, natural resources, 
cultural resources, costs, and aesthetics to perform an alternatives analysis. 

6. Prepare a preliminary planning‐level engineer's opinion of probable construction 
costs for the alternatives. 

7. Document findings in a report. 
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2.0 ROME DAM 
 

2.1 Introduction 
 
The Rome Dam (federal ID #NY00243 and state ID #219‐1082) was built in 1897 to 
provide mechanical power to nearby pulp and paper mills (Figure 2‐1).  The dam is 103 
feet long and 38 feet tall to the top of the abutments.  The dam has a concrete gravity 
ogee spillway that is approximately 29 feet tall.  Stone masonry abutments exist on both 
sides of the spillway. 
 
The West Branch Ausable River drains a 234‐square‐mile watershed at the dam site.  
Based on recent survey and field investigation, it is estimated that the dam is capable of 
storing approximately 49 acre‐feet of sediment and water measured at the spillway 
crest and a volume of approximately 91 acre‐feet measured at the top of the dam. 
 
The dam is classified as a high hazard (Class C) dam by NYS.  In the event of their failure, 
Class C dams are likely to result in widespread or serious damage to buildings, highways, 
or important utilities and substantial environmental damage such that the loss of 
human life or widespread substantial economic loss is likely (NYCRR Title 6 Part 673.5). 
 
The dam is also listed as "unsound," meaning it has deficiencies of such a nature that 
the safety of the dam cannot be assured.  These deficiencies may include seepage 
problems, structural stability inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway capacity 
(NYCRR Title 6, Part 673.16).  The dam is currently obsolete and deteriorating.  The dam 
has inadequate spillway capacity. 
 
The size of Rome Dam brings it under the regulatory jurisdiction of the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation, Bureau of Flood Protection and Dam Safety 
(NYSDEC Dam Safety) because the height of the dam is greater than 15 feet, and it is 
capable of storing more than 3 million gallons (±9.2 acre‐feet) of water and sediment.  
The dam is classified as a "small" dam by NYS since the overall height of the structure is 
less than 40 feet, and it impounds less than 1,000 acre‐feet at the normal water surface 
elevation. 
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place at Rome Dam likely given the structural condition of the dam, repeat damages, 
and the unknown condition of the dam foundation. 
 

2.3 Local Flooding 
 
The Au Sable Forks area downstream of Rome Dam has a history of flooding mostly due 
to ice jams and to a lesser extent rain events.  Ice jams are especially problematic just 
upstream of the Jersey Bridge on the East Branch of the Ausable River.  Thick anchor ice 
reportedly forms in this area, which leads to flooding in the Grove and Jersey sections of 
the village. 
 
Flooding caused by ice jams is historically less problematic on the West Branch Ausable 
River.  Information about the history and extent of ice jamming was found to be limited 
likely because jamming is less prominent on the West Branch.  It is reported that ice on 
the West Branch breaks as it falls over Rome Dam, which allows it to more easily pass 
downstream.  A concern exists that the potential removal of Rome Dam may lead to 
increased ice jamming downstream. 
 

2.4 Historical Context 
 
Although deteriorating, Rome Dam has historic value as a late 1800s paper mill 
structure in the Adirondack region.  Even with the numerous damages and substantial 
repairs, some remnants exist from the original structure.  Given that the structure is 
deteriorating and showing signs that failure is possible, the structure should be 
documented for historic preservation.  When the dam is removed or replaced, signage 
describing the history of the site and dam is recommended.  Dr. Stephen Longmire, 
historian and photographer from Upper Jay, has started to document the site through a 
series of archival photographs.  We anticipate that Dr. Longmire will be formally 
involved in the historic documentation process moving forward. 
 
A Phase 1A Archaeological Sensitivity Survey was completed by Dr. Joseph Diamond of 
Hurley, New York, (Appendix A). 
 

2.5 Dam Safety 
 
2.5.1 File Review 

 
MMI conducted a review of the NYSDEC Dam Safety file on the Rome Dam.  
Documents extend back to the early 20th century and describe the dam's uses 
and repairs.  The file includes inspection reports, plans, and letters.  The oldest 
document was a dam data sheet from 1912 while the most recent document 
was a 2016 letter. 
 
The dam was last inspected by NYSDEC Dam Safety on September 14, 2015, 
(Appendix B).  The inspection notes multiple deficiencies in the dam including 
seepage, undesirable plant growth, maintenance issues, surficial deterioration, 
voids, and cracking in the spillway and abutments.  Penstocks were inoperable 
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and leaking with the right side penstock showing heavier flow.  The penstock 
intake structures were deteriorated on both sides with old trash racks, large 
wood, and sediment lodged in the intake structures.  The right abutment wall 
was noted as having cracks and missing stone. 
 
The dam was also inspected on October 22, 2013, by NYSDEC (See Appendix B).  
This inspection noted all of the deficiencies listed in the 2015 inspection and 
instructed the town to develop a plan to lower the impoundment until repairs 
or removal of the dam could take place. 
 
Photos from the November 1996 inspection show the dam to be deteriorating 
with large logs and other debris lodged on the spillway and at the abutments.  
The left penstock was collapsed.  Debris and some of the damages shown in 
these photographs likely resulted from the November 6, 1996, flood. 
 
The July 20, 1994, inspection noted that the dam was severely deteriorated.  
The left side penstock was ruptured at the time.  The right side intake was 
flowing, but the gates were damaged and nonfunctional.  The inspection also 
made note of stone masonry pieces missing in the abutments, severe structural 
and surficial deterioration, the downstream training wall beginning to fail, and 
noticeable silt accumulation within the impoundment. 
 
Past inspection records are available going back to July 22, 1971. The NYSDEC 
Dam Safety file review illustrates a lack of routine maintenance and upkeep on 
the dam. 

 
2.5.2 Current Condition 

 
MMI visited the dam on September 22, 2015, June 17, 2016, and August 30, 
2016. Observations during site visits confirmed the deficiencies noted in prior 
inspections.  Also noted was seepage undermining and outflanking both 
abutments on the downstream side of the spillway.  Undermining is severe on 
river left where the penstock used to be located (Figure 2‐3). 
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3.0 WEST BRANCH AUSABLE RIVER 
 

3.1 Channel Geomorphology 
 
A channel walk and impoundment float were conducted on August 30, 2016, by MMI.  
Measurements of channel dimensions and other geomorphic parameters were taken 
during the channel walk and at two cross sections (Table 3‐1 and Appendix C).  
Upstream of the impoundment, the channel is wide, connected to a broad floodplain, 
and prone to sediment deposition.  The submerged channel (i.e., the Rome Dam 
impoundment) is narrow and confined in a bedrock gorge.  Downstream of the dam, the 
channel is narrow, disconnected from its floodplain, and dominated by sediment 
transport. 
 

TABLE 3‐1 
Geomorphic Measurements 

 

Location  ~2,000 Feet Upstream of 
Impoundment (Bkf2) 

~2,500 Feet Downstream of 
Dam (Bkf3) 

Bankfull Width (feet)  160 98

Mean Bankfull Depth (feet) 3 3

W:D ratio  80 33

Floodprone Width (feet) 325 105

Entrenchment Ratio  2.0+ 1.1

Bed Form  Riffle‐Pool Plane Bed 

Dominant Substrate  Cobble (104 mm) Cobble/Boulder 

Channel Type  C3 F3

Low Bank Height (feet)  5 13

Incision Ratio  1.5 4

Sinuosity  1.5 1.1

Notes   Aggradational 

 Filled bedforms in some 
areas 

 Signs of transporting 
boulders during floods 

 Straightened and confined 
reach that has incised 

 Stream type departure due 
to modification 

 Transport dominated now 

 Sending more sediment to 
confluence than natural 
condition 

 Many encroachments in 
floodplain 

 
The channel located 2,000 feet upstream of the dam has riffles and pools, is a single‐
thread channel, and is connected to its floodplain (Figure 3‐1).  The channel appears to 
be able to spill onto its broad floodplain during a modeled 5‐ to 10‐year flood.  The 
channel appears to be moving large boulders during floods that are now perched on top 
of sediment bars.  The channel is wide and possibly overwidened due to historical 
aggradation that may have resulted from channel smoothing and clearing for log drives 
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TABLE 3‐2 
Approximate Water Depths in the Impoundment 

 

Distance Down the 
Impoundment (feet) 

Depth of Water (feet) Notes 

100  2 Shallows as sediment enters

250  5

360  7

500  10 Bedrock control 

770  24

1,000  13 Near timber/rock cribs

1,300  5 Dam in front of abutments

 
A bedrock control was located during probing that is approximately 10 feet under the 
current water surface and 500 feet from the upstream end of the impoundment (or 870 
feet from the upstream side of the dam).  This fixed channel grade control, which may 
have a narrow gap in the middle of the impoundment, is approximately 20 feet above 
the bottom of the existing dam.  This suggests that a waterfall may have been 
submerged behind the impoundment and that a smaller pool may continue to exist in 
the upstream impoundment even if the dam is removed.  With the abundance of 
bedrock around the dam, it is likely that another bedrock falls exists closer to the dam.  
The potential falls are also evident in a discontinuity in the survey showing a drop in the 
channel near the dam. 
 
The channel 2,500 feet downstream of the dam has some riffles and pools yet is mostly 
a plane bed run that is narrower than the upstream channel (see Table 3‐1).  The 
channel appears to have been straightened in the past and is now confined due to 
down‐cutting (i.e., incision).  The channel is a single‐thread channel and is mostly 
disconnected from its floodplain.  The floodplain is developed and contains roads and 
homes. 
 
The channel has been converted to a transport‐dominated reach that passes sediment, 
debris, and ice downstream at excessive rates compared to a natural channel.  The 
transported materials presumably land at the constriction at the Main Street Bridge or 
at the confluence with the East Branch in Au Sable Forks where transport rates are 
lower due to lower channel slope (Appendix D) and converging flow. 
 
The threats along the incised reach immediately downstream of the dam are erosion 
hazards more than inundation hazards.  If the upstream dam were to fail and pass 
accumulated sediment into this reach, the channel would likely attempt to remeander 
and could damage infrastructure and property due to erosion. 
 

3.2 Water Quality 
 
The West Branch Ausable River is a well‐known cold‐water fishery that supports healthy 
trout and macroinvertebrate populations.  Turbidity is low, and temperature tends to be 
cold. 
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The state designates the river as drinking water class C, meaning the best usage is 
fishing and contact recreation (6 NYCRR Chapter X [Parts 800 – 941]).  Classifications 
indicate that the water quality is better further upstream along the West Branch 
Ausable River. 
 

3.3 Habitat 
 
Upstream of the influence of the impoundment, the channel has diverse instream and 
riparian habitat structure.  Submerged logs, large wood jams, riffles, deep pools, and 
boulder clusters can be found throughout the channel.  Approaching the impoundment, 
the habitat features are either not present or buried due to the growing delta of 
sediment.  Sediment transport and habitat would be improved if the dam were 
removed. 
 
The downstream channel lacks finer‐grained sediments that are trapped behind the 
dam.  The boney channel lacks the full range of bed sediments that can impact 
macroinvertebrate and trout populations.  The straightened channel limits available 
refugia, so trout have fewer locations to take shelter during floods or drought.  Dam 
removal would improve downstream habitat. 
 

3.4 Recreation 
 
The West Branch Ausable River is a well‐known trout fishery.  The fishery is not only a 
local treasure but also an economic driver through tourism to the area.  All actions 
taken at the dam should protect or enhance the fishery. 
 
The West Branch Ausable River is designated as a NYS Recreational River.  This river 
channel thus warrants additional state protection due to fish and wildlife resources, 
aesthetic quality, archaeological significance, and other cultural and historic features. 
 

3.5 Aesthetics 
 
The West Branch of the Ausable River is a scenic location.  The aesthetics of the rural 
Adirondack channel must be protected no matter what takes place at the dam.  Bedrock 
exists in the area and is likely under portions of the dam and much of the impoundment.  
Dam removal would reveal a scenic rock cascade with several bedrock drops likely. 
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4.0 ROME DAM IMPOUNDMENT 
 

4.1 Impoundment Geomorphology 
 

The impoundment is contained primarily within a bedrock gorge with steep, nearly 
vertical sidewalls.  The channel is fully entrenched in the bedrock gorge.  The width of 
the gorge ranges between 75 to 150 feet.  The channel slope is approximately 2 percent 
in the impoundment.  Data collection suggests that two 10‐foot bedrock falls are likely 
to exist in the impoundment – one located at the dam and the other located 870 feet 
upstream of the dam. 
 
Based on aerial imagery and field investigation, the surface area of the Rome Dam 
impoundment is approximately 5 acres in size under normal conditions and extends 
approximately 1,300 feet (0.25 miles) upstream of the dam (Figure 4‐1).   
 

 
Figure 4‐1: Approximate Area Impounded by Rome Dam 

4.2 Storage Volume 
 
Various sources have estimated the impounded volume of water and sediment to vary 
between 50 and 150 acre‐feet.  MMI has estimated that the dam can store 49 acre‐feet 
at the top of the spillway (Table 4‐1). 
 
The dam is currently storing approximately 19 acre‐feet of water at the spillway 
elevation and is capable of storing approximately 61 acre‐feet of water at the top of the 
dam (~14.3 feet above the spillway).  Recent field survey and sediment probing data 
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5.0 SEDIMENT 
 

5.1 Quantity 
 

The Rome Dam impounds approximately 48,000 cubic yards (30 acre‐feet) of sediment 
over about 1,300 feet of impounded channel.  Sediments were probed by MMI and 
Atlantic Testing Laboratories (ATL) of Canton, New York, to estimate the thickness of the 
accumulated material (See Appendix C).  The majority of the accumulated sediment is 
cobble above the submerged bedrock vane in the impoundment (length ~ 500 feet) and 
was difficult to probe.  Downstream of the vane, the sediment was mostly sand (length 
~ 800 feet), and deeper probing was possible.  The upstream half of the deposit is a 
coarse delta growing out of the riffle heading into the impoundment. 
 

5.2 Quality 
 

Sediment sampling and testing were conducted by ATL as part of this study (Appendix 
E).  Fine sediment was retrieved from above, within, and below the impoundment to 
identify if toxic sediment exists and to compare the chemical composition of the 
impounded sediment with the sediment in the river channel.  The list of chemical 
parameters to test was initially identified from the In‐Water and Riparian Management 
of Sediment and Dredged Material Guidelines (TOGS 5.1.9) (NYSDEC, 2004) and refined 
with assistance from NYSDEC and the United States Army Corps of Engineers.  The 
analysis revealed that for the target analytes the sediment sampling did not identify 
concentrations exceeding TOGS 5.1.9 Thresholds for Class A Sediment.  Based on the 
information collected during the sediment sampling and analysis, sediment located 
behind the dam appears to be typical of the subsurface material found along the river 
bottom in the free‐flowing channel. 
 

5.3 Approximate Sediment Yield  
 

The volume of sediment that would be mobilized in the event of a sudden sediment 
release from dam failure, or if accumulated sediment were allowed to erode and pass 
downstream following dam removal, was estimated.  This can be estimated by 
comparing the amount of impounded sediment with the amount of sediment that is 
produced in a watershed and transported downstream by a river channel over a year 
(i.e., the mean annual sediment yield) (MacBroom and Schiff, 2013).  Long‐term 
measurements of sediment yield or load do not exist on the Ausable River, so sediment 
yield has been approximated based on sediment gauges throughout New England that 
indicate a mean yield of 50 tons per year per square mile of watershed (range is 25 to 
150 tons per square mile).  Based on a watershed size of 234 square miles, the annual 
watershed yield of sediment is roughly 12,000 tons per year incident to the 
impoundment. 

 
At a typical density of 75 pounds per cubic foot for loose sandy sediments, each ton of 
sediment is estimated to occupy a volume of 1 cubic yard of material.  The total 
sediment volume generated by the watershed on an annual basis is thus 12,000 cubic 
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yards, or about 30 cubic yards on average per day.  Based on the estimated 48,000 cubic 
yards of impounded sediment, the existing material is estimated to be the product of 4 
years assuming a trap efficiency of 100 percent.  Reservoir trap efficiency is typically 
lower than 100 percent, so the amount of material present could have built up over a 
longer period of time. 

 
Sediment removal will be required prior to dam removal since the release of 4 years of 
accumulated sediment is likely too much material to allow to move downstream.  The 
release of this large amount of cobble and sand into the channel  will likely lead to long‐
term habitat and water quality impacts and initiate channel movement that could 
threaten public infrastructure and private property. 
 

5.4 Management 
 

An important consideration for the removal of Rome Dam is to limit the risk of excessive 
downstream sedimentation since so much material is sitting in the impounded area.  A 
rapid, unchecked sediment transport event would smother habitat and increase 
turbidity for a long period of time in the downstream channel.  Excessive sediment 
transport could also lead to an unstable channel. 

 
It is important to understand that sediment transport and deposition occur naturally 
and are an essential part of a river channel, even one downstream of a dam.  A key 
objective of a successful dam removal is to restore natural sediment transport processes 
while maintaining or improving channel stability. 

 
Potential sediment management options for the removal of Rome Dam include the 
following: 

 
→ Do nothing and allow the river to erode the impounded sediment (with uncertain 

timing). 
→ Partial or full sediment removal 
→ A phased sediment removal that consists of alternating steps of dam and sediment 

removal to incrementally lower the water and then remove sediment 
→ Stabilize the sediment to remain in place during and following dam removal. 

 
Do Nothing 

 
Due to the large amount of sediment currently stored behind Rome Dam that is 
estimated to be 4 years of deposition from the watershed, the unchecked erosion of this 
material following dam removal would smother downstream habitat and destabilize the 
channel.  Turbidity would increase, and fish habitat and aesthetics would be impacted 
for an unknown period of time.  Some sediment is currently transported downstream 
during flood flows over the run‐of‐river dam, yet this periodic release of material is very 
small relative to the amount of material stored in the impoundment.  Although this is 
the lowest‐cost sediment alternative, it is the alternative with the highest level of 
sediment impacts and will not likely be allowed by the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers and NYSDEC. 
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Sediment Removal 

 
Due to concerns about downstream habitat impacts and decreased channel stability 
with excessive downstream sedimentation, the initial recommendation is to remove 
36,000 cubic yards of sediment (75 percent of the total sediment) from above the dam.  
The coarser sediment in the upper impoundment would be left to slowly work its way 
through the newly formed channel over time, and some of the finer materials would be 
allowed to wash downstream during removal.  This approach minimizes impacts by 
removing the bulk of the sediment that would be highly mobile following dam removal.  
The Ausable River Association plans to coordinate with the Adirondack Park Association 
and NYSDEC to stockpile and reuse the coarse sediment that is removed from the 
impoundment for river restoration projects. 

 
Phased Sediment Removal 

 
Incremental dam lowering coupled with phased sediment removal uses the dam 
removal process to lower the water and allow stored sediment to dry while also holding 
back sediment during excavation.  Consolidation of the sediment makes the material 
easier to access with construction equipment and easier to haul away.  A phased 
sediment and structure removal is a common dam removal practice implemented 
during construction. 

 
The Rome Dam has inoperable gate openings on both sides of the dam that can be 
demolished to initiate the water drawdown process.  After an initial round of sediment 
removal, some of the top of the dam can be demolished, and a haul road would be 
established to the dam and up the impoundment to move equipment to the sediment 
removal area further away from the dam. 

 
This approach reduces the risk of a sudden sediment release and uncontrolled erosion 
since the dam remains partially in place over the course of sediment removal.  This 
approach has the advantage of providing for water control and incremental dewatering 
even when functioning outlet works do not exist. 

 
Phased sediment removal with incremental dam lowering is recommended as it is 
effective at reducing risks, can reduce downstream impacts since more work takes place 
out of flowing water, can be a cost‐effective method, and is familiar to dam removal 
construction contractors. 

 
Bed Sediment Stabilization 

 
Stabilization of the current bed sediment at the existing channel slope cannot be used in 
place of some amount of sediment removal due to the change in elevation at the dam 
that would take place upon removal and the large amount of erodible sediment that 
exists upstream of the dam.  Attempting to stabilize the sediment in place would likely 
be costly and futile given the confined flood flows and ice flows in the Ausable River.  
The grade of the channel at the dam site will likely be controlled by a bedrock ledge on 
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which the dam is believed to sit.  The bedrock ledge may be a natural barrier to fish 
movement. 

 
Summary of Recommended Sediment Removal Alternative 

 

 Remove 36,000 of 48,000 cubic yards (75 percent) of sediment by excavation. 

 Use a phased sediment removal by incrementally lowering the dam. 
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6.0 WATERSHED 
 

6.1 Overview 
 

The Rome Dam is located on the West Branch Ausable River in Jay, New York.  The river 
drains a watershed area of 234 square miles.  The river originates on the north slope of 
Mount Marcy in the town of Keene, New York.  It flows north for approximately 36 miles 
before joining the East Branch to form the Ausable River at Au Sable Forks.  The 
mainstem Ausable River flows generally northeast before emptying into Lake Champlain 
in the town of Au Sable, New York.  The West Branch Ausable River is designated as a 
recreational river by NYSDEC. 

 
6.2 Geology 

 
6.2.1 Surficial 

 
The West Branch Ausable River watershed is dominated by glacial till in upland 
areas.  Recent alluvium, lacustrian silt and clay, and lacustrian delta deposits fill 
the river valleys.  Rome Dam sits on a bedrock outcrop.  The project area is 
primarily glacial till and recent alluvium (Figure 6‐1). 
 

 
Figure 6‐1: Rome Dam Area Surficial Geology  

6.2.2 Bedrock 
 
Bedrock in the West Branch Ausable River watershed is mostly comprised of 
gneiss formations.  The project area sits on leucogranite and granite gneiss with 
an area of glacial and alluvial deposits just to the north (Figure 6‐2). 
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Figure 6‐2: Rome Dam Area Bedrock Geology 

6.3 Soils 
 

The dominant soil types found near the dam are Champlain loamy sand on the left bank 
and Tunbridge‐Lyman complex on the right (Figure 6‐3 and Appendix F) (Natural 
Resources Conservations Service web soil survey (http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov).  
Champlain loamy sand is well drained (hydrologic soil group A) and has a low runoff 
potential.  It is composed of sandy glaciolacustrine deposits derived from igneous and 
sedimentary rock.  The Tunbridge‐Lyman complex is well to somewhat well drained 
(hydrologic soil groups B and D).  It is composed of loamy till derived from gneiss. 

 
Downstream of the dam on the right riverbank is an area of Udorthents, well‐drained 
soils modified by urbanization.  Continuing downstream, there is an area of Adams 
loamy sand.  This soil is excessively drained (hydrologic soil group A) with a very low 
runoff potential.  As you enter the village of Au Sable Forks, there is an area of Colton 
very gravelly loamy sand that is excessively drained (hydrologic soil group A). 

 
Downstream of the dam on the left riverbank, there is an area of Cornish silt loam.  This 
soil is somewhat poorly drained (hydrologic soil group B/D) and is composed of alluvial 
deposits of silt and very fine sand.  Continuing downstream, the left riverbank is 
dominated by an urban land‐Plainfield soil complex through the Au Sable Forks village 
area.  This soil is excessively drained (hydrologic soil group A) and is composed of sandy 
glaciofluvial or deltaic deposits along with disturbed soils and urban fill. 
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Figure 6‐3: Rome Dam Area Soils 

6.4 Land Use 
 
The West Branch Ausable River watershed is dominated by forested land (Table 6‐1 and 
Figure 6‐4).  Wetlands and light development are the next most abundant land use types 
in the watershed. 
 
The Rome Dam is located upstream of the village of Au Sable Forks, which is mostly 
classified as light development with some areas of medium/high development.  
Upstream of the project area, the village of Lake Placid is mostly classified as light 
development with some areas of medium/high development. 
 

TABLE 6‐1 
Land Use in the West Branch Ausable River Watershed 

 

 

Land Use Type
Square 

Miles

Percent of 

Total

Forest 206 88%

Wetlands 8 3%

Light Development 7 3%

Water 7 3%

Shrub/Herbaceous 4 2%

Agriculture 2 1%

Med/High Development 1 Less than 1%
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Figure 6‐4: West Branch Ausable River Watershed Land Use 
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6.5 Transportation 
 
Due to the steep topography of New York's North Country, roads often run along rivers 
in valleys.  In the West Branch Ausable River watershed, 190 miles of the total 285 miles 
of road in the watershed (65 percent) lie within 0.25 miles of a river channel.  Roads in 
the river valleys are at risk of flood and erosion damage. 
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7.0 HYDROLOGY 
 

7.1 Introduction 
 
Hydrologic analysis was performed to estimate a typical summer flow, a range of 
current flood flows, and future flood flows for the West Branch Ausable River, East 
Branch Ausable River, and mainstem Ausable River in the vicinity of Rome Dam.  The 
current design flows (Table 7‐1) and predicted future flows (Table 7‐2) used in this study 
are summarized here and described in more detail below. 
 

TABLE 7‐1 
West Branch Ausable River Design Flows 

 

 
 

 
 

   

West Branch 

Ausable River

Mainstem 

Ausable River 

Normal 87 150 Estimated summer flow A, B
2 4,190 8,110 USGS StreamSTATs A, B
5 6,140 11,800 USGS StreamSTATs A, B
10 7,500 14,400 USGS StreamSTATs A, B
25 9,210 17,700 USGS StreamSTATs A
50 10,500 20,100 USGS StreamSTATs A, C
100 11,900 22,800 USGS StreamSTATs A, C, D, E
500 15,100 28,800 USGS StreamSTATs A

1/2 PMF 66,200 n/a SCS Empirical Equations  D, E

UseSource
Design Flow (cfs)Recurrence   

Interval      

(year)

Flow during Tropical Storm Irene was measured to be 46,500 cfs at the USGS gauge on the 

mainstem Ausable River, and estimated to be 15,000 cfs on the West Branch Ausable River.  

This flow is estimated to be near the 500‐year flood.

Legend
A ‐ Hydraulic Analysis

D ‐ Dam Breach Analysis
C ‐ Bridge Scour Analysis

E ‐ Sediment Analysis

B ‐ Ice Jam Analysis
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TABLE 7‐2 
West Branch Ausable River Predicted Future Flows 

 

 
 

 
 

 
7.2 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Flows 

 
For the West Branch Ausable River, the effective flows were calculated using the unit 
hydrograph method and estimating the contribution to the flow of the East and West 
Branches (FEMA, 2007)(Table 7‐3). 
 

TABLE 7‐3 
West Branch Ausable River FEMA Effective Flows 

 

 
        FIS = Flood Insurance Study 

 
 
For the East Branch Ausable River (Table 7‐4) and the mainstem Ausable River (Table 7‐
5), the effective flows in the published FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) (FEMA, 2002) 
were previously calculated using regression analysis for an ungauged site and adjusted 
using weighted peak discharges for USGS Gauging Stations in the area. 

   

West Branch 

Ausable River

Ausable River 

Mainstem
2 5,171 10,742 USGS Report 2015‐1235 A
5 7,340 11,885 USGS Report 2015‐1235 A
10 8,845 18,010 USGS Report 2015‐1235 A
25 10,757 21,803 USGS Report 2015‐1235 A
50 12,165 24,596 USGS Report 2015‐1235 A
100 13,776 27,825 USGS Report 2015‐1235 A, D, E
500 17,355 34,939 USGS Report 2015‐1235 A

Use

Recurrence   

Interval      

(year)

Future Flows (cfs)
Notes

Legend
A ‐ Hydraulic Analysis

D ‐ Dam Breach Analysis
C ‐ Bridge Scour Analysis

E ‐ Sediment Analysis

B ‐ Ice Jam Analysis

Recurrence Interval (year) Effective FEMA FIS Flows (cfs)
10 8,100
50 12,000
100 14,000
500 19,700

West Branch Ausable River at the confluence with the mainstem 

Ausable River
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TABLE 7‐4 

East Branch Ausable River FEMA Effective Flows 
 

 
 

TABLE 7‐5 
Mainstem Ausable River FEMA Effective Flows 

 

 
 

7.3 United States Geological Survey (USGS) StreamStats Flows 
 
Peak flood flows were estimated for the West Branch Ausable River at Rome Dam using 
USGS regional regression equations on the StreamStats website (Lumia et al., 2006).  
The calculations use watershed characteristics such as drainage area, basin storage, 
mean annual precipitation, and forest area to estimate peak flows (Table 7‐6). 
 

TABLE 7‐6 
Results of the Regression Analysis 

 

 
 

7.4 Future Flows 
 
Predicted future peak flood flows were estimated at Rome Dam using the NYS Future 
Flows website that updates the variables used in the USGS regional regression equations 
based on climate change models (Burns et al., 2015).  The predicted future flows 
increase between 15 and 23 percent above the USGS StreamStats flows (Table 7‐7).  
Future flows were used to see how downstream flood risk would change during a dam 
failure if flows increase in the region as predicted. 
 

Recurrence Interval (year) Effective FEMA FIS Flows (cfs)
10 10,800
50 15,220
100 17,360
500 22,660

East Branch Ausable River at the confluence with the Ausable River

Recurrence Interval (year) Effective FEMA FIS Flows (cfs)
10 15,890
50 22,110
100 25,060
500 32,350

Mainstem Ausable River at Town of Jay downstream corporate limit

Recurrence Interval (year) USGS StreamStats (cfs)
2 4,190
5 6,140
10 7,500
25 9,210
50 10,500
100 11,900
500 15,100
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TABLE 7‐7 
Results of NYS Future Flows Analysis 

 

 
 

7.5 Flood Frequency Analysis of USGS Gauge Data 
 
A stream gauge does not exist on the West Branch Ausable River.  A USGS stream gauge 
(USGS 04275500, Ausable River near Au Sable Forks) is located approximately 2 miles 
downstream of Rome Dam, downstream of the East Branch and West Branch 
confluence.  Flood frequency analysis (USGS, 1982) was performed to estimate peak 
flows on the East Branch Ausable River and then scale them using drainage area to the 
West Branch Ausable River at Rome Dam.  The analysis was performed for the full data 
record that started in 1911 (104 years) and for just the post‐1970 record (45 years) to 
investigate the increasing size of floods observed in the region since 1970 (Collins, 2009; 
NMFS, 2011) (Table 7‐8). 
 

TABLE 7‐8 
Flood Frequency Analysis Results for Full and Post‐1970 Record 

 

 
 

Flood frequency analysis was also performed at the gauge located on the East Branch 
Ausable River 0.5 miles upstream from the confluence in Au Sable Forks (USGS 
04275000).  The analysis shows that the East Branch has larger peak flood flows per 
watershed area (i.e., cfs per square mile of watershed, or csm) when considering the full 
data record or just the post‐1970 record (Table 7‐9). 

   

Flood (year) Future Flow (cfs) Change (cfs)* Change (%)**

2 5,171 981 23%

5 7,340 1,200 20%

10 8,845 1,345 18%

25 10,757 1,547 17%

50 12,165 1,665 16%

100 13,776 1,876 16%

500 17,355 2,255 15%

*Change (cfs) = Predicted future flow ‐ Streamstats flow

**Change (%) = Change (cfs) / StreamStats flow

Flood (year) Full Record (cfs) Post‐1970 (cfs) Change (cfs)* Change (%)**
2 6,023 6,284 261 4%
5 8,940 10,181 1,240 14%
10 11,341 13,938 2,596 23%
25 14,983 20,475 5,492 37%
50 18,187 27,001 8,813 48%
100 21,859 35,306 13,447 62%
500 32,623 64,349 31,726 97%

*Change (cfs) = Post‐1970 record ‐ Full record
**Change (%) = Change (cfs) / Full record (cfs)
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TABLE 7‐9 

Comparison between the Mainstem and East Branch Ausable River 
 

 
 

7.6 Design Flow Selection 
 
Flood frequency analysis on the East Branch and scaling to the West Branch predicted 
flows that are much larger than the FEMA effective flows or the flows calculated using 
regression equations.  For example, the peak flows for the 100‐ and 500‐year floods 
obtained via flood frequency analysis were more than double those obtained by the 
regression equations. 
 
It is likely that the scaling of flows based on gauge data leads to overpredicting peak 
flow rates due to differences between the East Branch and West Branch watersheds and 
channels.  Gauge analysis shows that the East Branch produces more runoff per 
watershed area than the West Branch (see Table 7‐9).  Furthermore, it is reported that 
runoff moves through the East Branch watershed and river channel much faster than in 
the West Branch (i.e., the East Branch is flashier) due to less storage, less access to 
floodplain, less riparian cover, higher levels of development, and a greater history of 
channel manipulation on the East Branch. 
 
A comparison of the StreamStats variables calculated at the USGS gauge on the East 
Branch and at Rome Dam on the West Branch illustrates that the West Branch 
watershed has more storage  (Table 7‐10). 
 

TABLE 7‐10 
USGS StreamStats Variables 

 

 
 

Scaling flood frequency flows were not used for the design flows since they seemed to 
be too high due to the differences in watersheds.  The flows calculated using the 
regression equations were selected for the analysis.  

   

East Branch at USGS 

Gauge 04275000

West Branch at Rome 

Dam
Drainage area (sq.mi) 198 234

Lag Factor 0.95 0.87
Storage (%) 1.29 4.6
Forest (%) 95.3 91.9
Precip (in) 38.7 37.2
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7.7 Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) 
 
The PMF at the Rome Dam was approximated from the probable maximum 
precipitation (PMP) using the Soil Conservation Service dimensionless unit hydrograph 
method (USACE, 1982; Dingman, 1994).  The 12‐hour PMP was found to be 17.2 inches 
while the 24‐hour PMP was 19.5 inches (Schreiner and Riedel, 1978).  Digital rainfall 
estimates in Geographic Information System (GIS) raster format were used to obtain the 
PMP.  Time of concentration was approximated to be 7.8 hours based on the length of 
the watershed measured along the West Branch Ausable River channel from Rome Dam 
to the watershed divide and the change in elevation along the length of the watershed. 
 
The PMF was estimated to be 132,300 cubic feet per second (cfs) for the 24‐hour PMP 
and 182,300 cfs for the 12‐hour PMP.  Since the structure has been classified as a small, 
Class C dam, NYS Dam Safety Regulations require that 50 percent of the PMF (also 
referred to as the ½ PMF) with a 24‐hour duration be used to evaluate the dam's 
spillway capacity and conduct the dam breach analysis (see Section 9.0). 
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8.0 HYDRAULIC MODEL 
 

8.1 Overview 
 
Hydraulic analysis of the West Branch Ausable River was completed using Hydrologic 
Engineering Center – River Analysis System (HEC‐RAS) to estimate current risks around 
Rome Dam and to evaluate dam retention and removal alternatives.  Once the existing 
conditions hydraulic model was set up and calibrated, the following analyses were 
conducted: 
 

 Rome Dam spillway capacity analysis 

 Flood‐level analysis 

 Dam‐breach analysis 

 Sediment evaluation 

 Scour analysis 

 Ice‐jam evaluation 

 Rome Dam removal alternatives analysis 
 
The HEC‐RAS model (USACE, 2014) is widely used to compute water surface profiles for 
one‐dimensional, steady state, and gradually varied flow.  By creating cross sections of 
the existing and proposed channel geometry, this model can accommodate a full 
network of channels, a dendritic system, or a single river reach.  HEC‐RAS is capable of 
modeling water surface profiles under subcritical, supercritical, and mixed‐flow 
conditions.  For the Rome Dam study, a mixed‐flow regime was selected as is allows 
both subcritical (i.e., deep, smooth) and supercritical (i.e., shallow, turbulent) flow 
conditions that occur within the study reach. 
 
FEMA previously studied the West Branch Ausable River from the most upstream 
crossing of State Route 86 in the town of Wilmington downstream to the corporate 
limits of the town of Jay as well as for an approximately 3,750‐foot reach upstream from 
the confluence of the East and West Branch Ausable Rivers (FEMA, 1995, 2002).  The 
section of the West Branch Ausable River containing the Rome Dam has not been 
studied by FEMA using detailed methods. 

 
8.2 Model Setup 

 
The model covers approximately 13,000 feet (2.5 miles) of the river channel beginning 
approximately 1,600 feet upstream of the dam and extending to a location that is 
approximately 3,600 feet downstream of the confluence of the East and West Branch 
Ausable Rivers.  The model includes Rome Dam, the (closed) Robison Bridge, and the 
Main Street Bridge. 
 
Survey data were collected at 27 cross sections and around the structures by MJ 
Engineering & Land Surveying, P.C. (MJ) of Clifton Park, New York, in summer 2016.  The 
horizontal datum of the survey data is North American Datum of 1983 (NAD 83) New 
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York State Planes, East (feet), and the vertical datum is North American Vertical Datum 
of 1988 (feet NAVD 88).  Deed research was performed by MJ to identify local property 
owners (Appendix G). 
 
The cross sections in the hydraulic model were developed from the current survey of 
the wet channel sections and Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) (2015 USGS‐USDA 
produced LiDAR dataset covering Essex and Clinton County, New York, and Lake 
Champlain) to define the floodplain (Appendix H).  The cross sections were created 
using HEC‐geoRAS (USACE, 2013) to automatically import the elevation data from GIS. 

 
Elevations of the spillway and abutments of the dam were obtained from the 1936 dam 
reconstruction plans (See Figure 2‐2).  Elevations shown on the plans reference the 
National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD 29) and were converted to NAVD 88 
for use in the model (NGVD29 = NAVD88 – 0.374 feet).  Plans for the reconstruction of 
the Main Street (NY Route 9N) Bridge were used to insert the new bridge crossing 
geometry in the hydraulic model. 

 
Manning's "n" roughness coefficients were selected based on field observations and 
aerial imagery (Table 8‐1). 
 

TABLE 8‐1 
Manning's "N" Values 

 

 
 

The average slope of the river channel is 1.1 percent (a drop of 140 feet over 12,900 
feet), yet the slope changes across the study reach (Appendix I).  The slope within the 
impoundment is 0.8 percent.  The channel slope immediately downstream of the dam is 
1.4 percent.  The slope between the Robison Bridge and Main Street Bridge is 1.1 
percent.  The channel slope at the downstreammost end of the study reach flattens out 
to 0.2 percent. 

   

Location Description Manning's N

gravel/cobble channel 0.040

sand/gravel/impoundment 0.030

cobbles/boulders downstream of dam 0.050

wooded, little undergrowth 0.100

wooded, brushy undergrowth 0.120

medium brush, sparse trees 0.080

rock ledge/gorge walls 0.035

homes, mowed grass/lawn, sparse trees, fences 0.025

paved road 0.013

downtown village setting (buildings/driveways) 0.080

abandoned mill buildings 0.120

Floodplains

River Channel
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8.3 Model Calibration 
 
Maximum water depths from the hydraulic model results were compared with MMI 
field observations on August 30, 2016, in the impounded area (Table 8‐2).  The model 
generally agrees with the observations during normal flows. 
 

TABLE 8‐2 
Water Depth Comparison 

 

 
 

8.4 Spillway Capacity Analysis 
 

A small, Class C dam is required to have adequate spillway capacity to pass 50 percent of 
the PMF with a minimum of 1 foot of additional space between the design water surface 
and the top of dam (i.e., freeboard).  The hydraulic modeling results indicate that the 
dam is overtopped by approximately 8.5 feet during the ½ PMF (Figure 8‐1) indicating 
that the dam's spillway does not meet NYS capacity requirements for a Class C dam. 

 

 
Figure 8‐1: Model Cross Section of Rome Dam Showing Inadequate Spillway Capacity 

Location Observed Depth (feet) Model Depth (feet) Notes

XS 25.0 7 7.3

XS 24.9 10 9.7

XS 24.0 24 16.7
Observation point approximately 65 feet 

upstream of cross  section

XS 23.0 20 19.7
Observation point approximately 45 feet 

downstream of cross  section

XS 21.6 8 8.7 Upstream face of Rome Dam
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Spillway capacity calculations based on the weir equation indicate that the existing 
spillway is capable of passing approximately 20,000 cfs with the water surface at the 
crest of the dam (Table 8‐6). 
 

TABLE 8‐6 
Spillway Capacity 

 

Elevation 
(ft NAVD) 

Stage 
(feet) 

Discharge
Capacity 
(cfs) 

Notes 

657.1  0.0  0 Assumes no flow through intakes 

660.0  2.9  1,830

665.0  7.9  8,235

670.0  12.9  17,180

670.4  13.3  17,895 At required freeboard elevation 

671.4  14.3  20,050 At top of dam crest

 
The spillway is capable of passing a 100‐year flood with approximately 3.7 feet of 
freeboard (Figure 8‐2). 
 

 
Figure 8‐2: Model Cross Section of Rome Dam Showing Existing Spillway during 100‐yr Flood 

 
8.5 Flood Levels 

 
Several dam removal scenarios were evaluated during the alternatives analysis (see 
Section 13.0) that include the following: 
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 Full removal 

 ¾ removal 

 ½ removal 
 

Modeling results show the expected reduction in flood levels upstream of the dam in 
the bedrock gorge area with full or partial dam removal.  Upstream flood levels drop 29 
feet if the full dam is removed.  Flood levels drop approximately 14 feet if half of the 
dam is removed. 
 
The modeling results show a change from a flat water surface to a sloped water surface 
following dam removal indicative of lower flood levels and increased flow velocity.  The 
increased flood velocity in the gorge will naturalize sediment transport in the channel, 
which will likely improve downstream channel stability over the long term.  The 
increased flow velocity following dam removal will also likely reduce winter ice thickness 
and reduce the chances of ice jamming originating from the area around Rome Dam. 
 
Additional information about results of the hydraulic analysis is provided in the 
following report sections on dam breach (9.0), scour (10.0), ice (11.0), and alternatives 
analysis (13.0). 
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9.0 DAM BREACH ANALYSIS  
 

9.1 Clear Flow Breach Analysis (No Sediment) 
 
9.1.1 Methods 

 
Common dam breach analysis methods were used to evaluate the downstream 
risk of a failure at Rome Dam.  This analysis assumes "clear flow" meaning the 
full impoundment volume contains water.  Methods were reviewed with 
NYSDEC Dam Safety prior to the analysis. 
 
The dam breach analysis for the Rome Dam was conducted assuming two failure 
scenarios. 
 

1. "Sunny Day" failure – A dry‐weather, sudden dam failure that releases a 
flood wave downstream during normal flow conditions where the water 
level behind the dam is located at the crest of the ogee spillway. 

2.  "Stormy Day" or "Rainy Day" failure – A dam failure during a large flood 
where many feet of water are overtopping the dam. 

 
The dam breach analysis for Rome Dam was conducted using the Washington 
State Method (MGS, 2007).  The methodology uses physical dimensions of the 
dam and impoundment to estimate the breach parameters (e.g., the size of the 
breach), the breach formation time (e.g., how long it takes for the breach to 
occur), and the peak discharge of the released flood wave.  The size (reduction) 
of peak flood discharge with distance downstream of the dam was estimated 
using flood attenuation curves. 
 
Rome Dam is classified as a small, Class C dam; therefore, the design storm for 
the "Stormy Day" failure is 50 percent of the PMF, also known as the ½ PMF. 
 

9.1.2 "Sunny Day" Results 
 
The predicted "Sunny Day" failure peak discharges along the downstream 
channel were inserted into the hydraulic model to compute a water surface 
profile of the breach flood wave and to map the extents of the inundation area 
(Appendix J).  The peak discharge during a "Sunny Day" failure is approximately 
equal to a 5‐ to 10‐year flood (Table 9‐1).  These flows are largely contained in 
the existing river channel, and thus the "Sunny Day" breach leads to no 
additional downstream flood risk during clear flow conditions (see Appendix J, 
Sheets 1 and 2). 
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TABLE 9‐1 
"Sunny Day" Failure Peak Discharge 

 

Location 
Miles 

Downstream 
of Rome Dam 

 "Sunny Day" 
Peak Discharge 

(cfs) 

Rome Dam  0.0 7,053 

Robison Bridge  0.4 6,912 

J&J Rogers Paper Mill 0.9 6,559 

Main Street Bridge 1.4 6,348 

East Branch Confluence 1.5 6,207 

Downstream Limit 2.1 5,783 

5‐year Design Flood on the West Branch = 6,140 cfs 

10‐year Design Flood on the West Branch = 7,500 cfs 

 
9.1.3 "Stormy Day" Results – ½ PMF 
 

The inundation area due to the "Stormy Day" dam failure was estimated by 
adding the ½ PMF at the Rome Dam to the estimated peak discharge from the 
dam failure flood wave and attenuating the flood wave moving downstream.  
The breach peak discharges are very large due to the large size of the predicted 
½ PMF (e.g., four times the 500‐year flood) (Table 9‐2). The peak discharge 
estimates were inserted into the hydraulic model to compute the water surface 
profile of the dam breach flood wave and a map of the inundation area (see 
Appendix J). 
 

TABLE 9‐2 
"Stormy Day" Failure Peak Discharge 

 

Location 
Miles 

Downstream 
of Rome Dam 

 "Stormy Day" 
Peak Discharge 

(cfs) 

Rome Dam  0.0 73,253 

Robison Bridge  0.4 71,788 

J&J Rogers Paper Mill 0.9 68,125 

Main Street Bridge 1.4 65,928 

East Branch Confluence 1.5 64,463 

Downstream Limit 2.1 60,067 

500‐year Design Flood on the West Branch = 15,100 cfs 

 
The predicted ½ PMF floodplain (without breach) inundates homes, businesses, 
and infrastructure throughout the project area.  The "Stormy Day" breach 
expands the edge of the ½ PMF floodplain in some areas leading to a predicted 
increase in flood risk.  For example, the dam breach shows increased flooding of 
buildings and roads in Au Sable Forks Village near the confluence of the East and 
West Branches and some more inundation in the downstream floodplain (see 
Appendix J, Sheets 3 and 4). 
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9.1.4 "Stormy Day" Results – 100‐Year Flood 
 
Given that the predicted ½ PMF is so large, the dam breach analysis was also 
performed with the 100‐year flood as a more likely large flood event having the 
same order of magnitude as the Tropical Storm Irene flood. 
 
The inundation area due to the "Stormy Day" dam failure was estimated by 
adding the 100‐year flood at the Rome Dam to the estimated peak discharge 
from the dam failure flood wave and attenuating the flood wave moving 
downstream.  The breach peak discharges are 1.6 to 1.2 times the size of the 
100‐year flood alone (Table 9‐3).  The peak discharge estimates were inserted 
into the hydraulic model to compute the water surface profile of the dam 
breach flood wave during the 100‐year flood and a map of the inundation area 
(Appendix J). 
 

TABLE 9‐3 
100‐Year Flood Dam Failure Peak Discharge 

 

Location 
Miles 

Downstream 
of Rome Dam 

 "Stormy Day" 
Peak Discharge 

(cfs) 

Rome Dam  0.0 18,953 

Robison Bridge 0.4 18,574 

J&J Rogers Paper Mill 0.9 17,626 

Main Street Bridge 1.4 17,058 

East Branch Confluence 1.5 16,679 

Downstream Limit 2.1 15,541 

100‐Year Design Flood on the West Branch = 11,900 cfs 

 
The predicted 100‐year floodplain (without breach) inundates homes, 
businesses, and infrastructure in low‐lying areas particularly in Au Sable Forks 
Village near the confluence of the East and West Branches.  The "Stormy Day" 
breach expands the 100‐year floodplain along Ausable Drive, Church Lane, and 
in the village leading to a predicted increase in flood risk.  A dam breach during 
the 100‐year flood is a potentially damaging event (see Appendix J, Sheets 5 and 
6). 

 
9.1.5 Summary of Findings 
 

The hydraulic modeling shows that a "Stormy Day" failure of Rome Dam during 
the ½ PMF and 100‐year floods increases downstream flood risk.  Low‐lying 
homes, businesses, roads, and other improved property would be at risk of 
increased damages should the dam fail.  This finding potentially justifies the NYS 
high hazard Class C ranking. 
 
It is important to note that the above "clear flow" analysis assumes that the full 
impoundment volume is occupied by just water.  With an estimated 48,000 



ROME DAM ENGINEERING STUDY    FEBRUARY 2017 
JAY, NEW YORK    PAGE 42 

 

 

cubic yards of sediment stored upstream of Rome Dam, the risk of a dam breach 
could change.  Although less water will lead to a smaller flood wave in terms of 
volume, the height of the flood wave could increase as the released sediment 
fills the channel and displaces the floodwaters.  The released sediment could 
also initiate downstream channel movement that could lead to erosion damages 
along the channel where buildings and infrastructure are located.  Additional 
breach analysis has been performed to consider the release of sediment and 
water. 
 

9.2 Breach Analysis With Sediment 
 
9.2.1 Methods 
 

The "clear flow" breach analysis and inundation mapping does not consider the 
near‐term risks of a sudden release of sediment trapped upstream of Rome 
Dam or the long‐term risk associated with an excessive amount of sediment 
filling the downstream.  The hydraulic modeling was used to simulate expected 
channel filling during dam breach.  Based on the results of sediment probing and 
observations, it is assumed that approximately two‐thirds of the impounded 
sediment (32,000 cubic yards) would mobilize and migrate downstream during a 
dam failure while the other third (16,000 cubic yards) would remain in place at 
the edges of the impoundment. 
 
The length of time for the impoundment to drain was estimated from the size of 
the breach opening and the volume stored in the impoundment.  The distance 
that the mobilized sediment was carried downstream during a dam failure was 
estimated based on the time needed to drain the impoundment, the modeled 
channel velocity, and the channel profile.  The initial pulse of sediment released 
during a dam failure was assumed to be deposited approximately 2,000 feet 
downstream of the dam near the Robison Bridge.  The long‐term resting spot of 
the sediment is expected to be upstream and downstream of the Main Street 
Bridge in Au Sable Forks Village where the channel slope decreases near the 
confluence of the East and West Branches. 
 

9.2.2 Results 
 

The breach analysis with an initial sediment release that fills the channel near 
Robison Bridge leads to increased flood levels (Figure 8‐3).  Sediment deposition 
increases flooding to properties along Church Lane and Ausable Drive during the 
"Sunny Day" and "Stormy Day" dam failure scenarios (see Appendix J, Sheets 7, 
8, and 9).  Increased channel migration is anticipated with this sediment release, 
and as a result, the road embankments and homes in this area would likely be 
damaged by erosion. 
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Figure 8‐3: Profile with Sediment Filling Channel Near Robison Bridge and Increased 

Flood Levels during the "Sunny Day" Breach 

 
If the sediment accumulates further downstream near Main Street after a dam 
failure, flooding and erosion hazards would increase in this area.  The breach 
modeling shows that sediment accumulation would lead to the damage of more 
buildings and roads in Au Sable Forks Village during the "Sunny Day" and 
"Stormy Day" failure scenarios (see Appendix J, Sheets 10, 11, and 12). 

 
9.2.3 Summary of Findings 
 

The breach analysis that includes sediment indicates that the risk of property 
damage and loss of life increases during all simulations of the failure of Rome 
Dam.  The sediment even makes the "Sunny Day" breach a dangerous event 
beyond the traditional clear flow analysis method.  The breach analysis with the 
sediment illustrates that the dam is likely a high‐hazard structure. 

 
9.3 Breach Analysis with Future Flows  

 
9.3.1 Methods 
 

Several studies in the region suggest that the size and frequency of large floods 
may increase in the future (Collins, 2009; NMFS, 2011; Armstrong et al., 2012, 
2014; Schiff et al., 2015).  The breach analysis with the 100‐year flood was 
repeated for the future predicted 100‐year flood to see the potential change in 
future risks associated with a failure of Rome Dam. 
 
The new web‐based application developed by the USGS (Burns et al., 2015) was 
used to estimate future peak discharge rates assuming climate change.  The 
application uses the original StreamStats regression equations with a new 
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climate variable to evaluate how changes in climate might influence peak flows 
during a future 25‐year period from 2025 to 2049.  The estimated future flows 
were found to be approximately 15 percent to 25 percent higher than the 
current design flows  (Table 9‐4). 
 

TABLE 9‐4 
Estimated Future Flow Rates 

 

 
 

9.3.2 Results 
 

The results of the analysis suggest that additional properties would be prone to 
flood and erosion damages if a dam failure were to occur during a future (larger) 
100‐year flood.  More damages are likely at the Main Street Bridge and at the 
confluence of the West and East Branch Ausable River (see Appendix J, Sheets 5, 
6, 9, and 12). 
 

9.3.3 Summary of Findings 
 

The breach analysis with estimated future flows suggests that the risks 
downstream of Rome Dam are likely to increase in the future. 

West Branch 
Ausable River

Ausable River 
Main Stem

2 5,171 10,742
5 7,340 11,885

10 8,845 18,010
25 10,757 21,803
50 12,165 24,596
100 13,776 27,825
500 17,355 34,939

Recurrence  
Interval     
(year)

Future Flows (cfs)
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10.0 SCOUR ANALYSIS 
 

10.1 Methods 
 
Bridge scour analysis was conducted using the hydraulic design functions in HEC‐RAS.  
Bridge scour within the HEC‐RAS software is based on the Federal Highway 
Administration's Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC‐18) (Richardson and Davis, 
1995).  Bridge scour was evaluated under existing conditions at the Robison Bridge and 
at the Main Street (Route 9) Bridge assuming the bridge design currently under 
construction was in place.  As a comparison, proposed conditions were also evaluated at 
both bridges assuming full removal of Rome Dam. 
 

10.2 Results 
 
Results of the scour analysis indicate that the left abutment (looking downstream) at the 
Robison Bridge just downstream of Rome Dam is susceptible to large scour depths 
under existing conditions during all modeled flood events.  The results verify conditions 
observed in the field where erosion and undermining of the left bridge abutment were 
noted.  With the Rome Dam fully removed, the scour analysis indicates no change in 
contraction or abutment scour when compared to the existing conditions results. 
 
A scour analysis was previously conducted as part of the bridge replacement design at 
the Main Street Bridge, which is currently under construction.  The hydraulic data table 
provided on Sheet No. 51 of the bridge construction plans indicates 3 feet of scour 
depth potential during the 100‐year design flood and 4 feet of scour depth potential 
during the 500‐year check flood. 
 
The results of the HEC‐RAS scour analysis performed here indicate that the left 
abutment is more prone to scour than the right abutment during the 100‐year design 
flood.  As a check, the scour analysis was conducted assuming a 500‐year flood, and 
results indicate close to equal scour potential at the left and right bridge abutments.  
With the Rome Dam fully removed, the scour analysis indicates no change in contraction 
or abutment scour at the Main Street Bridge during any of the floods modeled when 
compared to the existing conditions results. 
 

10.3 Additional Scour Considerations 
 
Given the poor condition of the Robison Bridge and the large predicted abutment scour 
depths, it is recommended that the bridge be demolished or replaced.  Scour 
countermeasures should be considered if the bridge is to remain. 
 
The design data provided on the bridge replacement construction plans indicate that 
the new abutments are to be placed on micropiles.  The use of micropiles to found the 
bridge abutments suggests that the potential for excessive scour was a concern during 
design and has been taken into consideration as a countermeasure to reduce the 
chance of abutment failure due to undermining. 
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11.0 ICE‐JAM FLOOD ANALYSIS 
 

11.1 Methods 
 

A model was developed to evaluate the influence of ice cover and ice jamming on 
hydraulics and flooding along the West Branch Ausable River through the project reach.  
The analysis was conducted using the ice cover and ice‐jam algorithm in HEC‐RAS 
(USACE, 2014). 
 
Assumptions about the thickness of ice cover and the location of potential jamming 
were made based on field investigation, experience conducting ice‐jamming analysis on 
rivers in the region, and limited information provided by project team members.  On 
most of the river, an ice cover thickness of 0.75 feet was used.  In the impoundment 
area upstream of Rome Dam, a thickness of 1.0 foot was used, representing the 
potential for more ice cover to form given the flat, slow‐moving water.  Ice‐jam 
locations were specified in areas where jamming potential is highest (Table 11‐1). 
 

TABLE 11‐1 
Ice‐Jamming Parameters – Existing Conditions 

 

Location 
Ice‐Jam 

Length (feet) 
Initial 

Thickness (feet) 

Rome Dam and Impoundment  1,500  1.0 

Upstream of Robison Bridge  550  0.75 

Upstream of Main St Bridge  1,300  0.75 

Grove Islands and Confluence  4,000  0.75 

 
 

11.2 Results 
 
Ice jams were simulated in the model with water flowing into and out of the jam 
assuming that ice cover is moving along the river such as during a thaw flood.  The ice 
jam model shows large buildups in the impoundment upstream of the dam, at the 
bridges, and upstream of the Grove Islands at the confluence. 
 
The ice jam is approximately 4 feet thick at the dam during the 5‐year flood (Figure 11‐
1).  The modeling results show that the largest accumulation of ice at the Robison Bridge 
occurs during normal flow conditions with a thickness of approximately 1 foot.  At the 
Main Street Bridge, the modeling results indicate that approximately 3.5 feet of ice 
buildup occurs during a flood equal to roughly the 1‐year event (~1,000 cfs).  The ice jam 
is approximately 4.5 feet thick near the Grove Islands and East Branch confluence during 
normal flow conditions. 
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Figure 11‐1: Ice Jamming at the Rome Dam during the 5‐year Flood 

 
Modeling results indicate that flood levels and ice‐jam thicknesses are reduced locally 
and within the impoundment with full removal of the dam during the 5‐year flood 
where the ice jam thickness is reduced to approximately 1 foot.  The modeling results 
indicate that ice jam thickness will increase to approximately 3.5 feet after full removal 
under normal flow conditions (Figure 11‐2).  However, removal of the dam and lowering 
the typical water surface elevation create more storage volume available for ice, which 
reduces water surface levels during ice‐out floods. 
 

 
Figure 11‐2: Ice Jamming at the Rome Dam with Full Removal during Normal Flow 
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The modeling results with full dam removal indicate that there is no change in ice‐jam 
thickness at the bridges, Grove Islands area, or near the confluence with the East Branch 
downstream when compared to the existing conditions with the dam in place.  The 
results indicate that the dam has no effect on the hydraulics or the capacity to transport 
ice at downstream locations where there is a history of ice‐jam flooding in Au Sable 
Forks Village. 
 

11.3 Additional Ice‐Jam Considerations 
 
A concern exists that the removal of Rome Dam may potentially lead to increased ice 
jamming downstream because sheet ice will not break up as it passes over the dam.  
Field observations indicate that one or potentially two boulder drops exist within the 
gorge upstream of the dam and are currently under water in the impoundment.  The 
boulder drops appear to be approximately 10 feet tall and would continue to break up 
the ice as it flows through the gorge under free‐flowing conditions without a dam. 
 
Less ice is likely to form within the gorge if the dam is removed.  Without the dam in 
place, the water surface will slope, and flow velocities will increase, which likely will 
reduce the thickness of the ice.  It is reported that full ice cover typically does not occur 
downstream of the dam where the channel is steeper.  Less ice formation (i.e., more 
open areas and thinner ice) is expected within the gorge and former impoundment if 
the dam is removed. 
 
Removal of the dam is anticipated to increase the rate of ice erosion during thaw.  
Moving water and higher flow velocities will more rapidly thin and move ice as the 
weather turns warmer.  Turbulent water flowing over the expected bedrock drops will 
wear away ice more quickly. 
 
The effective width of the channel decreases approximately 100 feet moving 
downstream in the channel and into the upstream end of the bedrock gorge.  Sheet ice 
originating from upstream of the project area will likely continue to jam at this large 
contraction in the channel whether Rome Dam is removed or remains in place.  This 
contraction reduces downstream risks of ice jamming along the West Branch Ausable 
River between the existing Rome Dam and the approach to the Main Street Bridge.  Ice‐
jam potential increases in the area of the confluence. 
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12.0 HYDROELECTRIC POWER CONSIDERATIONS 
 

12.1 Background 

 
A renewed interest is taking place in generating power at dams such as the Rome Dam 
to produce power without emitting carbon to the atmosphere such as by burning fossil 
fuels.  The small‐scale hydro movement comes several decades after a widespread 
hydroelectric development in the mid 1900s in the United State where many of the sites 
favorable for power generation were developed.  The hydroelectric movement of today 
is mostly redeveloping past favorable sites or trying to outfit suboptimal sites with 
current technology for green energy generation. 
 

12.2 Approximate Power Potential 
 
An approximate first‐cut calculation of hydroelectric potential was performed for Rome 
Dam to consider power generation potential at the dam.  This initial look does not 
constitute a hydroelectric feasibility study (USACE, 1979) but is provided to give an 
initial indicator of potential power generation at the site.  The potential power 
generated at a site is approximated by the equation P = Q x H x E x 0.085 where P is the 
potential power in kilowatts (kW), Q is flow in cfs, H is head in feet, E is the overall 
facility efficiency typically taken as 55 percent, and 0.085 is the conversion factor for 
American units (ESHA, 2004; GEO, 2013). 
 
Water surface elevations were taken from the hydraulic model and site survey.  Normal 
flow (87 cfs) was used for the calculation to serve as an average condition.  Power 
generation with the dam was estimated to be 140 kW. 
 
Given the presumed presence of a bedrock ledge at the dam with a predicted height of 
10 feet, some power generating potential may exist even if the dam is removed.  The 
power potential associated with the drop across this ledge is 40 kW.  The same potential 
power generation would exist at the ledge that was probed further upstream in the 
impoundment. 
 

12.3 Additional Hydro Considerations 
 
The "approximate power availability" has not been projected out over the flows 
observed during the year to get a detailed understanding of the true capacity at the site 
and when a hydroelectric unit could be running at the project site.  The calculation to 
confirm and refine the initial estimate of power availability is critical for run‐of‐river 
sites such as the Rome Dam since operating gates do not exist, and power generation is 
therefore heavily influenced by fluctuating river flows (PSB, 1980).  Operating gates 
would need to be installed if the dam were to be repaired to operate as a hydroelectric 
facility. 
 
An intake structure in, next to, or above the dam location would be required to 
generate power at Rome Dam.  The intake structure would need to be robust enough to 
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withstand floods and ice flows.  Water would need to be piped or funneled to a 
penstock or sluiceway.  The existing leaky spillway and abutments would reduce power 
generation potential and need to be repaired.  If hydroelectric power generation were 
to take, it is likely that the entire existing dam would need to be demolished, and a new 
concrete dam would need to be built.  A powerhouse would also need to be constructed 
immediately downstream of the dam. 
 
Given the large amount of stored sediment behind the dam, operation and maintenance 
would need to be implemented to allow an adequate supply of water for generating 
power.  It is likely that a sediment dredge would need to be constructed at the dam to 
clean out the impoundment as sediment continues to accumulate upstream of the dam. 
 
Hydropower facilities have negative environmental impacts on river channels that are 
primarily associated with dams.  The project site appears to be a natural fish barrier 
most of the time with the 10‐foot drops, yet dam removal may improve aquatic 
connectivity at some flows.  Changes to sediment and flow regime due to dams often 
lead to more channel and bank erosion downstream. 
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13.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
 

13.1 Methods 
 
The hydraulic modeling results and data collection were used as the basis for the 
alternatives analysis.  Modifications to the existing model were made to evaluate the 
changes proposed by each alternative.  The alternatives were evaluated to meet the 
following objectives: 
 

 Improve dam safety 

 Reduce flood risk 

 Reduce erosion risk 

 Meet spillway requirements 

 Improve water quality 

 Reduce the town's financial exposure 

 Control implementation costs 

 Reduce maintenance costs 
 
Full dam removal is the preferred alternative as it is the most cost‐effective way to meet 
the majority of the project objectives and completely eliminate dam safety issues and 
the town's financial exposure.  The results of the alternatives analysis are summarized in 
a matrix (Appendix K). 
 

13.2 Alternatives 
 

The following six alternatives were evaluated: 
 

A. No action – maintain existing conditions 
B. Full removal 
C. Three‐quarters (¾) removal (down to ogee bottom) 
D. Half (½) removal 
E. Repair dam 
F. Replace dam 

 
13.2.1 No Action 

 
This alternative retains the existing conditions, and no changes are made at the 
dam.  This alternative is not acceptable given the dam safety concerns of a 
deteriorating structure and confirmed downstream risks.  The dam is in poor 
condition and could be in worse condition than currently known if undermining 
and visible erosion are also impacting the foundation of the structure. 
 
It is unlikely that any use of the dam can take place in its current condition.  For 
example, even if the dam is to be used for hydroelectric power generation, a 
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complete removal and rebuild are likely needed to fully and confidently improve 
the structure and meet state dam safety requirements. 
 
The dam is a high‐hazard structure.  The financial exposure of the town is high, 
insuring the structure is expensive and even may not be possible, and 
downstream risks are confirmed to be high.  This alternative is not 
recommended. 
 
Advantages 

 No implementation cost 

 No construction impacts 

 Retained current site historic value 
 
Disadvantages 

 Downstream flood and erosion risks exist should the dam fail. 

 The deteriorating spillway is undersized and has inadequate freeboard. 

 Dam failure could lead to long‐term channel instability that would 
threaten a lot of private property and public infrastructure in the 
downstream river corridor. 

 Dam failure would impact trout habitat impacts and reduce water 
quality for a long period of time. 

 This alternative does not address the deteriorating structure or flood 
risk and is likely not allowed due to dam safety requirements. 

 Site hazards remain. 
 

13.2.2 Full Dam Removal 
 

This alternative consists of removal of the entire dam, the historic dam that is 
buried within the existing concrete dam, and the upstream timber/rock cribbing 
towers.  This is the only alternative that eliminates all dam safety concerns and 
all financial exposure of the town. 
 
Removal of a portion of the sediment would take place under this alternative, 
which would reduce flood and erosion risks downstream.  The downstream 
channel would not likely be exposed to a large sedimentation event that could 
destabilize the bed and banks and lead to damages along Church Lane and in 
the village. 
 
Site aesthetics will change yet will take on a wild and natural feel with a free‐
flowing river.  Bedrock cascades will likely exist near the dam and in the current 
impoundment creating waterfalls that will enhance the visual appearance of the 
impoundment area. 
 
Full removal is likely to reduce ice formation due to the flowing water, and ice 
jamming downstream is not expected to increase, and may decrease, due to the 
presence of the bedrock cascades that will help break ice. 
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The full removal of the dam will lead to the loss of a historic structure, yet it is 
anticipated some nearby industrial equipment in the floodplain may remain.  A 
kiosk with photos of the dam and mills is anticipated in the vicinity of the dam 
to preserve the site history. 
 
Full removal is the preferred alternative as it meets the most project objectives 
for the lowest cost.  The anticipated cost to implement this alternative is $2.5M 
to $3.0M.  No maintenance costs are expected. 
 
Advantages 

 Reduce downstream flood and erosion risks. 

 Eliminate all dam safety concerns and requirements. 

 Eliminate town's financial exposure. 

 Reduce public safety hazards at the site. 

 Naturalize sediment transport and improve long‐term channel stability. 

 Protect downstream habitat and water quality. 
 
Disadvantages 

 Loss of a historic Adirondack industrial dam 
 

13.2.3 Three‐Quarters (¾) Removal (down to ogee bottom) 
 
This alternative lowers the majority of the dam to the elevation of the 
downstream portion of the ogee crest.  Design plans of a dam improvement 
show that a stone masonry wall existed in the location before the concrete was 
added, so this alternative would nearly match the lower downstream wall 
elevation. 
 
This alternative would establish a more uniform river profile while retaining the 
last "step" that is believed to exist over a bedrock drop.  Downstream risks 
would decrease due to eliminating almost all of the storage in the 
impoundment. 
 
The remaining dam in this alternative would be at or very close to the channel 
bottom and would thus not likely trigger state dam safety jurisdiction.  
Nonetheless, a structure would exist, and a foundation assessment and repairs 
of the remaining abutments would likely be needed.  The remaining portions of 
the structure may require some maintenance after the project. 
 
Site aesthetics will naturalize as for full removal with the exception that some of 
the dam will be visible.  The reduction of ice formation and increase in ice 
erosion will likely be similar to full removal.  Part of the historic structure will 
remain, and a kiosk with site history information is still recommended. 
 
Three‐quarters removal is not recommended as there is only a small possible 
savings compared to the full removal, and the town would be left with a 
structure with some long‐term maintenance needs.  It is unclear if the 



ROME DAM ENGINEERING STUDY    FEBRUARY 2017 
JAY, NEW YORK    PAGE 54 

 

 

remaining structure would be insurable even though the downstream hazards 
would be almost eliminated under this alternative.  The anticipated cost to 
implement this alternative is $2.0M to $2.5M, with a low level of ongoing 
maintenance cost. 
 
Advantages 

 Reduce downstream flood and erosion risks. 

 Reduce most dam safety concerns and requirements. 

 Reduce town's financial exposure. 

 Reduce public safety hazards at the site. 

 Naturalize sediment transport and improve long‐term channel stability. 

 Protect downstream habitat and water quality. 

 Retain some portion of the historic Adirondack industrial dam. 
 
Disadvantages 

 Close to same cost as full removal yet left with structure that needs 
repairs 

 Ongoing maintenance costs 

 May not be insurable by the town 
 

13.2.4 Half (½) Removal 
 

This alternative consists of lowering the crest of the dam to try and meet the 
state spillway capacity requirements.  In this alternative, the dam and spillway 
crest would be lowered approximate 13 feet.  The remaining portions of the 
dam would need to be repaired to stabilize the structure. 
 
This alternative would establish a more uniform river profile, yet an unnatural 
drop in the channel would remain that will continue to trap sediment upstream 
of the dam.  Although reduced as compared to existing conditions, downstream 
risks would remain due to the remaining storage in the impoundment. 
 
The remaining dam in this alternative would continue under the jurisdiction of 
NYSDEC Dam Safety.  A foundation assessment and repairs of the remaining 
abutments would be needed.  The remaining portions of the structure would 
require ongoing maintenance to function safely and properly after the project. 
 
Site aesthetics will largely remain as in the existing conditions with nearly half of 
the dam remaining.  Ice dynamics are not likely to change under this alternative.  
Half of the historic structure would remain, and a kiosk with site history 
information is still recommended. 
 
One‐half removal is not recommended as there is only a small possible savings 
compared to the full removal, and the town would be left with a jurisdictional 
structure that will be costly to insure and may not even be insurable.  Long‐term 
maintenance needs will exist with the remaining dam.  Downstream hazards 
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would remain under this alternative.  The anticipated cost to implement this 
alternative is $2.0M to $2.5M, with low to moderate ongoing maintenance cost. 
 
Advantages 

 Lower downstream flood and erosion risks 

 Achieve spillway capacity requirements. 

 Reduce some dam safety concerns through repairs. 

 Eliminate public safety hazards at the site through repair work. 

 Retain half of the historic Adirondack industrial dam. 
 
Disadvantages 

 Financial burden remains for the town due to high hazard jurisdictional 
structure. 

 Downstream risks remain with remaining portion of the dam. 

 Close to same cost as full removal yet left with a structure that needs 
repairs 

 Ongoing maintenance would be required. 

 Sediment transport would remain disrupted. 
 

13.2.5 Repair Dam 
 
This alternative consists of attempting to repair the existing dam.  Almost all 
visible components (e.g., spillway, abutments, and outlet works) would need to 
be repaired.  The full extent of the required repairs is unknown at this time as 
subsurface exploration and testing of the dam foundation have not taken place. 
 
Dam repair may not be allowed since the existing spillway will not meet dam 
safety requirements of passing the ½ PMF with 1 foot of freeboard, and 
changing the spillway configuration would lead to a large change at the dam 
(such as ½ or ¾ removal). 
 
The repaired dam would remain under the jurisdiction of NYSDEC Dam Safety.  
The repaired structure would require ongoing maintenance, which is not being 
performed now, to function safely and properly after the project. 
 
Site aesthetics will remain as in the existing conditions.  Flood patterns and ice 
dynamics would not change.  The historic structure would remain. 
 
The cost to repair the dam is estimated to be $3 to $4M but could be larger if 
foundation repairs are needed.  This alternative is not recommended since 
there is no current use of the structure, the potential exists to not be able to get 
a permit to complete such work and operate the dam, and the potential exists 
for repair costs to increase as new information is gathered about the dam 
foundation. 
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Advantages 

 Retains current site historic value 

 Lowers downstream risks 
 
Disadvantages 

 Large implementation cost with high level of uncertainty 

 Downstream flood and erosion risks exist should the dam fail. 

 The spillway is undersized, which may preclude project permitting. 

 Ongoing maintenance and sediment management would be needed. 
 

13.2.6 Replace Dam 
 

This alternative consists of replacing the dam with a new modern structure.  Full 
dam removal would be required before the construction.  The new dam would 
likely have a lower spillway in order to meet dam safety requirements. 
 
The repaired dam would remain under the jurisdiction of NYSDEC Dam Safety.  
The repaired structure would require ongoing maintenance, which is not being 
performed now, to function safely and properly after the project. 
 
Site aesthetics will generally remain as in the existing conditions, yet the historic 
structure would be removed.  An information kiosk to document the current 
dam is recommended.  Flood patterns and ice dynamics would likely remain 
similar to existing conditions. 
 
The cost to remove the current dam and build a new dam is estimated to be $7 
to $8M but may vary depending on subsurface conditions and the dimensions of 
the new structure.  This expensive alternative is not recommended with no 
current planned use of the structure.  The required lowering of the spillway 
under the current hazard classification would reduce hydroelectric power‐
generating capacity. 
 
Advantages 

 Lowers downstream risks with modern structure that is less likely to fail 

 Existing site aesthetics remain. 
 
Disadvantages 

 Large implementation cost that may vary 

 Downstream flood and erosion risks exist should the dam fail. 

 The spillway will likely need to be lowered to meet dam safety 
requirements, and that would reduce power‐generation potential. 

 Ongoing maintenance and sediment management would be needed. 

 Loss of historic value 
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13.3 Preferred Alternative 
 

The results of the alternatives analysis (see Appendix K) suggest that full removal of the 
Rome Dam should take place to maximize safety, reduce liability, naturalize the river, 
and eliminate long‐term costs at the site.  Full removal is the only alternative that 
eliminates all dam safety requirements, downstream risks, and financial exposure 
associated with the existing dam. 

 
The following actions are recommended: 

 

1. Design 
a. Preliminary design 

i. Delineation of the ordinary high water line 
ii. Planning for construction access and sequence 

b. Final design 
c. Pre‐permit site visits with regulators 

2. Permitting 
a. Historic preservation review (Section 106) 
b. USACE (joint application with above items) 
c. U.S. Fish & Wildlife review and habitat restoration agreement 
d. Adirondack Park Association jurisdictional inquiry 
e. NYSDEC Article 15 Title 5 Dams 
f. NYSDEC Article 15 Title 27 Wild, Scenic & Recreational Rivers 
g. New York State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) 
h. NYS Section 401 Clean Water Act Water Quality Certification  

3. Deconstruction 
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Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix
Rome Dam Engineering Study

KEY: ++ = best; + = good; o = moderate; ‐ = poor

ID Alternative
Improve          
Dam              
Safety

Reduce           
Flood             
Risk

Reduce           
Erosion           
Risk

Meet             
Spillway 

Requirements

Improve          
Water            
Quality

Estimated 
Implementation 

Cost

Change in Town 
Insurance Cost

Likely State Dam 
Safety Fees

Potential Annual 
Maintenance Cost

NOTES Recommended

A No action ‐ Maintain Existing Conditions ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ $0 $13,000
$4,000,000 to 
$5,000,000

$15,000

Action must be taken given high hazard dam is in 
disrepair and State requires either fix or removal.  
Insurance costs are high.  Should the dam fail, 
sudden rush of water and sediment will fill the 
channel and lead to damages and potential loss of 
life downstream.  Dam does not currently meet dam 
safety design standards.

NO

B Full Removal ++ + ++ N/A +
$2,500,000 to 
$3,000,000

‐$13,000** $0 $0

Include removal of timber crib towers to improve 
site safety.  Best way to limit downstream risks and 
financial liability.  Only way to fully eliminate dam 
safety concerns.

YES

C Three Quarters Removal (Down to Ogee Bottom) ++ + ++ ++ +
$2,000,000 to 
$2,500,000

‐$13,000**
$4,000,000 to 
$5,000,000

$5,000

Create uniform longitudinal profile.  Limit storage of 
water and sediment so lower downstream risks.  
Remaining dam structure likely does not trigger NYS 
Dam Safety regulatory jurisdiction.  Foundation 
exploration and abutment repair required.

NO

D Half Removal + o o + o
$2,000,000 to 
$2,500,000

$13,000
$4,000,000 to 
$5,000,000

$10,000

Jurisdictional dam remains with remaining 
downstream risks due to channel sedimentation and 
migration should the dam fail.  May not be possible 
to achieve spillway design requirements.  
Foundation exploration and abutment repair 
required.  Annual inspections required.

NO

E Repair Dam + o o ‐ o
$3,000,000 to 
$4,000,000*

$13,000
$4,000,000 to 
$5,000,000

$15,000

Would require change of hazard classification to 
meet spillway design requirements and that is not 
likely for current dam configuration.  Regular 
maintenance would be needed to reduce 
sedimentation to control downstream risks should 
the dam fail.  Dam may remain uninsurable unless 
hazard class is changed.  Jurisdictional dam would 
remain.  High‐risk investment without knowledge of 
dam foundation.    Annual inspections required.

NO

F Replace Dam ++ + + ++ +
$7,000,000 to 
$8,000,000*

$13,000
$4,000,000 to 
$5,000,000

$10,000

Would require full dam removal and then 
construction of a new dam.  New structure would 
likely be smaller in thickness.  The spillway crest 
elevation would need to be lower in the bedrock 
canyon to pass the design flood.  Would require 
regular maintenance and sediment management.  A 
new jurisdictional dam would exist.    Annual 
inspections required.

NO

KEY: ++ = best; + = good; o = moderate; ‐ = poor * Cost of repair and replacement could vary widely based on identification of subsurface conditions and selected alternative.
**Negative costs indicate potential savings.
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Gievers, Andrea

From: Fosburgh, Jamie <jamie_fosburgh@nps.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 11, 2018 1:55 PM
To: Gievers, Andrea
Cc: Lori A. Shirley (lori.shirley@nyshcr.org)
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Rome Dam Removal Project - West Branch Au Sable River

Dear Ms. Geivers: 
 
I have reviewed the proposed Rome Dam removal project for consistency with the W. Branch Ausable River's 
listing as a candidate for federal Wild and Scenic River status through listing on the Nationwide Rivers 
Inventory.  The removal would restore free-flowing conditions to the segment of the river, and therefor is 
entirely compatible with the NRI listing.  NPS has no comments or objections to the project as proposed. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jamie Fosburgh 
 
On Fri, May 11, 2018 at 10:04 AM, Gievers, Andrea <AGievers@tectonicengineering.com> wrote: 

Hello Mr. Fosburgh: 

  

Thank you for speaking with me this morning.  The project description for the Rome Dam Removal Project is 
below and project location maps are attached.  Please let me know if there is anything else you need.  The 
plans are 17MB, so I can send separately, if needed.  Thank you so much for your assistance.  It is greatly 
appreciated. 

  

The Governor's Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR), operating under the auspices of the New York State Homes 
and Community Renewal’s (NYSHCR) Housing Trust Fund Corporation, was established to aid the statewide 
recovery of disaster-affected communities in New York State. GOSR is administering a U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Community Development Block Grant for Disaster Recovery (CDBG-
DR), including the New York Rising Community Reconstruction (NYRCR) Program. The environmental review 
for projects funded under the NYRCR Program are processed on a case by case basis. The purpose of this letter 
is to provide the National Park Service notice and request evaluation as to whether the project as proposed will 
result in “direct and adverse effects” to the values for which the river was added to the National System pursuant 
to Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271-1287) as set forth in Public Law 90-542 
(October 2, 1968), and amendments thereto. 

  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
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The Rome Dam Removal Project (Project) is located off Ausable Drive, Town of Jay, Essex County, New York 
12941. The Project involves the removal of a structurally unsound, high hazard dam from a bedrock gorge on 
the West Branch of the Ausable River. The Project has been designed to minimize construction impacts and 
return the river to its pre-dam natural condition. The dam removal is scheduled to take place during low water 
in summer and fall of 2018 and will likely take two to three months. Removal of the dam will reduce flood risk, 
enhance in-stream habitat, improve water quality, increase the potential for geomorphic stability on the West 
Branch, and provide the public with a stunning view of a state-designated Recreational River. 

  

Rome Dam is proposed for deconstruction in 2018 during low water in summer and early autumn. The Project 
is anticipated to take two to three months, depending on weather and construction equipment allocations. The 
dam will be accessed from bank right (facing downstream) down a steep slope. An existing haul road provides 
access from Ausable Drive to approximately 100 feet from the dam. A temporary access road will be made from 
the loop to the corner of the dam to allow equipment access to the site and material hauling away from the site. 
The site will be controlled by proper signage and safety fencing. Tree removal will take place in three designated 
areas to allow access and dam removal. Ninety-two (92) trees will be removed: thirty-four (34) of less than 2” 
in diameter; twenty- four (24) that are 2-3” in diameter, and thirty-four (34) of greater than 3” in diameter. 
Species include pine, northern white cedar, red oak and hemlock. Existing native vegetation will be preserved 
and protected, as possible. Any native vegetation or topsoil removed will be stockpiled and reinstalled, as 
possible. The heavy work will start by building construction access to the dam from the existing haul road. The 
access road will consist of compacted #3 stone over filter fabric and a compacted subgrade. 

  

The impoundment will be dewatered initially by notching the dam first on river right and then on river left.  The 
first notch will expose built up gravel that can serve as the base of a haul road across the front face of the 
dam.  Dewatering will continue with the goal of moving the flow to river left.  Dam removal will take place 
incrementally to remove consolidated sediment and lower the concrete spillway. The timber crib structures will 
be removed, as accessible. Channel restoration will take place as sediment is removed. Approximately 37,000 
cubic yards (cy) of material, ranging from fines to very large boulders, located behind the dam will be removed 
due to concerns about downstream habitat impacts and decreased channel stability with excessive downstream 
sedimentation. Sediment sampling and testing did not identify concentrations exceeding New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Technical & Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 5.1.9 
Thresholds for Class A Sediment.  An estimated 18,500 cy of sediment/fines that are mostly sands, small gravels, 
and some silt will be hauled to the Town of Jay Harkness Pit located at 371 Dry Bridge Road in Ausable 
Forks.  Gravel, cobble, and boulders will be hauled to 566 Ausable Drive in Jay for re-use in future river 
restoration projects by the Ausable River Association. As the concrete and granite dam is deconstructed, 
approximately 6,500 cy of remnant concrete and large dressed blocks will be stored at Harkness Pit, with the 
dressed blocks re-used by the Town and the concrete processed and re-used to the extent possible. The dam will 
be completely removed to underlying bedrock. Following removal, the downstream scour hole will be partially 
cleaned out to re-establish the proposed channel profile. Side slopes where the dam abutments were located will 
be re-graded as needed, since they are mostly bedrock.  

  

The dam removal will lower water levels at the dam site nearly 20 feet on the West Branch Ausable River.  Once 
deconstruction is completed, the temporary access roads will be restored with native vegetation leaving a narrow 
footpath down to the former dam site. A small, level existing opening will be maintained and will serve as the 
terminus of the footpath. The site is frequented by local residents who hike along the bank above the river on 
informal trails.  A 30-foot long railing along the edge of the former outlet works is proposed at this optimal river 
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viewing site. With the steep bedrock walls, the railing is needed for safety as the scenic overlook location is 
likely to attract visitors to see the restored river in the bedrock gorge. The railing at the end of the footpath is the 
only proposed extant structure within 100 feet of the new ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  The site will 
remain open to the public after the dam is removed. Development of a sign describing the history of the Rome 
Dam and its importance to the community is proposed in a parking area along Ausable Drive. Through this 
Project, the history of Rome Dam and the J. & J. Rogers Company has been documented, as requested by the 
State Historic Preservation Office, to memorialize the dam and its influence in the area. The sign will be located 
approximately 150 feet from the OHWM of the West Branch of the Ausable River. Disturbed locations on the 
site will be completely restored to original condition or as indicated on the plans.  

  

All disturbed locations will be seeded and mulched with a native mix that meets NYSDEC standards for erosion 
and sediment control.  Project oversight will be performed by the Project Engineer and Essex County. The 
Project Engineer will visit the site two to three times a week to assist with design implementation and to track 
permit compliance. The County will be onsite nearly daily. The Project Engineer will be available by phone and 
email any time for questions and guidance. A post-construction site walk will take place with all parties to ensure 
the Project is properly completed.   

  

The proposed Project disturbance area is 3.0 acres (2.6 acres of river channel below OHWM, 0.2 acres of 
NYSDEC regulated streambank, and 0.2 acres of upland). Indirect disturbance will take place in the upper 
impoundment due to anticipated sediment transport even though work is not taking place in this location.   

  

The NYSDEC classifies the West Branch Ausable River as a Class C(T) waterway upstream of the Rome Dam 
and as a Class C waterway downstream of the Rome Dam. The following permits will be required prior to 
commencement of the project activities: 

  

      USACE Section 404 Permit 

      NYSDEC Construction, Reconstruction, or Repair of Dams and other Impounding Structures – Under Article 
15, Title 5 

      NYSDEC Stream Disturbance – Under Article 15, Title 5 

      NYSDEC – Excavation and Fill in Navigable Waters – Under Article 15, Title 5 

      NYSDEC – Water Quality Certification Under Section 401, Clean Water Act 

      NYSDEC – Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers Permit – Under Article 15, Title 27 

      NYSDEC – Division of Mineral Resources- Mining Permit Modification for Harkness Mine 

      NYSDEC – SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity – GP-0-15-002  

         NYSDEC – Beneficial Use Determination (BUD) (Part 360.12(a)(e)(4)) 
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      NYSDEC – Construction and Demolition (C&D) processing registration (Part 361-5.2(a)(1))Adirondack Park 
Agency (APA) Permit (dam removal) 

      Town of Jay Floodplain Development Permit 

  

  

Sincerely, 

  

Andrea 

  

Andrea Gievers, JD, MSEL, ERM 

Manager, Environmental Compliance Services 
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--  
Jamie Fosburgh, Acting Manager 
NER Rivers Program 
617 223-5191 
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Rome Dam Removal Project 
Floodplain Management EO 11988 and Protection of Wetlands Determination EO 11990 

New York Rising Community Reconstruction Program within Community Development Block Grant 
Disaster Recovery Program 

June 8, 2018 
 

Introduction & Overview 
The purpose of Executive Order (EO) 11988 Floodplain Management is “to avoid to the extent possible 
the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with occupancy and modification of floodplains and 
to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative.” 
The purpose of EO 11990 Protection of Wetlands is “to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-
term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or 
indirect support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative.” This report 
contains the analysis prescribed by 24 CFR Part 55.  
 
The Rome Dam Removal Project (project) involves U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) Community Development Block Grant Program – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funding for the 
removal of a structurally unsound, high hazard dam from a bedrock gorge on the West Branch of the 
Ausable River. The analysis that follows focuses on the direct wetland and floodplain impacts associated 
with this project. Based on the type of land use, facility, and other case characteristics described herein, it 
is concluded that there is a reasonable basis to proceed with funding for this project/ activity within 
floodplain and wetland. The HUD CDBG-DR funding is administered through the New York State Rising 
Community Reconstruction (NYRCR) Program which is using bottom-up community participation and 
State-provided technical expertise to develop resilient and sustainable communities. Thus, alternatives 
preventing or impeding the development of resilient and sustainable communities are not considered 
reasonable alternatives. 
 
Description of Proposed Action & Land Use 
The Rome Dam, formerly known as the J&J Rogers Pulp Mill Dam (Federal ID# NY00243 and NYS ID# 
219-1082), is located on the Ausable River, approximately 1.5 miles upstream/ west of Ausable Forks, in 
the Town of Jay, Essex County, New York. Based on Essex County Assessment data, the project is 
located on tax map numbers 7.4-1-3.211 and 7.4-1-3.220. This project is located within the New York 
State Adirondack Park; a Jurisdictional Determination was issued by the Adirondack Park Agency (APA) 
on March 20, 2017, indicating permits or variances were not required from the APA regarding the 
proposed re-establishment of the access road (see APA Jurisdictional Determination J2017-0123 included 
in the Environmental Assessment [EA] as part of Attachment 7). The APA has been involved in 
reviewing the proposed project and the current design plans reflect comments from the APA which have 
been incorporated. 
 
The Rome Dam Removal Project is located near Ausable Drive, Town of Jay, Essex County, New York 
12941 (project location maps are included in EA Attachment 1). The project will involve the removal of 
the existing concrete dam, the historic dam that is contained within the existing concrete dam, the stone 
masonry abutments, the upstream timber/ rock cribbing towers, and an ±850 foot (ft) portion of the 
riverbed sediment that has been deposited upstream of the existing dam in the West Branch Ausable 
River. The removal of the Rome Dam will eliminate future dam safety concerns and will minimize the 
exposure of downstream areas to flooding and erosion risks from possible dam failure. The dam removal 
will minimize the exposure of the West Branch Ausable River channel below the existing dam to a large 
sedimentation event that could destabilize the bed and banks and lead to damages along Church Lane and 
Ausable Forks. Upon completion of the dam removal, bedrock cascades are anticipated to exist near the 
dam’s current location and in the current impoundment area, creating waterfalls that will enhance the 
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visual appearance of the area. The full dam removal will also reduce ice formation in the winter due to the 
bedrock cascades and the natural flow of the waterway. 
 
The project will involve approximately 3.0 acres of ground disturbance (2.6 acres of river channel below 
Ordinary High Water Mark [OHWM], 0.2 acres of NYSDEC regulated streambank, and 0.2 acres of 
upland) associated with the dam removal, river restoration and the creation of the construction staging 
zone and access roads. The construction activities for the project includes clearing vegetation for site 
access and the project staging area; constructing temporary access roads to the dam and upstream 
impoundment from the roadway; incrementally removing sediment and timber cribbing located upstream 
of the existing dam; removing the existing concrete spillway, stone masonry abutments, and outlet works; 
and removing concrete and masonry debris located downstream of the dam within scour pool. Indirect 
disturbance will take place in the upper impoundment due to anticipated sediment transport even though 
work is not taking place in this location.   
 
Rome Dam is proposed for deconstruction during low water in summer and early autumn in 2018. The 
project is anticipated to take two to three months, depending on weather and construction equipment 
allocations (see final design plans in EA Attachment 2). The dam will be accessed from bank right 
(facing downstream) down a steep slope. An existing haul road provides access from Ausable Drive to 
approximately 100 feet from the dam. A temporary access road will be made from the loop to the corner 
of the dam to allow equipment access to the site and material hauling away from the site. The site will be 
controlled by proper signage and safety fencing. Tree removal will take place in three designated areas to 
allow access and dam removal. Ninety-two (92) trees will be removed: thirty-four (34) of less than 2” in 
diameter; twenty- four (24) that are 2-3” in diameter, and thirty-four (34) of greater than 3” in diameter. 
Species include pine, northern white cedar, red oak and hemlock. Existing native vegetation will be 
preserved and protected, as possible. Any native vegetation or topsoil removed will be stockpiled and 
reinstalled, as possible. The heavy work will start by building construction access to the dam from the 
existing haul road. The access road will consist of compacted #3 stone over filter fabric and a compacted 
subgrade.  
 
The impoundment will be dewatered initially by notching the dam first on river right and then on river 
left.  The first notch will expose built up gravel that can serve as the base of a haul road across the front 
face of the dam.  Dewatering will continue with the goal of moving the flow to river left.  Dam removal 
will take place incrementally to remove consolidated sediment and lower the concrete spillway. The 
timber crib structures will be removed, as accessible. Channel restoration will take place as sediment is 
removed. Approximately 37,000 cubic yards (cy) of material, ranging from fines to very large boulders, 
located behind the dam will be removed due to concerns about downstream habitat impacts and decreased 
channel stability with excessive downstream sedimentation.  Based on sediment sampling and testing, the 
“sediment located behind the dam appears to be typical of the subsurface material found along the river 
bottom in the free-flowing channel” (Narrative for Sediment Disposal in EA Attachment 2).  The testing 
did not identify concentrations exceeding NYSDEC’s Technical & Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 
5.1.9 Thresholds for Class A Sediment (EA Attachment 2). The materials behind the dam will be 
removed by excavators with drainage at the dam site performed per standard dewatering practices. The 
materials will be moved by excavators to tandems and hauled away, with several tandems operating to 
allow delivery approximately every 30-45 minutes on days when fines are being removed (see Narrative 
for Sediment Disposal for more details in EA Attachment 2). An estimated 18,500 cy of sediment/fines 
that are mostly sands, small gravels, and some silt will be hauled to the Town of Jay Harkness Pit located 
at 371 Dry Bridge Road in Ausable Forks. Gravel, cobble, and boulders will be hauled to 566 Ausable 
Drive in Jay for re-use in future river restoration projects by the Ausable River Association. As the 
concrete and granite dam is deconstructed, approximately 6,500 cy of remnant concrete and large dressed 
blocks will be stored at Harkness Pit, with the dressed blocks potentially re-used by the Town and fine 
sediment and crushed concrete used as fill in the Harkness Pit. The Town of Jay has submitted a 
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NYSDEC mining permit modification application for the Harkness Pit (see EA Attachment 11). The 
dam will be completely removed to underlying bedrock. Following removal, the downstream scour hole 
will be partially cleaned out to re-establish the proposed channel profile. Side slopes where the dam 
abutments were located will be re-graded as needed, since they are mostly bedrock.  
 
The full dam removal will lower water levels upstream of the dam nearly 20 feet on the West Branch 
Ausable River. Once deconstruction is completed, the temporary access roads will be restored with native 
vegetation leaving a narrow footpath down to the former dam site. A small, level existing opening will be 
maintained and will serve as the terminus of the footpath. The site is frequented by local residents who 
hike along the bank above the river on informal trails. A 30-foot long railing along the edge of the former 
outlet works is proposed at this optimal river viewing site. With the steep bedrock walls, the railing is 
needed for safety as the scenic overlook location is likely to attract visitors to see the restored river in the 
bedrock gorge. The railing at the end of the footpath is the only proposed extant structure within 100 feet 
of the new OHWM. The site will remain open to the public after the dam is removed. Development of a 
sign describing the history of the Rome Dam and its importance to the community is proposed in a 
parking area along Ausable Drive. Through this project, the history of Rome Dam and the J. & J. Rogers 
Company has been documented, as requested by the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), to 
memorialize the dam and its influence in the area. The sign will be located approximately 150 feet from 
the OHWM of the West Branch of the Ausable River.  
 
Disturbed locations on the site will be completely restored to original conditions or as indicated on the 
plans. All disturbed locations will be seeded and mulched with a native mix that meets NYSDEC 
standards for erosion and sediment control. Project oversight will be performed by the Project Engineer 
and the County. The Project Engineer will visit the site two to three times a week to assist with design 
implementation and to track permit compliance. The County representatives will be onsite nearly daily. 
The Project Engineer will be available by phone and email any time for questions and guidance. A post-
construction site walk will take place with all parties to ensure the project is properly completed.   
 
Applicable Regulatory Procedure Per EO 11988 and EO 11990 
The proposed action corresponds with a noncritical action not excluded under 24 CFR §55.12(b) or (c), 
and the use is a functionally dependent use. Funding is permissible for the use in the floodplain and 
wetland if the proposed action is processed under §55.20 and the findings of the determination are 
affirmative to suggest that the project may proceed.  
 
According to 24 CFR §55, the activity planned to remove existing and historic dam structures and restore 
the associated waterway channels occurs in a community, the Town of Jay, that is in good standing in the 
regular program of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). This project will remove the Rome 
Dam and associated structures and restore the West Branch Ausable River. Substantial Improvement/ 
Substantial Damage calculations do not apply to this project.  However, this proposed action is considered 
new construction in floodplain and riverine wetlands, since the proposed action involves dredging, 
temporary dewatering, channelizing of the streambed, and other waterway work. As such, the full eight-
step floodplain determination process in §55.20 is required and the following analysis examines each step 
in a floodplain management determination process.  
 
Based on online data, including data managed and updated by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
and NYSDEC, there will be new construction within federal and state mapped riverine wetlands and 100-
year floodplain at the project location. Thus, in accordance with the decision-making process set forth in 
24 CFR Part 55, this analysis focuses on both floodplains and wetlands. 
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Step 1. Determine Whether the Proposed Action is Located in the 100-year Floodplain (500-year for 
Critical Actions) or results in New Construction in Wetlands.  
Based on data managed by the USFWS and NYSDEC, the proposed action is located in a state waterway 
and federally mapped riverine wetland, as shown in Appendix 1. According to the NYSDEC 
Environmental Resource Mapper, the proposed action is located within a Regulation 830-254, Standard 
C(T), Classified C river located upstream of the dam and Regulation 830-255, Standard C, Classified C 
river located downstream of the dam. According to the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory maps, the 
proposed action is located within a R3UBH classified Riverine Wetland. The proposed action is 
considered new construction in wetlands as the proposed action involves dredging, temporary dewatering, 
channelizing of the streambed, and other waterway work associated with dam removal. The proposed 
action might require an individual Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act (see §55.20(a)(1) and 
§55.28(a)). However, project activities could be authorized by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
Nationwide Permits (NWPs) # 13, 27 and 53, and then an individual Section 404 Permit will not be 
needed. 
 
Per the FEMA Firmette, the proposed action is located within the 100-year floodplain (Special Flood 
Hazard Area [SFHA] – Zone A), though it is not located within a FEMA-designated regulatory floodway, 
as shown in Appendix 1. For streams and other watercourses where FEMA has provided Base Flood 
Elevations (BFEs), but no floodway has been designated, the community must review floodplain 
development on a case-by-case basis to ensure that increases in water surface elevations do not occur, or 
identify the need to adopt a floodway if adequate information is available. According to 24 CFR §55, the 
proposed action occurs in a community that is in the regular program of the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP) and the community is currently in good standing. Thus, a Town of Jay Floodplain 
Development Permit will be obtained by the applicant before commencing work. 
 
Step 2. Initiate Public Notice for Early Review of Proposal.  
Because the proposed project is located in floodplain and wetlands, the Governor’s Office of Storm 
Recovery (GOSR) published an early notice that allowed for public and public agency input on the 
decision to provide funding for reconstruction and development activities. The early public notice and 15-
day comment period is complete.  No public comments were received.   
 
The early notice and corresponding 15-day public comment period started on March 21, 2018 with the 
"Notice of Early Public Review of a Proposed Activity in Wetlands and 100-Year Floodplain" being 
published in the Press Republican newspaper, with the 15-day period expiring on April 5, 2018. The 
notice targeted local residents, including those in the floodplain. The notice was also sent to the following 
federal and state agencies on March 21, 2018: Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); HUD;  
USFWS; U.S. Dept. of the Interior; USACE; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); NYSDEC; 
NY SHPO; Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation; and NYS Division of Homeland 
Security and Emergency Services. The notice was also sent to the Mohawk Nation, St. Regis Mohawk 
Tribe, Essex County and the Town of Jay. (See Appendices 2 and 3 of this EO 11990 Wetlands 
Protection and EO 11988 Floodplain Management Determination for the letter distributed to these 
agencies and the associated newspaper publication affidavit). 
 
Step 3. Identify and Evaluate Practicable Alternatives to Locating the Proposed Action in a 100-
year Floodplain or Wetland.  
The NYRCR Program empowers the State’s most impacted communities with the technical expertise 
needed to develop thorough and implementable reconstruction plans to build physically, socially, and 
economically resilient and sustainable communities. According to the Jay/Keene NYRCR Plan, a central 
focus of the NYRCR planning process was to identify resiliency measures that could help protect civic 
assets from future flood damages, and Rome Dam was one such asset identified as vulnerable. The Rome 
Dam was originally utilized as a source of power for the mill, though it has been out of service and 
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unmaintained since 1973. In the 1980s, several attempts were made to convert Rome Dam into a 
hydroelectric facility. These attempts failed due to the structural condition of the dam, the repeated 
historic damage the dam has endured, and the unknown condition of the dam foundation. Rome Dam has 
been classified as high hazard (class C) structure by the NYSDEC due to the close proximity to the 
Hamlet of Au Sable Forks and the Au Sable Forks Elementary School. While the dam did not fail during 
Hurricane Irene or Superstorm Sandy, the storms exacerbated the existing hazardous conditions at the 
dam by depositing more sediment and debris behind the dam. In the event of a failure, a Class C dam is 
likely to result in widespread or serious damage to buildings, highways, or other important utilities and 
substantial environmental damage, such that “the loss of human life or widespread substantial economic 
loss is likely” (NYCRR Title 6 Part 673.5). Given the history of flooding and erosion at the site, and the 
proposed work to remove the dam and restore the river channel, potential alternatives must be considered 
in order to try and mitigate the amount of damage from future flood events. 
 
Six alternatives were reviewed and documented in the Rome Dam Engineering Study, dated February 28, 
2017 by Milone and MacBroom, Inc. (MMI), and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix (EA 
Attachment 2). These alternatives included: full dam removal, three-quarters dam removal, half dam 
removal, dam repair, dam replacement, and no action, and are discussed in detail below. The six 
alternatives were evaluated in the Study to identify which one best meets the project’s objectives which 
include: improve dam safety, reduce flood risk, reduce erosion risk, meet spillway requirements, improve 
water quality, reduce the Town’s financial exposure, control implementation costs and reduce 
maintenance costs (EA Attachment 2). 
 
1. Full Dam Removal 
The proposed action is for full removal of the Rome Dam. This action is the preferred alternative because 
it is the “most cost-effective way to meet the majority of the project objectives and completely eliminate 
dam safety issues and the Town’s financial exposure” (Rome Dam Engineering Study in EA Attachment 
2). According to the Rome Dam Engineering Study, modeling results show the expected reduction in 
flood levels upstream of the dam in the bedrock gorge area would drop 29 feet if the full dam is removed 
compared to approximately 14 feet if half of the dam is removed. Dam removal would reduce flood levels 
and increase flow velocity. “The increased flood velocity in the gorge will naturalize sediment transport 
in the channel, which will likely improve downstream channel stability over the long term” (EA 
Attachment 2). “The increased flow velocity following dam removal will also likely reduce winter ice 
thickness and reduce the chances of ice jamming originating from the area around Rome Dam” (EA 
Attachment 2). There will be a loss of a historic Adirondack industrial dam, however, through this 
project, the history of Rome Dam and the J. & J. Rogers Company has been documented, as requested by 
the SHPO, to memorialize the dam and its influence in the area. A sign memorializing the dam will be 
located approximately 150 feet from the proposed OHWM. The advantages of full dam removal include: 
reduction in downstream flooding and erosion risks, elimination of all dam safety requirements and 
concerns; reduction in the Town’s financial liability and obligations; naturalization of sediment transport; 
improvement of long-term channel stability; protection of downstream habitat and water quality; 
restoration of the free-flowing nature of the river; creation of a hiking trail along a narrow footpath with 
an overlook for the public’s enjoyment of this beautiful natural feature which will likely include 
waterfalls from the remaining bedrock cascades; and reduction of threats to downstream public safety, 
private property and public infrastructure. 
 
2. Three-quarters Dam Removal 
This alternative lowers the majority of the dam to the elevation of the downstream portion of the ogee 
crest. Dam improvement design plans show that a stone masonry wall existed in the location before the 
concrete was added; so, this alternative would nearly match the lower downstream wall elevation. This 
alternative would establish a more uniform river profile, while retaining the last “step” that is believed to 
exist over a bedrock drop. Downstream risks would decrease due to eliminating almost all of the storage 
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in the impoundment. The remaining dam in this alternative would be at or very close to the channel 
bottom and, thus, would not likely trigger state dam safety jurisdiction. Nonetheless, a structure would 
exist, and a foundation assessment and repairs of the remaining abutments would likely be needed. The 
remaining portions of the structure may require some maintenance by the Town after the project. Site 
aesthetics will be more natural except that some of the dam will be visible. The reduction of ice formation 
and increase ice erosion will likely be similar to full dam removal. (See the Rome Dam Engineering Study 
and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix in EA Attachment 2). 
 
The three-quarters dam removal alternative is not recommended since there is only a small possible 
savings compared to the full dam removal and part of the structure would still remain, which would 
require repairs. This alternative would also require ongoing maintenance costs and the structure may not 
be insurable by the Town.  
 
3. Half Dam Removal 
This alternative consists of lowering the crest of the dam to try and meet the state spillway capacity 
requirements. In this alternative, the dam and spillway crest would be lowered approximately 13 feet. 
According to the Rome Dam Engineering Study, modeling results show the expected reduction in flood 
levels upstream of the dam in the bedrock gorge area would drop approximately 14 feet if half of the dam 
is removed (EA Attachment 2). The remaining portions of the dam would need to be repaired to stabilize 
the structure. This alternative would establish a more uniform river profile, yet an unnatural drop in the 
channel would remain that will continue to trap sediment upstream of the dam. Although reduced as 
compared to existing conditions, downstream risks would remain due to the remaining storage in the 
impoundment. The remaining dam in this alternative would remain under the jurisdiction of the NYSDEC 
Dam Safety. A foundation assessment and repairs of the remaining abutments would still be required. The 
remaining portions of the structure would require ongoing maintenance to function safely and properly 
after the project. Site aesthetics will largely remain similar to the existing conditions, with nearly half of 
the dam remaining. Ice dynamics are not likely to change under this alternative. (See the Rome Dam 
Engineering Study and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix in EA Attachment 2). 
 
The half dam removal alternative would result in only small possible savings compared to full removal 
and a high hazard jurisdictional dam structure would remain, which would be costly to insure and may not 
even be insurable. Long‐term maintenance needs would exist with the remaining dam. Downstream 
hazards would also remain under this alternative.  
 
4. Dam Repair 
This alternative consists of attempting to repair the existing dam. Almost all visible components (e.g., 
spillway, abutments, and outlet works) would need to be repaired. The full extent of the required repairs is 
unknown at this time as subsurface exploration and testing of the dam foundation has not taken place. 
Dam repair might not be allowed since the existing spillway will not meet dam safety requirements of 
passing the ½ PMF with 1 foot of freeboard, and changing the spillway configuration would lead to a 
large change at the dam (such as ½ or ¾ removal). The repaired dam would remain under the jurisdiction 
of the NYSDEC Dam Safety. Also, the dam repair alternative would result in a structure that would 
require ongoing maintenance, which is not being performed now, to function safely and properly after the 
project. Site aesthetics would remain as in the existing conditions. This alternative would result in a large 
implementation cost with a high level of future uncertainty. Downstream flood and erosion risks would 
remain, as flood patterns and ice dynamics would not change. The historic structure would remain. (See 
the Rome Dam Engineering Study and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix in EA Attachment 2). 
 
This alternative is not recommended, since there is no current use of the structure, a permit to complete 
the dam repair and operate the dam might not be obtainable, and repair costs could increase as 
information is gathered on the dam foundation and conditions.  
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5. Dam Replacement 
This alternative consists of replacing the dam with a new modern structure. Full dam removal would be 
required before the construction. The new dam would likely have a lower spillway in order to meet dam 
safety requirements.  The dam would remain under the jurisdiction of the NYSDEC Dam Safety. (See the 
Rome Dam Engineering Study and its Alternatives Analysis Summary Matrix in EA Attachment 2). 
 
The dam replacement alternative would have a large implementation cost and would require ongoing 
maintenance, which is not being performed now, in order to function safely and properly after the project. 
Site aesthetics would generally remain similar to the existing conditions, yet the historic structure would 
be removed and there would be a loss of historic value. The downstream flood and erosion risks would 
still exist should the dam fail, and flood patterns and ice dynamics would likely remain similar to existing 
conditions. The spillway would likely need to be lowered to meet dam safety requirements, which would 
reduce hydroelectric power generating capacity.   
 
6. No Action Alternative  
This alternative retains the existing conditions and no changes are made at the dam. This eliminates the 
proposed project costs and any associated construction impacts. However, according to the Rome Dam 
Engineering Study, “[t]his alternative is not acceptable given the dam safety concerns of a deteriorating 
structure and confirmed downstream risks.” The dam is in poor condition, and possibly worse condition 
than currently known, if undermining and visible erosion is also impacting the foundation of the structure. 
The potential use of the dam for hydroelectric power is unlikely due to its current condition. A complete 
removal and rebuild are likely needed to fully and confidently improve the structure and meet state dam 
safety requirements. The existing dam is classified as a high hazard (Class C) dam by the State of New 
York. In the event of their failure, Class C dams are likely to result in widespread or serious damage to 
buildings, highways, or important utilities and substantial environmental damage, such that the loss of 
human life or widespread substantial economic loss is likely (NYCRR Title 6 Part 673.5). The dam is also 
listed as “unsound,” meaning it has deficiencies of such a nature that the safety of the dam cannot be 
assured (See Rome Dam Engineering Study in EA Attachment 2). These deficiencies may include 
seepage problems, structural stability inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway capacity (NYCRR 
Title 6, Part 673.16). According to the Rome Dam Engineering Study, “[t]he dam is currently obsolete and 
deteriorating” (EA Attachment 2). Further, the spillway is undersized with inadequate freeboard. The 
financial exposure of the Town is high, insuring the structure is expensive and even may not be possible, 
and downstream risks are confirmed to be high. The risks from dam failure due to no action includes: 
downstream flood and erosion risks; long-term channel instability which threatens downstream public 
safety, private property and public infrastructure; and long-lasting adverse impacts to trout habitat and 
water quality. Additionally, the NYSDEC requires the dam be either fixed or removed. This would leave 
the surrounding area vulnerable to potential flood damage and loss of life associated with dam failure. 
The “no action” alternative would provide no protection to the downstream communities and ecosystems 
from future flood events or potential dam failures, because mitigation in the form of dam removal would 
be compromised due to lack of financial support. Thus, the “no action” alternative is not feasible in 
relation to the desired objective of creating area resiliency to future flooding events and dam failures. 
 
Due to the nature of the proposed action associated with the dam removal, prohibition of this work within 
floodplain is not practicable. 
 
The above identified alternatives will be re-evaluated in response to public comments received. 
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Step 4. Identify & Evaluate Potential Direct & Indirect Impacts Associated with Occupancy or 
Modification of 100-year Floodplain and Potential Direct & Indirect Support of Floodplain and 
Wetland Development that Could Result from Proposed Action.  
The focus of floodplain evaluation should be on adverse impacts to lives and property, and on natural and 
beneficial floodplain values. Natural and beneficial values include consideration of potential for adverse 
impacts on water resources such as natural moderation of floods, water quality maintenance, and 
groundwater recharge.  
 
According to the FEMA Report - A Unified National Program for Floodplain Management, the two 
definitions commonly used in evaluating actions in floodplain are “structural” and “non-structural” 
activities. Per the report, structural activity is usually intended to mean adjustments that modify the 
behavior of floodwaters through the use of measures such as public works dams, levees, and channel 
work. Non-structural is usually intended to include all other adjustments (e.g., regulations, insurance, etc.) 
in the way society acts when occupying or modifying a floodplain. These definitions are used in 
describing impacts that may arise in association with potential advancement of this case. 
 
Natural moderation of floods 
The proposed action at the project site involves the removal of an existing dam and the restoration of the 
streambed in the West Branch Ausable River. The Rome Dam Engineering Study detailed an assessment 
and alternatives analysis for Rome Dam (EA Attachment 2). This Study indicates that the flood water 
levels upstream of the dam would be lowered by approximately 29 feet with the full removal of the dam. 
Additionally, the removal of this high-hazard dam would remove the potential disaster associated with the 
dam failing in the future due to neglect. Thus, while the proposed action would directly affect the 
floodplain, it is not anticipated to have an adverse effect on the floodplain for the surrounding 
communities and ecosystem. Rather, the project is anticipated to have an overall positive effect as the 
flood water levels would be lowered and the chance of a catastrophic dam failure will have been removed. 
 
Living resources such as flora and fauna 
The land use surrounding the Rome Dam is primarily undeveloped, with informal trails leading to an 
existing landing located off the main road. The West Branch Ausable River is classified as a Recreational 
River, with the river being a well-known cold-water fishery that supports a healthy trout population and 
riverine ecosystem. The river has diverse in-stream and riparian habitat structures located upstream of the 
dam, though those features are lost or buried within the dam impoundment area. The areas downstream of 
the dam lack the variation of sediment sizes necessary for species diversity and aquatic health. The finer-
grained sediment, cobble, and boulders have been locked in the impounded reservoir behind the dam, 
creating a rocky channel that adversely affects the biodiversity of the ecosystem by reducing the 
availability of shelter from floods or drought for aquatic species downstream. Areas that are noted to be 
“sediment starved” often regain lost sediment by eroding deeper into the streambed or eating away at 
streambanks, leading to channel scouring, down-cutting, and streambank erosion.  
 
The removal of this dam and the restoration of the natural river channel will allow for a more natural 
sediment, cobble, and boulder transport; this action would improve the natural habitat both up- and down-
stream of the dam location, with an increased density and variety of species. It would also allow for 
migrating aquatic species to easily travel beyond the artificial barrier of the Rome Dam for the first time 
since it was constructed. The removal of the dam will involve the loss of any slow-moving, lake-like 
habitat currently existing behind the dam, meaning the species that favor such slow-moving waters would 
be in the decline in an area that does not have such conditions naturally occurring. However, the potential 
decline of these species will be outweighed by the restoration of the natural riverine habitats that will 
allow native aquatic species to flourish. Thus, while the living resources in the project area will be 
directly impacted by the proposed project activities, it is anticipated there will be an overall positive effect 
and any negative effects will be primarily temporary.  
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Impacts to Property & Lives 
Rome Dam is a Class C high hazard dam that has been out of service and deteriorating since at least 1973, 
with multiple flooding events and ice jams that have furthered the damage associated with the inadequate 
spillway capacity and lack of maintenance. If this dam were to fail, allowing the sudden release of the 
impounded water and sediment located behind this compromised dam, then extensive environmental and 
infrastructural damage along with potential loss of life and property could occur. The advantages of full 
dam removal include: reduction in downstream flooding and erosion risks, elimination of all dam safety 
requirements and concerns; reduction in the Town’s financial liability and obligations; improvement of 
long-term channel stability; protection of downstream habitat and water quality; and reduction of threats 
to downstream public safety, private property and public infrastructure.  
 
Cultural resources such as archaeological, historic & recreational aspects 
The Rome Dam, formerly known as the J&J Rogers Pulp Mill Dam (Federal ID #NY00243 and state ID # 
219‐1082), was originally constructed in 1897 to power a nearby pulp mill, though the usage was later 
expanded to power a paper mill. The Phase IA Archaeological Survey (August 26, 2016) indicated the 
dam was damaged in 1936 after the failure of an upstream dam (EA Attachment 8). The dam was rebuilt 
as a concrete ogee structure, and the reconstruction plans from this time indicate the dam was constructed 
on granite bedrock. The dam has been out of service and unmaintained since the dam’s use for mill power 
ceased in 1973, though periodic efforts were made in the 1980s to repurpose the dam to generate 
hydroelectric power for the area.  
 
A review for historic properties on the site revealed the Ausable Forks Hydroelectric Plant (Rome Dam) 
(NYS OPRHP #031.05.0007) and a No Name Archaeological Pre-Contact site (NYS OPRHP 
#031.05.00347) on the edge of/within the project site. Through this project, the history of Rome Dam and 
the J. & J. Rogers Company has been documented, as requested by the NY SHPO, to memorialize the 
dam and its influence in the area. The sign will be located approximately 150 feet from the OHWM of the 
West Branch of the Ausable River. It is anticipated the NY SHPO will be involved in the documentation 
process during the proposed removal. In addition, the full dam removal will enhance recreational use of 
the river and area since it will restore the free-flowing nature of the river and create a hiking trail along a 
narrow footpath with an overlook for the public’s enjoyment of this beautiful natural feature which will 
likely include waterfalls from the remaining bedrock cascades. 
 
As part of this review, the NY SHPO and Tribal Historic Preservation Offices (THPO) of all applicable 
Tribes, Nations, and Communities were consulted regarding any historic or tribal resources in the area 
that could be affected by the proposed actions. On January 30, 2018, SHPO confirmed that the proposed 
project will have no effect on historic resources. The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe THPO responded on 
December 21, 2017 that the project is considered being of “No Effect” in regards to cultural properties of 
concern to the Tribe. In addition, the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe “fully supports this project that will restore 
in part, the natural flow of the Ausable River.”  The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe requests to be notified upon 
completion of this project. Additionally, they request to be immediately identified in the event of any 
inadvertent discoveries of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural 
patrimony that are made during the scope of this project. No response was received from the Mohawk 
Nation. The SHPO and THPO consultation documentation is included in EA Attachment 8.  
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Agricultural, aquacultural, & forestry resources 
The Rome Dam is located within the Adirondack Park, with undeveloped forests and informal trails 
leading throughout the area and to the river. The West Branch Ausable River is designated as a New York 
State Recreational River and a well-known trout fishery, and both the informal trails located within the 
Adirondack Park and the fishing on the recreational river act as an economic driver for tourism in the 
area. By removing the dam and returning the West Branch Ausable River to a natural flow, the 
surrounding areas’ scenic and economic value and natural resiliency will flourish. The West Branch 
Ausable River’s restored natural flow will allow for greater population densities of native aquatic 
organisms for a robust ecosystem. The West Branch Ausable River is noted as being a low-turbidity, 
cold-water recreational river, with fisheries that support the native trout species and macroinvertebrate 
species. Thus, the removal of this dam would increase the riverine biodiversity in the area and protect and 
enhance the economic and scenic value of the West Branch Ausable River for fishing and tourism in the 
area.  
 
Wetland Evaluation 
The purpose of wetland evaluation is to consider factors relevant to a proposed action’s effect on the 
survival and quality of any wetlands to be disturbed. These factors should include public health (including 
water supply and water quality), maintenance of natural systems, cost increases attributed to construction 
in wetland, and other uses of wetland in the public interest. The project is located within a waterway the 
NYSDEC has classified as a Recreational River and Regulation 830-254, Standard C(T), Classified C 
river located upstream of the dam and Regulation 830-255, Standard C, Classified C river located 
downstream of the dam, and the USFWS has classified as riverine wetlands. The West Branch Ausable 
River is noted as being a low-turbidity, cold-water recreational river, with fisheries that support the native 
trout species and macroinvertebrate species. 
 
Public health, safety, and welfare, including water supply, quality, recharge, and discharge; pollution; 
flood and storm hazards and hazard protection; and sediment and erosion.  
According to the Jay/Keene NYRCR Plan (March 2014), “[a]t present, the Rome Dam is considered high 
hazard, presenting a potential threat to life and property if the structure fails.” Also, it noted that “[w]hile 
the flood risk due to a dam break is unknown, it is assumed that there is some risk to downstream assets 
in Au Sable Forks and Black Brook. For these and other environmental, social, and economic reasons, the 
need for an engineering study for Rome Dam was identified to “[p]rotect vulnerable civic assets from 
flooding using structural and non-structural controls.” The Rome Dam is classified as a high hazard 
(Class C) dam in unsound condition and inadequate spillway, with noted deficiencies of such a nature that 
the safety of the dam cannot be assured. The dam is considered obsolete and has been deteriorating due to 
lack of maintenance since abandonment in 1973. This dam and impounded water was used for power 
generation associated with historic paper and pulp mills located along the West Branch Ausable River. 
The impounded waters at the dam are not used as a water source by the local communities, though the 
river is utilized as a tourist attraction for the well-known fisheries located on this river. The West Branch 
Ausable River drains a 234-square mile watershed into the dam site, with the dam capable of storing a 
volume of approximately 91 acre-feet of impounded sediment and water at the top of the dam. Should the 
dam fail, this impounded sediment and water would travel downstream towards local communities, 
resulting in serious damage to buildings, highways, and other infrastructure, with substantial 
environmental damage. The potential loss of life and widespread economic damage is likely without the 
repair or removal of this dam. The Jay/Keene NYRCR Plan noted, “[a]s a high hazard dam, the Town of 
Jay must take action to reduce the hazard level or remove the dam altogether.” 
(https://stormrecovery.ny.gov/regional-communities/town-jay-and-town-keene) 
 
Full removal of this dam would create a natural and free-flowing waterway while removing the danger of 
the dam failure. This action would lower the upstream flood water levels for the waterway, as water and 
sediment would no longer be trapped behind the dam; the areas downstream of the dam would be further 
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improved by increased sediment transportation past the dam, as the downstream channel currently lacks 
locations for shelter for aquatic species during drought or flood. This “sediment starved” area would be 
fed with the finer-grained sediments, cobbles, and boulders that would have been previously trapped 
behind the dam, leading to a decreased amount of channel down-cutting and streambank erosion. 
 
The West Branch Ausable River water quality in the downstream area would be likely improved in many 
ways, such as decreased temperature variations and increased sediment and materials transport. As water 
gets trapped behind the dam, the temperature of this slow-moving water increases above what would 
otherwise occur naturally, meaning native aquatic species that prefer swifter moving, cold waters would 
be at a disadvantage over species that prefer slow moving, warmer waters. After dam removal, these 
potential temperature variations in the impounded waters and the resulting water flow velocity change 
would be removed, allowing for native aquatic species to flourish.  
 
Maintenance of natural systems, including conservation and long-term productivity of existing flora and 
fauna; species and habitat diversity and stability; natural hydrologic function; wetland type; fish; 
wildlife; timber; and food and fiber resources. 
A river’s flow regime involves the range in magnitude, regularity, and frequency of water being 
transported downstream over the course of a set period. A natural river flow regime will fluctuate 
dynamically over the course of a year, from the high-waters associated with spring rains and ice melt to 
the low-waters associated with warmer, dry summers. This variability supports a diverse variety of 
aquatic species which are capable of taking advantage of the river’s variable flow. The presence of Rome 
Dam cultivates an artificial water flow regime, with high-water flows being impounded behind the dam 
and slowly released over time rather than allowed to flow naturally, while the low-water flows are 
impeded by the presence of the dam. This type of artificial flow regime results in a decreased diversity 
and density of aquatic species. By removing the Rome Dam and restoring the natural channel bed, a 
naturally dynamic flow regime will be established for the first time since the dam was constructed, 
allowing for native aquatic species to regain their previous diversity and population density.  
 
The full removal of the Rome Dam will impact the habitat created by impounded water and sediment 
behind the dam. When the dam and impounded sediment are removed, this slow-moving water habitat 
will be replaced with habitat more suited to the natural water flow in cold, riverine waters, with a variety 
of sediment, cobble, and boulders on the streambed. While this could result in a temporary decline of 
aquatic species that would inhabit the slower moving habitat behind the dam, the restoration of the natural 
streambed and flow regime will allow for increased diversification and population densities for the area’s 
native aquatic species. Thus, while the natural systems in the project area will be directly impacted by the 
proposed project activities, it is anticipated there will be an overall positive effect, and any negative 
effects will be temporary.  Alternatively, a potential dam failure event due to no action could have long-
lasting adverse impacts to trout habitat and water quality. 
 
Cost increases attributed to wetland-required new construction and mitigation measures to minimize 
harm to wetlands that may result from such use.  
The proposed scope of work involves the removal of a historic dam that has been in place since the late 
1800s and restoration of the natural streambed. This work will involve dredging the sediment behind the 
dam down to bedrock and, potentially, temporary dewatering associated with construction activities. 
Mitigation measures in the form of sediment and erosion control have been put into place to prevent 
wetlands damage downstream from the work area. The scope of work involves functionally dependent 
new construction and dredging within riverine wetlands; as such, there are no anticipated cost increases 
attributed to additional mitigation measures to minimize harm to wetlands as these measures are built into 
existing plans. The project activities will be completed in conformance with all applicable, local, state and 
federal permits and their requirements and conditions. 
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Other uses of wetland in the public interest, including recreational, scientific, and cultural uses. 
The removal of this dam offers to the public recreational access to unfettered and natural waterways in the 
area. According to the Outdoor Industry Association’s two page fact sheet New York The Outdoor 
Recreation Economy, outdoor recreation generates $338 Billion in consumer spending and 305,000 direct 
jobs within New York. This is an important sector of the regional and local economy, with the local 
fisheries and scenic location being an important economic driver for the area. Restoration of this area to 
natural conditions would further protect the existing fish and wildlife resources, aesthetic quality, and 
other cultural and archaeologically significant features in the area. 
 
Step 5. Where Practicable, Design or Modify the Proposed Action to Minimize the Potential 
Adverse Impacts To and From the 100-Year Floodplain and to Restore and Preserve its Natural 
and Beneficial Functions and Values.  
The proposed action involves the removal of Rome Dam and the sediment trapped behind it. As such, it is 
a direct policy requirement to specify standards that mitigate future flood risk. The full dam removal will 
provide flood mitigation and benefits such as a decreased flood water level for the area, healthy sediment 
and materials transportation for the waterway, improved water quality, and increased diversification and 
density of species in the area. However, it is still reasonable to promote awareness of future risks of 
natural hazards, including altered flooding patterns, plus the physical, social and economic impacts that 
potential flood events could convey.  
 
Step 6. Reevaluate the Alternatives and Proposed Action.  
The three-quarters dam removal, half dam removal, dam repair, and dam replacement alternatives would 
not address the purpose and need of the proposed action. The three-quarters and half dam removal  
options would require foundation assessment and repairs of the remaining abutments, plus, the remaining 
portions of the structure would require ongoing maintenance to function safely and properly after the 
project. Repairing of the existing dam would potentially return the dam to functionality, but it would not 
necessarily remove the “High hazard” classification from the dam due to design deficiencies. Replacing 
the dam would correct those deficiencies, but require a full dam removal. All of these options would 
require regular maintenance and monitoring from the Town, and would not remove the potential for dam 
failure – merely possibly reduce it. As such, these options were deemed not feasible due to the ongoing 
costs associated with dam upkeep and desire to remove the danger associated with future flood events and 
dam failures. 
 
The “no action” alternative would not address the purpose and need of the proposed action.  Without the 
proposed action, the area communities downstream of the dam would be left more susceptible to future 
floods and dam failures than it would be after the implementation of the proposed action. Therefore, the 
“no action” alternative examined is not considered desirable and the proposed action is still practicable in 
light of potential adverse and beneficial impacts on the floodplain, the extent to which it may aggravate 
current hazards to other floodplains, and the potential to disrupt the natural and beneficial functions and 
values of floodplains and wetlands.  
 
Implementation of the proposed action will abide by all applicable federal, state and local codes for 
construction within floodplain and wetlands. Thus, the impact of the proposed action on a floodplain and 
wetland would be less than the “no action” alternative.  
 
The impacts of these alternatives will be re-evaluated in response to any public comments received.  
 
Step 7. Issue Findings and Public Explanation.  
It is the finding of this report that there is no better alternative than to provide funding for the Rome Dam 
Removal Project. The location within floodplain cannot be avoided due to the project involving a dam 
structure in a waterway. However, not funding any actions would mean that this dam and affected 
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communities would continue to be threatened by this high hazard dam or face removing and replacing the 
dam. A final notice, formally known as “Notice of Policy Determination” was published in accordance 
with 24 CFR 55, for a minimum 7-day comment period. (See Appendix 4 of this EO 11990 Wetlands 
Protection and EO 11988 Floodplain Management Determination for the letter distributed to the 
associated agencies and the associated newspaper notice affidavit). The comment period started with the 
combined Final Notice publishing in the Press Republican newspaper on June 9, 2018 and the FONSI-
NOIRROF 15-day period expires June 25, 2018. The notice describes the reasons why the project must be 
located in the floodplain, alternatives considered, and all mitigation measures to be taken to minimize 
adverse impacts and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain values. 
 
All comments received during the comment period will be responded to and fully addressed prior to funds 
being committed to the proposed project, in compliance with EO 11988, EO 11990 and 24 CFR Part 55. 
 
Step 8. Continuing Responsibility of Responsible Entity & Recipient.  
GOSR, operating under the auspices of the New York State Homes and Community Renewal’s 
(NYSHCR) Housing Trust Fund Corporation, is the responsible entity. The responsible entity will make 
available educational materials, when available. It is acknowledged there is a continuing responsibility by 
the responsible entity to ensure, to the extent feasible and necessary, compliance with Steps 5 through 7.  
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EARLY NOTICE OF A PROPOSED ACTIVITY  
IN A 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN AND WETLANDS 

 
ROME DAM REMOVAL PROJECT 

NEAR AUSABLE DRIVE, TOWN OF JAY,  
ESSEX COUNTY, NEW YORK 12941 

March 21, 2018 
 

To: All interested Agencies, Groups, and Individuals 
 
This is to give notice that the Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR), an office of the New 
York State Housing Trust Fund Corporation (HTFC), has received an application from Essex County to 
use Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funding from the NY Rising 
Community Reconstruction Program to implement the Rome Dam Removal Project (hereinafter, the 
“Proposed Activity”) and is conducting an evaluation as required by Executive Order 11988 and 
Executive Order 11990 in accordance with U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Renewal (HUD) 
regulations (24 CFR Part 55). There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, to provide the public 
an opportunity to express their concerns and share information about the Proposed Activity, including 
alternative locations outside of the floodplain and wetland. Second, adequate public notice is an 
important public education tool. The dissemination of information about floodplains and wetlands 
facilitates and enhances governmental efforts to reduce the risks associated with the occupancy and 
modification of these special areas. Third, as a matter of fairness, when the government determines it 
will participate in actions taking place in floodplain and wetland, it must inform those who may be put at 
greater or continued risk. Funding for the Proposed Activity will be provided by the HUD CDBG-
DR program for storm recovery activities in New York State. 
 
The Proposed Activity is needed to address the unsound condition of Rome Dam. Rome Dam has been 
abandoned and unmaintained since approximately 1973, and is currently listed as a Class C, high hazard 
dam. The Rome Dam has been steadily degrading over many years. The impact of Hurricane Irene and 
Tropical Storm Lee was significant on the dam. The removal of this dam will eliminate future dam safety 
concerns and exposure of downstream areas to flooding and erosion risks associated with dam failure. 
 
The Proposed Activity involves the removal of a structurally unsound, high hazard dam from a bedrock 
gorge on the West Branch of the Ausable River. The project has been designed to minimize construction 
impacts and return the river to its pre-dam natural condition. The dam removal is scheduled to take place 
during low water in summer and fall of 2018 and will likely take two to three months. Removal of the 
dam will reduce flood risk, enhance in-stream habitat, improve water quality, increase the potential for 
geomorphic stability on the West Branch, and provide the public with a stunning view of a state-designated 
Recreational River. 
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The Proposed Activity will result in direct temporary and permanent impacts to approximately 3 acres of 
100-year floodplain and USFWS National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapped wetlands and New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) waterway (2.6 acres of river channel below 
OHW, 0.2 acres of NYSDEC regulated streambank, and 0.2 acres of upland). Indirect disturbance will 
take place over in the upper impoundment due to anticipated sediment transport even though work is not 
taking place in this location. The dam is not located within a FEMA designated regulatory floodway. 
These impacts will consist of complete dam removal, impounded sediment removal from behind the dam, 
and river channel restoration. The construction activities for the Proposed Activity includes clearing 
vegetation for site access and the project staging area; constructing temporary access roads to the dam and 
upstream impoundment from the roadway; incrementally removing sediment and timber cribbing located 
upstream of the existing dam; removing the existing concrete spillway, stone masonry abutments, and 
outlet works; and removing concrete and masonry debris located downstream of the dam within the scour 
pool.  
 
Floodplain maps based on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps and wetlands and waterway maps based 
on the NWI and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) data have been 
prepared and are available for review with additional information at: 
http://www.stormrecovery.ny.gov/environmental-docs.  
 
Any individual, group, or agency may submit written comments on the Proposed Activity or request 
further information by contacting Lori A. Shirley, Certifying Officer, GOSR, 38-40 State Street, Hampton 
Plaza, Albany, NY 12207; email: NYSCDBG_DR_ER@nyshcr.org.  Standard office hours are 9:00 AM 
to 5:00 PM Monday through Friday. For more information, call (518) 474-0755. All comments 
received by 5pm on April 5, 2018 will be considered.  
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  Governor 

  

 
PUBLIC NOTICE 

 
COMBINED NOTICE OF FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI),  

NOTICE OF INTENT TO REQUEST RELEASE OF FUNDS (NOI-RROF),  
AND FINAL NOTICE AND PUBLIC REVIEW OF A PROPOSED 

ACTION IN A 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN AND WETLAND 
 

ROME DAM REMOVAL PROJECT 
NEAR AUSABLE DRIVE, TOWN OF JAY,  

ESSEX COUNTY, NEW YORK 12941 
 

JUNE 9, 2018 
 

Name of Responsible Entity and Recipient:  New York State Homes and Community Renewal (HCR), 38-40 State Street, 
Hampton Plaza, Albany, NY 12207, in cooperation with the New York State Housing Trust Fund Corporation (HTFC), of 
the same address. Contact: Lori A. Shirley (518) 474-0755. 
 
Pursuant to 24 CFR Section 58.43, this combined Notice of Finding of No Significant Impact, Notice of Intent to Request 
Release of Funds (FONSI/NOIRROF), and Final Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Action in a 100-year Floodplain 
and Wetland satisfies three separate procedural requirements for project activities proposed to be undertaken by HCR. 
 
Project Description:  The Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR), an office of HCR’s HTFC, is responsible for the 
direct administration of the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Community 
Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program in New York State. GOSR proposes to provide 
CDBG-DR funding for the Rome Dam Removal Project, which involves the removal of a structurally unsound, high hazard 
dam from a bedrock gorge on the West Branch of the Ausable River, near Ausable Drive, Town of Jay, Essex County, New 
York 12941 (the “Proposed Project”). The Proposed Project will involve complete dam removal, impounded sediment 
removal from behind the dam, and river channel restoration. Construction activities will include clearing vegetation for site 
access and the project staging area; constructing temporary access roads to the dam and upstream impoundment from the 
roadway; incrementally removing sediment and timber cribbing located upstream of the existing dam; removing the existing 
concrete spillway, stone masonry abutments, and outlet works; and removing concrete and masonry debris located 
downstream of the dam within the scour pool. The removal of the Rome Dam will eliminate future dam safety concerns and 
will minimize the exposure of downstream areas to flooding and erosion risks from possible dam failure. The Proposed 
Project is estimated to have a total cost of $2,945,595.00 to be provided by CDBG-DR funding. 
 
PUBLIC EXPLANATION OF A PROPOSED ACTIVITY IN A 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN AND WETLAND 
 
The Proposed Project will result in direct temporary and permanent impacts to approximately 3 acres of 100-year floodplain, 
USFWS National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapped wetlands, and New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) waterway (2.6 acres of river channel below Ordinary High Water Mark [OHWM], 0.2 acres of 
NYSDEC regulated streambank, and 0.2 acres of upland). Indirect disturbance will take place in the upper impoundment 
due to anticipated sediment transport even though work is not taking place in this location. The dam is not located within a 
FEMA designated regulatory floodway. Applicable permits from the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, the United States Army Corps of Engineers, and local jurisdiction will be acquired before work is 
commenced. The applicant will be bound by any permit stipulations or mitigation measures listed in permits acquired for 
this project. 
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There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, people who may be affected by activities in floodplains/ wetlands 
and those who have an interest in the protection of the natural environment have an opportunity to express their concerns 
and provide information about these areas. Second, adequate public notice is an important public education tool. The 
dissemination of information and request for public comment about floodplains/ wetlands can facilitate and enhance federal 
efforts to reduce the risks associated with the occupancy and modification of these special areas. Third, as a matter of 
fairness, when the federal government determines it will participate in actions taking place in floodplains/ wetlands, it must 
inform those who may be put at greater or continued risk. 
 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Project has been prepared in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and HUD environmental review regulations at 24 CFR Part 58. The EA is 
incorporated by reference into this FONSI. Subject to public comments, no further review of the Proposed Project is 
anticipated. HCR has determined that the EA for the project identified herein complies with the requirements of HUD 
environmental review regulations at 24 CFR Part 58.  HCR has determined that the Proposed Project will have no significant 
impact on the human environment and therefore does not require the preparation of an environmental impact statement 
under NEPA. 
 
Public Review: Public viewing of the EA and Floodplain Management & Protection of Wetlands Determination Documents 
are available online at http://stormrecovery.ny.gov/environmental-docs and is also available in person Monday – Friday, 
9:00 AM – 5:00 PM at the following address: Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery, 99 Washington Avenue, Suite 1224, 
Albany, New York 12260. Contact:  Lori A. Shirley (518) 474-0755. 
 
Further information may be requested by writing to the above address, emailing NYSCDBG_DR_ER@nyshcr.org or by 
calling (518) 474-0755.  This combined notice is being sent to individuals and groups known to be interested in these 
activities, local news media, appropriate local, state and federal agencies, the regional office of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency having jurisdiction, and to the HUD Field Office, and is being published in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the affected community.   
 
Public Comments on the Proposed Activity within Floodplain and Wetland, FONSI and/or NOIRROF: Any 
individual, group or agency may submit written comments on the Proposed Project.  The public is hereby advised to specify 
in their comments which “notice” their comments address.  Comments should be submitted via email, in the proper format, 
on or before June 25, 2018 at NYSCDBG_DR_ER@nyshcr.org.  Written comments may also be submitted at the following 
address, or by mail, in the proper format, to be received on or before June 25, 2018: Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery, 
99 Washington Avenue, Suite 1224, Albany, New York 12260. Comments may be received by telephone by contacting 
Lori A. Shirley at (518) 474-0755. All comments must be received on or before 5pm on June 25, 2018 or they will not be 
considered.  If modifications result from public comment, these will be made prior to proceeding with the expenditure of 
funds. 
 
REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS AND CERTIFICATION 
On or about June 26, 2018, the HCR certifying officer will submit a request and certification to HUD for the release of 
CDBG-DR funds as authorized by related laws and policies for the purpose of implementing this part of the New York 
CDBG-DR program.   
 
HCR certifies to HUD that Lori A. Shirley, in her capacity as Certifying Officer, consents to accept the jurisdiction of the 
U.S. federal courts if an action is brought to enforce responsibilities in relation to the environmental review process and that 
these responsibilities have been satisfied. HUD’s approval of the certification satisfies its responsibilities under NEPA and 
related laws and authorities, and allows GOSR to use CDBG-DR program funds. 
 
Objection to Release of Funds:  HUD will accept objections to its release of funds and GOSR’s certification for a period 
of fifteen days following the anticipated submission date or its actual receipt of the request (whichever is later).  Potential 
objectors may contact HUD or the GOSR Certifying Officer to verify the actual last day of the objection period.   
 
The only permissible grounds for objections claiming a responsible entity’s non-compliance with 24 CFR Part 58 are: (a) 
Certification was not executed by HCR’s Certifying Officer; (b) the responsible entity has omitted a step or failed to make 
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a decision or finding required by HUD regulations at 24 CFR Part 58; (c) the responsible entity has committed funds or 
incurred costs not authorized by 24 CFR Part 58 before release of funds and approval of environmental certification; or (d) 
another Federal agency acting pursuant to 40 CFR Part 1504 has submitted a written finding that the project is unsatisfactory 
from the standpoint of environmental quality.  
 
Objections must be prepared and submitted in accordance with the required procedures (24 CFR Part 58) and shall be 
addressed to Tennille Smith Parker, Director, Disaster Recovery and Special Issues Division, Office of Block Grant 
Assistance, U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development, 451 7th Street SW, Washington, DC 20410, Phone: (202) 
402-4649. 
 
Lori A. Shirley 
Certifying Officer 
June 9, 2018 
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HUD Environmental Standards Review
Subject Property: Rome Dam Removal Project, Near Ausable Drive, Town of Jay, Essex

County, New York 12941

Introduction:
The purpose of this review is to ensure that the project complies with HUD environmental
standards in relation to 24 CFR Part 58.5. Properties that are proposed for use in HUD programs
“must be free of hazardous materials, contamination, toxic chemicals and gases, and radioactive
substances, where a hazard could affect the health and safety of occupants or conflict with the
intended utilization of the property.”

A desktop review was performed to identify whether the Property referenced in the title of this
document complies with the following criteria:

(i) is not Listed on an U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Superfund National
Priorities or Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS) list, or equivalent
State list;

(ii) is not located within 3,000 feet of a toxic or solid waste landfill site;
(iii) does not have an underground storage tank; and
(iv) is not known or suspected to be contaminated by toxic chemicals or radioactive

materials.

Summary of Findings

Subject Property Records Review
Rome Dam Engineering Study: The Rome Dam is located on the West Branch Ausable River in
the Town of Jay, New York. The Rome Dam is located upstream of the village of Au Sable Forks,
which consists of light development and some areas of medium/high development. The dam’s use
for mill power ceased in 1973 and has been out of service and unmaintained. According to a site
visit on September 22, 2015, June 2016, and August 30, 2016, the inspector noted the following
deficiencies: seepage problems, structural stability inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway
capacity.1 The inspector also noted seepage undermining and outflanking both abutments on
downstream side of the spillway. The proposed project activities will involve full removal of the
Rome Dam, and does not include buildings or other enclosed structures. Mold, lead, asbestos and
radon inspections are not required. (Site Inspection documents, including photos, are included at
the end of this report.)

County Records: According to Essex County records, the Subject Property is not located within
3,000 feet of a toxic or solid waste landfill site. The Subject Property is not located within 3,000
feet of a toxic or solid waste landfill site. The Essex County Department of Health (DOH)
maintains records for water and sewer/septic facilities only, and bulk storage records are
maintained by NYSDEC.

1 MMI, 2017. Rome Dam Engineering Study. Prepared for Essex County and the Town of Jay, New York,
by Milone & MacBroom, Inc., Jay, New York.
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Records: The
Subject Property is not listed on the NYSDEC Bulk Storage, Environmental Site Remediation or
Spill Incidents Databases. A review of the NYSDEC databases provided no indication of past uses
of the Subject Property that could contaminate the Subject Property or potentially adversely affect
the occupants of the Subject Property.

EPA Records: The Subject Property is not listed on an EPA Superfund National Priorities List
(NPL), Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS) list or equivalent State list, or EPA
Resource Conservation and Recovery (RCRA) database. The Subject Property is not located
within 3,000 feet of a toxic or solid waste landfill site. The Subject Property is not known or
suspected to be contaminated by toxic chemicals or radioactive materials.

Surrounding Properties Records Review
NYSDEC Records: A search of the NYSDEC Spill Incidents Database resulted in the
identification of four (4) spills within 1,000 feet of the Subject Property. All four (4) reported spills
have been closed by the NYSDEC. A spill closure means that the records and the data submitted
indicate that the necessary cleanup and removal actions have been completed and no further
remedial actions are necessary or the case was closed for administrative reasons (e.g. multiple
reports of a single spill consolidated into a single spill number). As such, these spills are not
considered a hazard that could affect the health and safety of occupants or conflict with the
intended utilization of the Subject Property.

According to the NYSDEC Bulk Storage and Environmental Site Remediation Databases, there
are no bulk storage sites or environmental remediation sites within 3,000 feet of the Subject
Property.

EPA Records: There are no EPA-permitted facilities located within 3,000 feet of the Subject
Property. As such, it is unlikely that a hazard could affect the health and safety of occupants or
conflict with the intended utilization of the Subject Property.

Conclusion: Based on a review of available environmental records for the Subject Property and
surrounding area, the Subject Property is unlikely to contain hazardous materials, contamination,
toxic chemicals and gases, or radioactive substances, which would constitute a hazard that could
affect the health and safety of occupants or conflict with the intended utilization of the Subject
Property. Therefore, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) or Phase II Investigation is
not warranted. Maps, Site Inspection Documents, NYSDEC reports, and EPA reports are included
at the end of this report.

Data Sources: Tectonic Engineering and Surveying Consultants, P.C. (Tectonic) has reviewed the
following sources to make the above determinations: Hazardous Waste records contained in the
RCRA Information System, the Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS) for sites listed
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information
System (CERCLA) otherwise known as Superfund, EPA’s Toxic Release Inventory Database
(TRI), and the EPA Radiation Information Database (RADInfo). RCRA includes data on small
and large quantity hazardous waste material generators and handlers. EPA’s Toxic Release
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Inventory provides information on toxic chemical releases and waste management activities by
certain industries. The RADInfo database provides information about facilities that are regulated
by the U.S. EPA for radiation and radioactivity.

Tectonic reviewed the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation Database to assess whether the
site is registered as a NYS Superfund or Environmental Restoration site. The NYSDEC
Environmental Remediation Database includes records of sites that are part of the NYS Superfund,
Brownfield Cleanup, Environmental Restoration, and Voluntary Cleanup Programs. The Database
also includes a Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites. Tectonic reviewed the Small
Business Program Supplemental Environmental Checklist to determine if the Subject Property has
an underground storage tank (which is not a residential fuel tank), or other registered storage tanks.
The NYSDEC Bulk Storage Database was reviewed for records of facilities that are or have been
regulated according to one of the Bulk Storage Programs - Petroleum Bulk Storage, Chemical Bulk
Storage, or Major Oil Facility. The NYSDEC Spill Incidents Database was used to determine the
potential effects of spills on or near the Subject Property. A desktop review of Google Earth was
used in conjunction with a map of active municipal landfills (provided by the NYSDEC), and a
list of landfills provided by the NYSDEC to determine whether a non-active or active landfill is
located within 3,000 feet of the Subject Property.



NYS Bulk Storage Map
NYS Environmental Remediation Map

EPA NEPAssist Map

Maps
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Spill Incidents Database Search Results
Record Count: 5     Rows: 1 to 5

Export XLS  Export CSV

 Spill
Number

Date Spill
Reported Spill Name County City/Town Address

1. 8903211 06/27/1989 AUSABLE BEACH
ROAD Essex AUSABLE LITTLE AUSABLE

BEACH ROAD

2. 0485059 11/02/1990 JOHN KRONE Essex CHESTERFIELD
ROUTE 9,
AUSABLE
CHASM

3. 9205078 07/31/1992 AUSABLE RIVER
BRIDGE Essex KEENE AUSABLE RIVER

BRIDGE

4. 9709718 11/20/1997 NYSEG POLE-RT.9N
SOUTH OF Essex JAY AUSABLE FORK

POLE #10
5. 0245140 02/19/2003 38 ALDER ROAD Essex JAY AUSABLE ACRES

Refine This Search
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Lori Shirley

Governor's Office of Storm Recovery

30-40 State St., Hampton Plaza

Albany, NY 12207

Rome Dam Removal ProjectRe:

County: Essex   Town/City: Jay

1580

Nicholas Conrad
Information Resources Coordinator 
New York Natural Heritage Program

Sincerely,

December 21, 2017

Dear Ms. Shirley:

    In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage 
Program database with respect to the above project.

    We have no records of rare or state-listed animals or plants, or significant natural 
communities directly at the project site. We do not have concerns regarding the siginficant 
pine-northern hardwood forest located about .5 mile away.

    Two miles from the subject property is a documented winter hibernaculum of Northern 
long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis, state and federally listed as Threatened). The bats 
may travel five miles or more from documented locations. The main impact of concern for 
bats is the cutting or removal of potential roost trees. For information about any permit 
considerations for your project, please contact the Permits staff at the NYSDEC Region 5 
Office at dep.r5@dec.ny.gov, (518) 623-1286. For information about potential impacts of your 
project on these species, and how to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any impacts, contact the 
Region 5 Wildlife staff at Wildlife.R5@dec.ny.gov, (518) 623-1241.

      For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted. We cannot 
provide a definitive statement on the presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or 
significant natural communities. Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at 
the project site, further information from on-site surveys or other resources may be required 
to fully assess impacts on biological resources.

      For information regarding other permits that may be required under state law for 
regulated areas or activities (e.g., regulated wetlands), please contact the NYS DEC Region 
5 Office, Division of Environmental Permits, as described above.
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ANDREW M. CUOMO
Governor

April 23, 2018

Robyn A. Niver
Endangered Species Biologist,
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
New York Field Office
3817 Luker Rd.
Cortland, NY 13045

VIA EMAIL:  robyn_niver@fws.gov

Re: ESA/MBTA/BGEPA consultation for the Rome Dam Removal Project, Town of Jay, Essex
County, New York

Dear Ms. Niver:

The Governor's Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR), operating under the auspices of the New York State
Homes and Community Renewal’s (NYSHCR) Housing Trust Fund Corporation, was established to aid
the statewide recovery of disaster-affected communities in New York State. GOSR is administering a U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Community Development Block Grant for
Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR), including the New York Rising Community Reconstruction (NYRCR)
Program. The environmental review for projects funded under the NYRCR Program are processed on a
case by case basis in accordance with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) New York
Field Office’s online project review process. The project described herein was analyzed pursuant to Section
7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 U.S.C. 668-668d); and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703-712; Ch. 128; July 13, 1918; 40 Stat 755).

The purpose of this letter is to provide the USFWS – New York Field Office notice of the proposed project
and to document compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. We are requesting concurrence
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that the Rome Dam Removal Project may affect, but is not likely
to adversely affect the Indiana bat; and may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the northern long-
eared bat.

1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Rome Dam Removal Project (Project) is located off Ausable Drive, Town of Jay, Essex County, New
York 12941 (Project location maps are include in Appendix A). The Project involves the removal of a
structurally unsound, high hazard dam from a bedrock gorge on the West Branch of the Ausable River. The
Project has been designed to minimize construction impacts and return the river to its pre-dam natural
condition. The dam removal is scheduled to take place during low water in summer and fall of 2018 and
will likely take two to three months. Removal of the dam will reduce flood risk, enhance in-stream habitat,
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improve water quality, increase the potential for geomorphic stability on the West Branch, and provide the
public with a stunning view of a state-designated Recreational River.

Rome Dam is proposed for deconstruction in 2018 during low water in summer and early autumn. The
Project is anticipated to take two to three months, depending on weather and construction equipment
allocations (see final design plans in Appendix B). The dam will be accessed from bank right (facing
downstream) down a steep slope. An existing haul road provides access from Ausable Drive to
approximately 100 feet from the dam. A temporary access road will be made from the loop to the corner of
the dam to allow equipment access to the site and material hauling away from the site. The site will be
controlled by proper signage and safety fencing. Tree removal will take place in three designated areas to
allow access and dam removal. Ninety-two (92) trees will be removed: thirty-four (34) of less than 2” in
diameter; twenty- four (24) that are 2-3” in diameter, and thirty-four (34) of greater than 3” in diameter.
Species include pine, northern white cedar, red oak and hemlock. Existing native vegetation will be
preserved and protected, as possible. Any native vegetation or topsoil removed will be stockpiled and
reinstalled, as possible. The heavy work will start by building construction access to the dam from the
existing haul road. The access road will consist of compacted #3 stone over filter fabric and a compacted
subgrade.

The impoundment will be dewatered initially by notching the dam first on river right and then on river left.
The first notch will expose built up gravel that can serve as the base of a haul road across the front face of
the dam.  Dewatering will continue with the goal of moving the flow to river left.  Dam removal will take
place incrementally to remove consolidated sediment and lower the concrete spillway. The timber crib
structures will be removed, as accessible. Channel restoration will take place as sediment is removed.
Approximately 37,000 cubic yards (cy) of material, ranging from fines to very large boulders, located
behind the dam will be removed due to concerns about downstream habitat impacts and decreased channel
stability with excessive downstream sedimentation. Sediment sampling and testing did not identify
concentrations exceeding New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
Technical & Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 5.1.9 Thresholds for Class A Sediment.  An estimated
18,500 cy of sediment/fines that are mostly sands, small gravels, and some silt will be hauled to the Town
of Jay Harkness Pit located at 371 Dry Bridge Road in Ausable Forks.  Gravel, cobble, and boulders will
be hauled to 566 Ausable Drive in Jay for re-use in future river restoration projects by the Ausable River
Association. As the concrete and granite dam is deconstructed, approximately 6,500 cy of remnant concrete
and large dressed blocks will be stored at Harkness Pit, with the dressed blocks re-used by the Town and
the concrete processed and re-used to the extent possible. The dam will be completely removed to
underlying bedrock. Following removal, the downstream scour hole will be partially cleaned out to re-
establish the proposed channel profile. Side slopes where the dam abutments were located will be re-graded
as needed, since they are mostly bedrock.

The dam removal will lower water levels at the dam site nearly 20 feet on the West Branch Ausable River.
Once deconstruction is completed, the temporary access roads will be restored with native vegetation
leaving a narrow footpath down to the former dam site. A small, level existing opening will be maintained
and will serve as the terminus of the footpath. The site is frequented by local residents who hike along the
bank above the river on informal trails.  A 30-foot long railing along the edge of the former outlet works is
proposed at this optimal river viewing site. With the steep bedrock walls, the railing is needed for safety as
the scenic overlook location is likely to attract visitors to see the restored river in the bedrock gorge. The
railing at the end of the footpath is the only proposed extant structure within 100 feet of the new ordinary
high water mark (OHWM).  The site will remain open to the public after the dam is removed. Development
of a sign describing the history of the Rome Dam and its importance to the community is proposed in a
parking area along Ausable Drive. Through this Project, the history of Rome Dam and the J. & J. Rogers
Company has been documented, as requested by the State Historic Preservation Office, to memorialize the
dam and its influence in the area. The sign will be located approximately 150 feet from the OHWM of the
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West Branch of the Ausable River. Disturbed locations on the site will be completely restored to original
condition or as indicated on the plans.

All disturbed locations will be seeded and mulched with a native mix that meets NYSDEC standards for
erosion and sediment control.  Project oversight will be performed by the Project Engineer and Essex
County. The Project Engineer will visit the site two to three times a week to assist with design
implementation and to track permit compliance. The County will be onsite nearly daily. The Project
Engineer will be available by phone and email any time for questions and guidance. A post-construction
site walk will take place with all parties to ensure the Project is properly completed.

The proposed Project disturbance area is 3.0 acres (2.6 acres of river channel below OHWM, 0.2 acres of
NYSDEC regulated streambank, and 0.2 acres of upland). Indirect disturbance will take place in the upper
impoundment due to anticipated sediment transport even though work is not taking place in this location.

2.0 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT, MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT, AND BALD AND
GOLDEN EAGLE PROTECTION ACT PROTECTED SPECIES

The USFWS New York Ecological Services Field Office was contacted through the Information, Planning,
and Conservation System (IPaC) regarding the potential presence of species under the jurisdiction of the
USFWS within the Project area. According to the USFWS Official Species List, there is one (1) federally
threatened species (northern long-eared bat) and one (1) federally endangered species (Indiana bat) that
might potentially occur at the proposed Project location (Appendix C). According to the USFWS Official
Species Lists, there is no critical habitat for federally protected threatened and endangered species in the
Project area.

The IPaC Resource List (included in Appendix D) obtained from the USFWS for the Project area indicates
that there are 16 species of migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act that could potentially be affected by the proposed Project. There are no
known breeding bald eagles within the vicinity of the Project area; therefore, no adverse impacts to breeding
bald eagles are expected as a result of the Project. If Bald Eagles are found within the Project site, then
GOSR and Essex County should follow the Bald Eagle Management Guidelines on the USFWS website.
The primary nesting season for migratory birds is early April to mid-July. Precautions will be used to protect
any migratory birds that may be found in or near the Project area. Such precautions include minimizing
construction noise to the extent practicable, using care to avoid birds when operating machinery or vehicles
near birds, and general contractor awareness of potential bird presence. We anticipate that these measures
should avoid any take of migratory birds.

A description of the federally threatened and endangered species identified by USFWS, and an evaluation
of the likelihood that the species occur within the Project area and would be affected by the Project is
provided below. The species descriptions are summarized from the NYSDEC fact sheet and USFWS
species profiles.

2.1 NORTHERN LONG-EARED BAT

The northern long-eared bat (NLEB) is a medium-sized bat that is distinguished by its long ears, particularly
as compared to other bats in its genus.  The northern long-eared bat is found across much of the eastern and
north central United States. White-nose syndrome is the predominant threat to this bat, especially
throughout the northeast where the species has declined by up to 99 percent from pre-white-nose syndrome
levels at many hibernation sites.  During summer, northern long-eared bats roost singly or in colonies
underneath bark, in cavities, or in crevices of both live and dead trees, using tree species based on suitability
to retain bark or provide cavities or crevices.  They emerge at dusk to fly through the understory of forested
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hillsides and ridges feeding on moths, flies, leafhoppers, caddisflies, and beetles or by gleaning insects from
vegetation and water surfaces.  Northern long-eared bats spend winter hibernating in caves and mines. This
bat prefers habitat with abundant stands of trees with sufficient bark crevices and snags for roosting habitat.
There is currently one (1) documented NLEB winter hibernaculum located approximately two (2) miles
from the Project area, based on a records request response from the NYNHP (Appendix E).

2.2 INDIANA BAT

The Indiana bat (IB), listed as federally endangered, is a temperate, insectivorous bat. IB hibernate in caves
or mines during winter and emerge during the spring, with males dispersing and remaining solitary or
forming small bachelor groups until the end of the summer, and pregnant females forming maternity
colonies. Summer habitat of the IB generally includes wooded areas, where they roost under loose tree bark
on dead or dying trees. The IB consumes a variety of flying insects found along rivers and other inland
water bodies, and the IB is sensitive to forested habitat fragmentation and urbanization of habitat that was
previously used for roosting. There are currently no documented IB hibernacula in the vicinity of the Project
area, based on a records request response from the NYNHP (Appendix E). The Project is located in an area
that is primarily characterized by undeveloped forested properties and sparse residential development. No
caves or mines occur in the Project area. The Project involves removal of approximately 0.2 acres of trees.

A Phase I Summer Habitat Assessment was performed by Amanda Bailey on March 21, 2018 at the Project
site (Appendix F). The Phase I Summer Habitat Assessment (Assessment) determined that “[o]verall, this
area is not likely to support a roost tree. The forest is dominated by coniferous species, with only one tree
showing evidence of exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, or hollows. In addition, the majority of the trees are
small (63% of the trees to be removed have a DBH less than 3”). The area is more likely to be used as
foraging habitat for bat species” (Appendix F). Summer habitat of the NLEB generally includes upland
and riparian forest within heavily forested landscapes (Ford et al. 2005, Henderson et al. 2008). Roost trees
are usually intact forest, close to the core and away from large clearings, roads, or other sharp edges (Menzel
et al. 2002, Owen et al. 2003, Carter and Feldhammer 2005). As noted in the Assessment, “[t]he majority
of the area will still be forested, with some clearing occurring to finish the access road” (Appendix F).
Therefore, the tree clearing associated with this Project is not expected to impact roosting bats. There might
be a minor impact to foraging bats. However, the proposed Project is not likely to adversely impact foraging
or traveling bats because the existing corridors will be retained and tree clearing will occur in a relatively
small area. According to the Assessment, “[t]his project does not impact flight corridors to other forested
areas. Flight corridors still exist” (Appendix F). Thus, a “may affect, not likely to adversely affect”
determination is warranted for the NLEB and IB.

3.0 CONCLUSION

Project implementation would be conditioned upon issuance of applicable federal and state permits and the
project would be constructed in accordance with federal and state permit requirements and their conditions.
The proposed Project would not jeopardize the continued existence of ESA species or destroy or adversely
modify their critical habitat. For the reasons listed above, we conclude that the Rome Dam Removal Project
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the northern long-eared bat and the Indiana bat. We request
your concurrence with our determinations. If the USFWS does not respond within 30 days from submittal
of this form, then GOSR may presume that its determination for the project is informed by the best available
information and its project responsibilities under Section 7 of the ESA have been fulfilled.
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If you have additional information or have questions concerning the evaluation, please contact me at (518)
474-0755 or via e-mail at Lori.Shirley@nyshcr.org. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Lori A. Shirley
Director, Bureau of Environmental Review and Assessment
Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery

Enclosures:

Appendix A Project Location Maps
Appendix B Plan Set Revisions Memo & Final Design Plans (90%) - March 19, 2018
Appendix C USFWS Official Species List
Appendix D USFWS IPaC Resource List
Appendix E NYNHP Record Request Response - December 21, 2017
Appendix F Phase I Summer Habitat Assessment
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LANDS N/F TOWN OF JAY

T.M  7.4-1-3.22

D. 790 P.103

0.95+/- ACRES

LOT

163

LOT

164

LANDS N/F OF MICHAEL SNOW

T.M. 7.4-1-4.2

D.1755 P.62

8.76+/- ACRES

LANDS N/F TOWN OF JAY

T.M  7.4-1-3.211

D. 1290 P.216

D. 1416 P.179

17.64 ACRES

LOT

145

LANDS N/F OF

MICHAEL KEEFER & ANNE KEEFER

T.M. 7.4-1-3.12

D.1568 P.231

19.06+/-  ACRES

LANDS N/F NYSEG CORP

T.M. 7.4-1-2

D. 204 P.436

46.3+/- ACRES
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EXISTING LEFT

CONCRETE / STONE

MASONRY ABUTMENT

AND OUTLET WORKS

EXISTING RIGHT

CONCRETE / STONE

MASONRY ABUTMENT

AND OUTLET WORKS

EXISTING CONCRETE

OGEE SPILLWAY

WIDTH = 103 FT

HEIGHT = ±24 FT

EXISTING HAUL ROAD

 WITH LANDING

(APPROXIMATE)

EXISTING

WATER TOWER

EXISTING  BEDROCK CONTROL (TYP.)

(PROBED ON AUG. 30, 2016 BY MMI)
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MASONRY WALL
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ELEV.= 657.12
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ELEV.= 656.76

SPILLWAY BASE

ELEV.= 632.99
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EXISTING STONE

MASONRY WALL

(APPROXIMATE,

CONTINUES DOWNSTREAM)

EXISTING CLEARING

FOR SITE ACCESS LOOP

(APPROXIMATE)

EXISTING TOP OF

BANK / BEDROCK

(APPROXIMATE)

APPROX. ORDINARY HIGH

WATER (OHW)

LANDS N/F TOWN OF JAY

T.M  7.4-1-3.211

D. 1290 P.216

D. 1416 P.179

17.64 ACRES

LANDS N/F TOWN OF JAY

T.M  7.4-1-3.211

D. 1290 P.216

D. 1416 P.179

17.64 ACRES

SUBMERGED SEDIMENT ACCUMULATION

AT DAM (AREA APPROXIMATE)

EXISTING

TREELINE (TYP)

NORMAL POOL

ELEV.=±557.5

EXISTING TOP OF

BANK / BEDROCK

(APPROXIMATE)

EXISTING TOP OF

EARTHEN BANK

(APPROXIMATE)

INFORMAL TRAIL

(APPROXIMATE)

SURVEYED CROSS SECTION (TYP.)

EXISTING PENSTOCK PIPE DOWNSTREAM OF DAM

EXISTING COLLAPSED

CONCRETE WALL (APPROX.)

TO REMAIN

SEDIMENT BAR (AREA APPROXIMATE)

APPROX. EDGE OF WATER
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1. FIELD SURVEY AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA PROVIDED BY MJ ENGINEERING AND

LAND SURVEYING, PC IN JULY AND AUGUST, 2016.  NORTH ORIENTATION IS

GRID NORTH FROM GPS OBSERVATION.

2. PROPERTY LINES DIGITIZED FROM TOWN TAX MAPS AND DEEDS, UNLESS

OTHERWISE NOTED, AND ARE CONSIDERED APPROXIMATE AS NO BOUNDARY

RETRACEMENT WAS DONE AS PART OF THE SURVEY SERVICES PROVIDED BY MJ

ENGINEERING AND LAND SURVEYING, PC.

3. TOPOGRAPHIC CONTOURS DEVELOPED USING AVAILABLE LIDAR DATA WITH

5-FOOT INCREMENTS. LIDAR COLLECTED IN FALL 2014 / SPRING 2015 FOR THE

CLINTON-ESSEX NEW YORK 2015 LIDAR PROJECT AT 0.7 METER RESOLUTION;

PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS FROM U.S.G.S VERSION 1.0.

4. BASE MAP SUPPLEMENTED USING AVAILABLE GIS SHAPEFILES, FIELD

MEASUREMENTS, AND BY DIGITIZING SITE FEATURES USING AERIAL

PHOTOGRAPHY.

5. ORDINARY HIGH WATER ESTIMATED USING THE INUNDATION LIMITS FROM A

2-YEAR FLOOD, AS DERIVED IN HEC-RAS MODEL PREPARED BY MILONE &

MACBROOM, INC. (MMI).

6. EDGE OF CHANNEL SHOWN AS SUMMER NORMAL FLOW BASED ON SCALED USGS

GAUGE FLOW AND MMI HYDRAULIC MODEL.

7. TOP OF BANK / BEDROCK WAS ESTIMATED USING FIELD OBSERVATIONS AND

GPS DATA COLLECTED DURING FIELD RECONNAISSANCE CONDUCTED ON

NOVEMBER 9, 2017 BY MMI.

8. HORIZONTAL MAPPING IS REFERENCED TO THE NORTH AMERICAN DATUM OF

1983 (NAD83), IN THE NEW YORK EAST ZONE.  ELEVATION DATA IS REFERENCED

TO THE NORTH AMERICAN VERTICAL DATUM OF 1988 (NAVD88).  ALL

DIMENSIONS ARE PRESENTED IN FEET.

9. INFORMATION REGARDING THE LOCATION OF EXISTING UTILITIES HAS BEEN

BASED UPON AVAILABLE INFORMATION AND MAY BE INCOMPLETE, AND WHERE

SHOWN SHOULD BE CONSIDERED APPROXIMATE.  THE LOCATION OF ALL

EXISTING UTILITIES SHOULD BE CONFIRMED PRIOR TO BEGINNING

CONSTRUCTION.  CONTACT "CALL BEFORE YOU DIG" BY CALLING 811. ALL

UTILITY LOCATIONS THAT DO NOT MATCH THE VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL

CONTROL SHOWN ON THE PLANS SHALL IMMEDIATELY BE BROUGHT TO THE

ATTENTION OF THE ENGINEER FOR RESOLUTION.

10. MILONE & MACBROOM, INC. ACCEPTS NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE ACCURACY

OF MAPS AND DATA WHICH HAVE BEEN SUPPLIED BY OTHERS.

11. ALL DIMENSIONS AND ELEVATIONS SHALL BE VERIFIED IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO

CONSTRUCTION.  ANY DISCREPANCIES SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION

OF THE ENGINEER FOR DETERMINATION.

12. ALL CONTRACTORS ARE ADVISED TO VISIT THE SITE TO CONFIRM CURRENT

CONDITIONS  PRIOR TO  SUBMITTING BIDS.

MAPPING AND SURVEY NOTES:

FLOW LEVEL FLOW (CFS) SOURCE

SUMMER NORMAL 161 SCALED FROM USGS GAUGE 04275500, AUSABLE FORKS, NY

SUMMER FLOOD 645 SCALED FROM USGS GAUGE 04275500, AUSABLE FORKS, NY

BANKFULL (2-YR) FLOOD 4,190 USGS STREAMSTATS

10-YEAR FLOOD 7,500 USGS STREAMSTATS

100-YEAR FLOOD 11,900 USGS STREAMSTATS

HALF-PMF 66,200 CALCULATED FOR DAM BREACH ANALYSIS

FLOW DATA:

LEGEND

ROME DAM SUMMARY

YEAR COMPLETED 1936

DRAINAGE AREA 234 SQ MILES

DAM HEIGHT 38'-0"

DAM LENGTH 205'-0"

HAZARD CLASS C
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REMOVE CONCRETE SPILLWAY, STONE MASONRY

ABUTMENTS, AND OUTLET WORKS (VOL= ±6,500 C.Y.).

STONE MASONRY WALLS IN TRENCHES TO REMAIN WITH

TOP FLUSH TO EXISTING BEDROCK EXPOSED DURING DAM

REMOVAL (SEE REM-1).

REMOVE STONE-FILLED

TIMBER CRIB #1

(VOL= ±700 C.Y.)

REMOVE STONE-FILLED

TIMBER CRIB #2

(VOL= ±715 C.Y.)

REMOVE STONE-FILLED

TIMBER CRIB #3

(VOL= ±750 C.Y.)

OVERALL PROJECT

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE (TYP.)

AREA = ±3.0 ACRES
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LANDS N/F TOWN OF JAY

T.M  7.4-1-3.22

D. 790 P.103

0.95+/- ACRES

LOT

163

LOT

164

LANDS N/F OF MICHAEL SNOW

T.M. 7.4-1-4.2

D.1755 P.62

8.76+/- ACRES

LOT

145

LANDS N/F OF

MICHAEL KEEFER AND ANNE KEEFER

T.M. 7.4-1-3.12

D.1568 P.231

19.06+/-  ACRES
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6

EXISTING

WATER TOWER

EXISTING  BEDROCK CONTROL (TYP.)

(PROBED ON AUG. 30, 2016 BY MMI)
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T.M  7.4-1-3.211

D. 1290 P.216

D. 1416 P.179

17.64 ACRES

ANDS N/F NYSEG CORP

T.M. 7.4-1-2

D. 204 P.436

46.3+/- ACRES

EXISTING HAUL ROAD

WITH LANDING

(APPROXIMATE)
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EXISTING

GRAVEL

PULL OFF

EXISTING TOP OF

BANK / BEDROCK

(APPROXIMATE)

ORDINARY HIGH

WATER (OHW)

LANDS N/F TOWN OF JAY

T.M  7.4-1-3.211

D. 1290 P.216

D. 1416 P.179

17.64 ACRES

EXISTING

TREELINE (TYP)

EXISTING TOP OF

BANK / BEDROCK

(APPROXIMATE)

PROPOSED

TREE LINE (TYP.)

LIMIT OF SEDIMENT REMOVAL

PROPOSED ORDINARY

HIGH WATER (OHW) LEVEL

INSTALL NEW INFORMAL TRAIL

INCLUDING PATH TO RIVER.

RE-GRADE AREA DISTURBED BY

CONSTRUCTION ACCESS ROADS

FOR SAFE PEDESTRIAN USE.

PROPOSED EDGE

OF CHANNEL

INSTALL ORNAMENTAL METAL

RAILING AT EDGE OF VIEWING AREA

FOR SAFETY (SEE DET-1)

PORTION OF EXISTING OUTLET WORKS WALL TO REMAIN.

SAWCUT AND MAKE CLEAN EDGE.

PROJECT LIMIT

BOUNDARY (TYP.)

SCOUR HOLE DOWNSTREAM OF DAM TO

NATURALLY FILL TO SMOOTH PROFILE

EDGE OF CHANNEL

OUTLET WORKS PIPE TO BE REMOVED IN AREA AT IMMEDIATE

DAM FACE; SECTIONS FURTHER DOWNSTREAM TO REMAIN.

EXISTING COLLAPSED

CONCRETE WALL (APPROX.)

TO REMAIN

SEDIMENT BAR (AREA APPROXIMATE)
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REMOVE CONSTRUCTION

ACCESS ROAD

RESTORE AND STABILIZE CHANNEL

(TYP.) (SEE CS-1)

SLOPE BANK TO TIE

INTO UPSTREAM AND

DOWNSTREAM BANKS

SLOPE BANK TO TIE

INTO UPSTREAM AND

DOWNSTREAM BANKS

REMOVE

CONSTRUCTION

ENTRANCE PAD

AREA TO BE SEEDED

AND MULCHED

PROPOSED GRADES

SHOWN AS APPROXIMATE.

MATCH EXISTING

ADJACENT SLOPE. VERIFY

IN FIELD WITH PROJECT

ENGINEER.
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RKS

1. THE PURPOSE OF THIS PROJECT IS TO REMOVE THE CONCRETE AND STONE

MASONRY DAM, KNOWN AS THE ROME DAM, ON THE WEST BRANCH

AUSABLE RIVER IN JAY, NEW YORK. PLANS INCLUDE DETAILS OF

DECONSTRUCTION AND SITE RESTORATION.

2. THE LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES SHOULD BE CONFIRMED PRIOR

TO BEGINNING CONSTRUCTION. CALL "DIG SAFE" AT 1-888-DIG-SAFE

(344-7233).  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE PRECAUTIONS NOT TO

DISTURB EXISTING UTILITIES.

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DESIGNATE A SUPERINTENDENT AT THE START OF

CONSTRUCTION AND THE CONTRACTOR'S SUPERINTENDENT SHALL BE

ON-SITE AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR AND

HIS/HER JOB SUPERINTENDENT SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLYING

WITH THE JOB SPECIFICATIONS AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS.

4. ALL STORAGE AND ACCESS ROUTES, PEDESTRIAN FENCES/BARRIERS, AND

LIMITS OF CLEARING SHALL BE FLAGGED BY CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO

CONSTRUCTION AND APPROVED BY TOWN AND PROJECT ENGINEER.

5. WORKING HOURS SHALL BE APPROVED BY TOWN AND PROJECT ENGINEER.

6. NO CONSTRUCTION VEHICLES SHALL BE STORED, SERVICED, WASHED OR

FLUSHED IN A LOCATION WHERE LEAKS, SPILLAGE, WASTE MATERIALS,

CLEANERS, OR WATERS WILL BE INTRODUCED OR FLOW INTO WETLANDS

OR WATERCOURSES.  AN EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLAN AND SPILL KIT

WILL BE MAINTAINED ON SITE AT ALL TIMES.  IN THE EVENT OF AN

ACCIDENTAL RELEASE, IMMEDIATELY STOP CONSTRUCTION WORK,

CONTAIN THE SPILL, AND NOTIFY THE TOWN, APPROPRIATE AUTHORITIES

AND PROJECT ENGINEER. THE SPILL KIT MUST CONTAIN AT A MINIMUM A

CONTAINMENT BOOM, STRAW OR OTHER ABSORBENT MATERIALS, AND

BUCKETS.

7. STORAGE AND OR USE OF CHEMICALS, FUELS, OILS, GREASES,

BITUMINOUS MATERIALS, SOLIDS, WASTE WASHINGS, AND CEMENT SHALL

BE HANDLED APPROPRIATELY AS TO PREVENT LEACHING OR SURFACE

RUNOFF INTO WETLANDS, WATERCOURSES, OR DRAINS. ALL APPROVED

STORAGE FOR THESE MATERIALS MUST BE CONTAINED.

8. EQUIPMENT SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE RIVER PRIOR TO REFUELING. NO

REFUELING OF EQUIPMENT ALLOWED IN THE WATER.

9. ALL EQUIPMENT AND VEHICLES SHALL BE CLEANED PRIOR TO AND

FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION TO REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR SPREAD OF

INVASIVE SPECIES AND SEDIMENT.

10. THE PROJECT SITE IS SUBJECT TO FLOODING. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL

MONITOR WEATHER FORECASTS AND STABILIZE THE CONSTRUCTION SITE

AND REMOVE EQUIPMENT FROM FLOOD PRONE AREAS IN THE EVENT OF

FLOOD WARNINGS.

11. WORK SHOULD BE PERFORMED DURING LOW WATER.

12. THERE SHALL BE NO CLAIMS FOR EXTRA COMPENSATION DUE TO DELAYS IN

WATER CONTROL ASSOCIATED WITH HIGH WATER LEVELS FROM NATURAL

EVENTS SUCH AS FLOODS.

13. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN ALL ROADWAYS, SIDEWALKS, AND

WALKWAYS IN THE AREA FREE OF SOIL, MUD, AND CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS.

CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCES MUST BE MAINTAINED AT EACH SITE ACCESS

POINT.  SEE PLANS AND DETAILS.

14. CONTRACTOR MUST COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND

LOCAL PERMITS THROUGHOUT DURATION OF PROJECT.

15. ALL CONCRETE, REINFORCING STEEL, AND STONE MASONRY IS TO BE

REMOVED FROM RIVER AND DISPOSED OF OR RECYCLED OFF SITE.

16. PROPOSED LAYOUT, PROFILE, AND CROSS SECTIONS ARE TO BE STAKED BY

THE CONTRACTOR AND APPROVED BY THE PROJECT ENGINEER. FINAL

DIMENSIONS WILL BE FINE-TUNED IN THE FIELD BY THE PROJECT

ENGINEER.

17. BEDROCK REMOVAL IS NOT PROPOSED. DO NOT REMOVE BEDROCK

WITHOUT DIRECTION OF PROJECT ENGINEER.

18. EXCAVATION TO BE PERFORMED BY MECHANICAL MEANS ONLY - BLASTING

AND HYDRAULIC DREDGING ARE NOT PERMITTED. DO NOT

OVER-EXCAVATE. PROJECT ENGINEER TO REVIEW PROPOSED GRADES WITH

CONTRACTOR AS WORK PROGRESSES.

19. ALL AREAS SURROUNDING THE PROJECT SITE DISTURBED DURING

CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE RESTORED UPON COMPLETION OF

CONSTRUCTION.  THE RESTORATION OF THE SITE IS SUBJECT TO

APPROVAL BY THE TOWN AND THE PROJECT ENGINEER.

20. FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL

PARTICIPATE IN A FINAL SITE INSPECTION WITH THE TOWN AND PROJECT

ENGINEER FOR THE PURPOSE OF VERIFYING THAT THE PROJECT HAS BEEN

COMPLETED ACCORDING TO THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS

AND THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE CONTRACT.

LEGEND

1. PRESERVE EXISTING NATIVE VEGETATION AS POSSIBLE.

2. EXISTING VEGETATION AND TOPSOIL SHOULD BE REMOVED, STOCKPILED, AND

REINSTALLED ON EXPOSED SOILS FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION, AS POSSIBLE.

3. REMOVE TEMPORARY ACCESS ROADS AND TEMPORARY STOCKPILE  AND STAGING

AREAS.

4. SEED ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING CONSTRUCTION USING THE U.S. FISH AND

WILDLIFE SERVICE CORTLAND OFFICE'S CONSERVATION MIX

5. MULCH DISTURBED AREAS ACCORDING TO THE STANDARD AND SPECIFICATIONS

FOR MULCHING REFERENCED IN THE NEW YORK STATE STANDARDS AND

SPECIFICATIONS FOR EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL, 2016.

6. RESTORE ENTIRE PROJECT SITE TO ORIGINAL OR IMPROVED CONDITION TO BE

APPROVED BY THE PROJECT ENGINEER.

GENERAL NOTES:

SITE RESTORATION NOTES:
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CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCE NOTES:
THIS PROPOSED DAM REMOVAL SEQUENCE IS PROVIDED AS A RECOMMENDED APPROACH.  THE

CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR SUBMITTING A PROPOSED SEQUENCE TO THE PROJECT

ENGINEER FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION.

A

STEP A: PRE-CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES:

1. SUBMIT THE SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN, CONSTRUCTION

SEQUENCE, AND WATER CONTROL PLAN TO THE PROJECT ENGINEER FOR

REVIEW FIFTEEN (15) DAYS PRIOR TO INITIATION OF CONSTRUCTION.

2. OBTAIN ANY NECESSARY WORK PERMITS AND SUBMIT SCHEDULES, PLANS AND

PRODUCT INFORMATION, INCLUDING THE EMERGENCY OPERATION PLAN TO

THE PROJECT ENGINEER FOR REVIEW SEVEN (7) DAYS PRIOR TO INITIATION OF

CONSTRUCTION.

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL PARTICIPATE IN A PRE-CONSTRUCTION SITE WALK WITH

THE PROJECT ENGINEER AND OTHERS TO REVIEW ENVIRONMENTAL PERMIT

REQUIREMENTS, CONTRACT PROVISIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS, PROJECT

LIMITS, AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS.

B

STEP B: CONSTRUCTION SETUP ACTIVITIES:

1. INSTALL CONSTRUCTION WARNING SIGNS AND SAFETY FENCING. INITIATE

TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN CONTROL. (SEE SP-4)

2. STAKE OUT LIMITS OF WORK AND INSTALL SEDIMENT AND EROSION

CONTROLS, SAFETY FENCING, TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION ACCESS, STAGING,

AND STORAGE AREAS.  ALL TO BE REVIEWED BY PROJECT ENGINEER. (SEE

SP-5)

3. WAIT FOR LOW FLOW TO BEGIN DEWATERING AND IN-CHANNEL WORK.

STEP I: POST-CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES:

1. PERFORM SITE RECOVERY. REMOVE ALL ACCESS ROADS AND CONSTRUCTION

ENTRANCES, AND STABILIZE AND RESTORE ALL DISTURBED AREAS.  COMPLETE

SITE RESTORATION. RESTORE TO ORIGINAL CONDITION, OR AS INDICATED ON

THE PLANS (SEE SP-2).

2. COMPLETE POST-CONSTRUCTION SITE WALK WITH PROJECT ENGINEER.

C

E

F

D

G

I

STEP E: INCREMENTALLY REMOVE

SEDIMENT AND LOWER CONCRETE

SPILLWAY.  REMOVE TIMBER

CRIB STRUCTURES. RESTORE

CHANNEL (SEE CS-1 AND PRO-1).

STEP C: BUILD CONSTRUCTION

ACCESS TO DAM FROM EXISTING

HAUL ROAD (SEE SP-5).  FINAL

LAYOUT TO BE CONFIRMED IN

FIELD WITH PROJECT ENGINEER.

STEP D: DEWATER

IMPOUNDMENT

(SEE SP-6).

STEP G: CLEAN CONCRETE OUT OF

SCOUR HOLE.  COBBLE, BOULDER

AND BEDROCK TO REMAIN.

STEP F: COMPLETE

CONCRETE AND STONE

MASONRY REMOVAL TO

UNDERLYING BEDROCK

(SEE REM-1).

H

STEP H: REGRADE SLOPES,

INSTALL VIEWING AREA

RAILING, LEAVING INFORMAL

FOOTPATH.
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TRAFFIC CONTROL NOTES:

1

2

3

W8-6

W20-SERIES

48" x 18"

36" x 36"

CONSTRUCTION SIGN LEGEND

60" x 42"

48" x 10"

G20-2

PLAN

DESIGNATION

MESSAGE SIZE

MUTCD

DESIGNATION

1. ALL TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL WORK

SHALL CONFORM TO THE LATEST EDITION OF

THE "MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL

DEVICES" (MUTCD) AND ALL REVISIONS.

2. ALL SIGN LEGENDS, BORDERS, AND MOUNTING

SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MUTCD.

3. ALL CONSTRUCTION SIGNS SHALL BE IN PLACE

PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF WORK.

4. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE MOUNTED ON THEIR OWN

STANDARD SIGN SUPPORTS.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL SEEK PERMISSION AND

APPROVAL FROM THE TOWN PRIOR TO ANY

TEMPORARY ROADWAY CLOSURE.
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1. THE SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL PRACTICES IMPLEMENTED AS PART OF THE PROJECT

SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AND MAINTAINED ACCORDING TO "NEW YORK STATE STANDARDS AND

SPECIFICATIONS FOR EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL (2016 BLUE BOOK)" GUIDANCE

DOCUMENT FROM THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION,

WHERE APPLICABLE IN CONSULTATION WITH PROJECT ENGINEER.

2. A COPY OF THE APPROVED EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN SHALL BE MAINTAINED ON

THE SITE AT ALL TIMES.

3. ALL SOIL EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PRACTICES SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO ANY

MAJOR SOIL DISTURBANCE, OR IN THEIR PROPER SEQUENCE, AND MAINTAINED UNTIL

PERMANENT PROTECTION IS ESTABLISHED.

4. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF ALL SOIL EROSION AND

SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES. THE CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY THE MAINTENANCE WEEKLY

AND AFTER FLOODS AND REPORT TO PROJECT ENGINEER.

5. THE PROJECT ENGINEER IS TO BE NOTIFIED IMMEDIATELY IF EXCESSIVE SEDIMENT EROSION

TAKES PLACE, IF SIGNIFICANT FINE GRAIN SEDIMENT IS ENCOUNTERED OR IF POTENTIALLY

CONTAMINATED SEDIMENTS ARE ENCOUNTERED (OILY, DARK COLOR, CHEMICAL ODOR).

6. PLAN TO PERFORM WORK DURING LOW FLOW PERIODS.

7. STOCKPILE AND STAGING LOCATIONS AS INDICATED ON THE PLANS AND AS APPROVED BY THE

PROJECT ENGINEER, SHALL BE PLACED WITHIN THE LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE. WETLANDS SHALL

BE PROTECTED AND REMAIN UNDISTURBED THROUGHOUT THE DURATION OF THE PROJECT.

8. RE-STABILIZE DISTURBED AREAS AS SOON AS POSSIBLE AFTER CONSTRUCTION IS COMPLETED.

FOURTEEN DAYS (SEVEN DAYS IN CERTAIN CASES) SHALL BE THE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE PERIOD

9. ANY DISTURBED EARTHEN SLOPES 3:1 OR STEEPER SHALL BE STABILIZED WITH EROSION

CONTROL BLANKET PER DIRECTION OF PROJECT ENGINEER, (SEE DET-1).

10. THE CONSTRUCTION ACCESS ROAD SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED WITH PROPER EROSION

CONTROLS, INCLUDING SEDIMENT FILTER FENCE WHERE NECESSARY, AND A STABILIZED

CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE.

CLEARING NOTES:

EROSION CONTROL NOTES:

SIZE (DIAMETER. AT BREAST HEIGHT
(INCHES))

TREE REMOVAL
AREA # 0-2" 2-3" >3" TOTAL

1 9 6 3 18

2 10 9 20 39

3 15 9 11 35

TOTAL 34 24 34 92

1. EXPECTED REMOVAL VOLUME = +/- 37,000 CY OVER A CHANNEL LENGTH OF 850 FEET.

REMAINING SEDIMENT EXPECTED TO NATURALLY ERODE DOWNSTREAM OR STABILIZE IN PLACE.

2. IT IS ESTIMATED THAT 18,500 CY IS FINER MATERIAL (SAND, SILT) WHICH SHALL BE

TRANSPORTED TO SEDIMENT DISPOSAL SITE 1 AT THE TOWN PIT AT 371 DRY BRIDGE ROAD, AU

SABLE FORKS, NY (10 MILE ROUND TRIP FROM PROJECT SITE).

3. IT IS ESTIMATED THAT 18,500 CY IS COARSE (GRAVEL, COBBLE, BOULDERS) WHICH SHALL BE

TRANSPORTED TO SEDIMENT DISPOSAL SITE 2 AT THE AsRA STOCKPILE AREA AT 566 AUSABLE

DRIVE, JAY, NY (6 MILE ROUND TRIP FROM PROJECT SITE).

4. STONE MASONRY (2,000 CY) AND CONCRETE (4,500 CY) FROM THE DAM SHALL ALSO BE

TRANSPORTED TO DISPOSAL SITE 2.

5. MATERIAL IS REQUIRED TO BE TRANSPORTED TO THESE APPROVED SITES. AN EXCEPTION MAY

BE ALLOWED IF THE CONTRACTOR PROPOSES A PERMITTED ALTERNATIVE SITE IF DEEMED

ACCEPTABLE BY THE OWNER AND PROJECT ENGINEER.

6. PRIOR TO TRANSPORTING, SEDIMENT SHALL BE MOSTLY DEWATERED BY STOCKPILING AT

CORNER OF IMPOUNDMENT. TWO PILES ARE ANTICIPATED THAT GENERALLY SEPARATE FINE AND

COARSE MATERIAL FOR HAULING TO THE APPROPRIATE SITE. LEAKAGE FROM TRUCKS IS NOT

PERMITTED DURING HAULING ON ROADS.

7. STREET SWEEPING IS REQUIRED AS NEEDED TO CLEAN SPILLED OR TRACKED SEDIMENT AT THE

PROJECT SITE AND AT THE SEDIMENT DISPOSAL AREAS.

1.

2. SPECIES TO BE REMOVED INCLUDE: PINE, NORTHERN WHITE CEDAR, RED OAK, & HEMLOCK.

3. CLEARING OF NATIVE VEGETATION FOR CONSTRUCTION ACCESS SHOULD BE MINIMIZED.

4. NO CLEARING BEYOND SHOWN AREAS WITHOUT PERMISSION OF THE PROJECT ENGINEER.

SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT NOTES:
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1. THE PROPOSED WATER CONTROL PLAN IS PROVIDED AS A RECOMMENDED

APPROACH TO DEWATER THE WORK AREA. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE

FOR SUBMITTING A PROPOSED WATER CONTROL PLAN TO THE PROJECT

ENGINEER FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION

2. BEGIN WORK DURING LOW WATER.

3. TURBIDITY CURTAIN SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO IN-CHANNEL WORK AND

MAINTAINED THROUGH END OF PROJECT.

4. WORK TO BE COMPLETED IN THE DRY TO MINIMIZE RIVER CHANNEL

DISTURBANCE, AS POSSIBLE

5. EXISTING RIVER SEDIMENT OR COFFERDAMS MAY BE USED TO DIRECT WATER

AWAY FROM ACTIVE WORK AREAS (SEE DET-1). ALL COFFERDAMS NEED TO BE

REMOVED AT END OF PROJECT.

6. REMOVE  TURBIDITY CURTAIN AND DISPOSE OF COLLECTED SEDIMENT IN

LEGAL AREA OUTSIDE OF FLOODPLAIN OR WETLAND AREAS.

7. PUMPING IS NOT EXPECTED TO BE NECESSARY FOR THIS PROJECT. SHOULD THE

CONTRACTOR FEEL PUMPING IS BENEFICIAL, PRIOR APPROVAL WILL BE

REQUIRED, AND PUMPING WILL BE PERFORMED AT THE CONTRACTORS

EXPENSE. DIRTY WATER SHOULD BE DISCHARGED TO A DEWATERING

DISCHARGE BASIN OR OTHER DEVICE APPROVED BY THE PROJECT ENGINEER.

DEWATERING NOTES:

1

STEP 1: INITIAL DEWATERING TO EXPOSE

             SEDIMENT AT DAM FOR ACCESS

  1A. POSITION EQUIPMENT ON STONE FILLED

         OUTLET WORKS

  1B. REMOVE 15' WIDE x 4' DEEP NOTCH IN

         DAM, ALLOW IMPOUNDMENT TO LOWER

         OVERNIGHT

  1C. DEEPEN NOTCH BY 4', ALLOW

         IMPOUNDMENT TO LOWER OVERNIGHT,

         IF SEDIMENT MOVEMENT OBSERVED

2

STEP 2: DEWATERING TO DIRECT FLOW AWAY

             FROM SEDIMENT CLEAN OUT AREA

  2A. REMOVE 15' WIDE x 4.5' DEEP

         NOTCH IN DAM, ALLOW

         IMPOUNDMENT TO LOWER

         THROUGH NOTCH OVERNIGHT

  2B. DEEPEN NOTCH BY 4.5', ALLOW

         IMPOUNDMENT TO LOWER OVERNIGHT,

         IF SEDIMENT MOVEMENT OBSERVED

3

STEP 3: DEWATERING TO MOVE FLOW TO RIVER

              LEFT (FACING DOWNSTREAM)

  3A. CLEAR OPENING OF 7' ROUND PENSTOCK

  3B. REMOVE OUTLET WORKS

SEDIMENT CLEAN OUT AREA

RECONSTRUCTION OF J. & J. ROGERS PULP MILL DAM (AKA ROME DAM), 1936, SHOWING

DEWATERED IMPOUNDMENT WITH STONE AND TIMBER CRIBS, TEMPORARY BRIDGE, AND FORMS

FOR CONCRETE SPILLWAY. PHOTOGRAPHER UNKNOWN. COURTESY OF ROGERS FAMILY ARCHIVE.

ELEVATION OF WATER (FT) ABOVE SUMMER
NORMAL FLOW LEVELS FOR DIFFERENT

DEWATERING PHASES (SEE PLAN)

 FLOW LEVEL FLOOD SIZE (CFS) PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3

SUMMER FLOOD 645 3.2 2.4 2.3

2-YEAR FLOOD 4,190 9.4 8.6 8.2

10-YEAR FLOOD 7,500 11.8 11.0 10.6

100-YEAR FLOOD 11,900 14.3 13.6 13.2

MODELED FLOOD LEVEL INCREASES:

DISTANCE (FT) ABOVE OR BELOW (-)
SPILLWAY CREST

 FLOW LEVEL FLOOD SIZE (CFS) PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3

SUMMER FLOOD 645 -2.8 -3.9 -4.0

2-YEAR FLOOD 4,190 3.5 2.2 1.9

10-YEAR FLOOD 7,500 5.9 4.7 4.3

100-YEAR FLOOD 11,900 8.4 7.2 6.9
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ALL CROSS SECTIONS VIEWED LOOKING DOWNSTREAM

1. CROSS SECTIONS VIEWED LOOKING

DOWNSTREAM.

2. PROPOSED CHANNEL TO BE

CONSTRUCTED USING NATIVE  CHANNEL

BED MATERIAL, OR BE COMPOSED OF

EXISTING  BEDROCK.

3. CHANNEL TYPE (BEDROCK OR SEDIMENT)

TO BE REFINED IN FIELD WITH PROJECT

ENGINEER AFTER DEWATERING AND

SEDIMENT REMOVAL.

4. BEDROCK CHANNEL SECTIONS

4A. DO NOT ATTEMPT TO MATCH PROPOSED

GRADING IN AREAS WHERE BEDROCK

IS ENCOUNTERED.

4B. BEDROCK NOT TO BE REMOVED.

4C. LOW FLOW CHANNEL SET BY BEDROCK.

5. RIVER SEDIMENT CHANNEL SECTIONS

5A. SET LOW FLOW CHANNEL WIDTH TO

APPROXIMATELY 

1

3

 THE BANKFULL

CHANNEL WIDTH.

5B. SET LOW FLOW CHANNEL DEPTH TO

APPROXIMATELY 

1

2

 THE BANKFULL

CHANNEL DEPTH.

5C. TYPICAL DIMENSIONS:

      BANKFULL CHANNEL WIDTH: 60-100';

BANKFULL CHANNEL DEPTH: 3-7'

LOW FLOW CHANNEL WIDTH:  20-30';

LOW FLOW CHANNEL DEPTH 1-4'

5D. ALIGNMENT OF THE LOW FLOW

CHANNEL TO BE LOCATED IN THE

FIELD DURING CONSTRUCTION BY THE

PROJECT ENGINEER.

SECTION NOTES:

0' 10' 20'

0' 10' 20'

H

V
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PROFILE

SCALE: H: 1"=40', V: 1"=10'

0' 20' 40'

0 1/2" 1"
CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT PLAN

SCALE: 1"=40'

0' 20' 40'

0' 5' 10'

H

V



ELEVATION: 657.72

ELEVATION: 628.80

BATTER UNKNOWN, IF ANY

WALLS REPORTED TO BE LAID IN TRENCH BLASTED OUT OF ROCK.

ELEVATION AND DIMENSIONS OF WALL IN TRENCH NOT KNOWN.

LEAVE PORTION OF STONE MASONRY WALL IN TRENCHES TO MATCH

 ELEVATION OF EXISTING BEDROCK UNDER CONCRETE PORTION OF

OGEE DAM. DO NOT EXCAVATE WALLS OUT OF TRENCHES.
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BOTTOM PROFILE TO BE CONFIRMED IN FIELD BY

PROJECT ENGINEER.

CHANNEL BOTTOM FROM HISTORIC PLAN (SEE DET-2).
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1. NO BEDROCK REMOVAL ANTICIPATED.

2. SEDIMENT AND DAM REMOVAL TO ESTABLISH UNIFORM PROFILE, EXCEPT AT

BEDROCK FALLS.

3. COMPLETION OF REMOVALS TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD BY PROJECT ENGINEER.

STRUCTURE REMOVAL NOTES:

RECONSTRUCTION OF J. & J. ROGERS PULP MILL DAM (AKA ROME DAM), 1936, SHOWING

MASONRY BUTTRESS WALL FROM PRIOR (1893) DAM ON THIS SITE WITH JAMES ROGERS JR.

INSPECTING PROGRESS. PHOTOGRAPHER UNKNOWN. COURTESY OF ROGERS FAMILY ARCHIVE.
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LIMIT OF CLEARING AND

GRADE ORANGE PLASTIC

CONSTRUCTION FENCE

3' HT. MIN.

2" O.D. ROUND RAIL,

POSTS SHALL BE SPACED EVENLY BETWEEN ONE

ANOTHER (6'-0" O.C.)

1

1

4

" O.D. ROUND RAIL

TOP OF EX. WALL

2"

1. CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT SHOP DRAWINGS FOR APPROVAL.

2. ALL HARDWARE AND RAILING TO BE BLACK PVC COATED.
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MAX. 6'-0" O.C. (TYP.)
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FLOW AREA

WORK AREA

NOTES:

1. COFFER DAM AND PUMP SYSTEM TO BE SIZED FOR NORMAL FLOW CONDITIONS.

IMPERVIOUS LINER

TEMPORARY COBBLE MATERIAL

COFFERDAM (HEIGHT VARIES)

BOTTOM OF

DRAINAGE

WAY

PLAN
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O

W

PLAN 

1. EXCAVATE A TRENCH 4" DEEP

AND THE WIDTH OF A STRAW

BALE.

2. PLACE AND STAKE STRAW

BALES, TWO STAKES PER

BALE.

3. WEDGE LOOSE STRAW

BETWEEN BALES TO CREATE

A CONTINUOUS BARRIER.

4. BACKFILL AND COMPACT THE

EXCAVATED SOIL AS SHOWN

ON THE UPHILL SIDE OF THE

BARRIER TO PREVENT PIPING.

PLACEMENT AND CONSTRUCTION

                         OF A STRAW BALE BARRIER

TRENCH=WIDTH OF

BALE

BINDING WIRE OR

TWINE

STAKE

STRAW BALE

PACKED STRAW

COMPACTED

BACKFILL
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POLYETHYLENE TUBE

NYLON REINFORCED VINYL

FABRIC

GALVANIZED CHAIN

FLOAT

ANCHOR POINT

BOTTOM LOAD

LINE/BALLAST

POLYETHYLENE TUBE

NYLON REINFORCED VINYL

FABRIC

GALVANIZED CHAIN

FLOAT

ANCHOR POINT

VARIES

BOTTOM LOAD

LINE/BALLAST

NOTES:

1. HEIGHT OF THE CURTAIN SHALL BE 20% GREATER THAN THE DEPTH OF WATER TO

ALLOW FOR WATER LEVEL FLUCTUATIONS.

2. TURBIDITY CURTAIN IS EXPECTED TO FOLD AND BUNCH IN THE WATER COLUMN.

3. ALTERNATIVES MAY BE APPROVED BY THE PROJECT ENGINEER.

- INTERCEPT, AND REDIRECT/DETAIN SMALL

AMOUNTS OF SEDIMENT FROM SMALL

DISTURBED AREAS.

- DECREASE VELOCITY OF SHEET FLOW.

- PROTECT SENSITIVE SLOPES OR SOILS

FROM EXCESSIVE WATER FLOW.

- REDUCE THE TRACKING OF SEDIMENT

OFF-SITE ONTO PAVED SURFACES.

INSPECT AT LEAST ONCE A WEEK AND WITHIN 24 HOURS OF THE END OF A

STORM WITH A RAINFALL OF 0.5 INCHES OR MORE. ACCUMULATED SEDIMENT

MUST BE REMOVED ONCE ITS DEPTH IS EQUAL TO ½ THE TRENCH HEIGHT.

INSPECT FREQUENTLY DURING PUMPING OPERATIONS IF USED FOR

DEWATERING OPERATIONS.

INSPECT AT THE END OF EACH WORK DAY AND IMMEDIATELY REPAIR DAMAGES.

PERIODIC ADDITION OF STONE, OR LENGTHENING OF ENTRANCE MAY BE

REQUIRED AS CONDITIONS DEMAND. ALL SEDIMENT SPILLED, DROPPED,

WASHED, OR TRACKED ONTO PAVED SURFACES AS A RESULT OF INEFFICIENCY

OF CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY REMOVED.

- PHYSICAL DAMAGE OR DECOMPOSITION

- EVIDENCE OF OVERTOPPED OR UNDERCUT

FENCE

- EVIDENCE OF SIGNIFICANT FLOWS

EVADING CAPTURE

- REPETITIVE FAILURE

- SEDIMENT IN ROADWAY ADJACENT TO

SITE

SILT FENCE MAY BE REMOVED

AFTER UPHILL AND SENSITIVE

AREAS HAVE BEEN PERMANENTLY

STABILIZED.

CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE MAY BE

REMOVED ONCE THE SITE HAS BEEN

PERMANENTLY STABILIZED, AND

ALL OTHER SECTIONS OF ROADWAY

HAVE BEEN PERMANENTLY PAVED.

EROSION CONTROL MAINTENANCE INTERVALS

CONTROL OBJECTIVE INSPECTION/MAINTENANCE FAILURE INDICATORS REMOVAL

SILT FENCE

STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION

ENTRANCE

EROSION CONTROL

MEASURE

SEDIMENT FILTER FENCE

WOVEN WIRE FENCE

(MIN. 14 1/2 GAUGE

W/ MAX. 6" MESH

SPACING)

36" MIN. LENGTH FENCE

POSTS DRIVEN MIN. 16"

INTO GROUND.

HEIGHT OF FILTER

= 18" MIN.

F

L

O

W

F

L

O

W

EMBED FILTER CLOTH

A MIN. OF 6" IN GROUND.

WOVEN WIRE FENCE (MIN.

14 1/2 GAUGE W/ MAX. 6"

MESH SPACING) WITH

FILTER CLOTH

36" MIN. FENCE POST

FLOW

COMPACTED SOIL

PERSPECTIVE VIEW

SECTION VIEW

1. WOVEN WIRE FENCE TO BE FASTENED SECURELY TO FENCE POSTS WITH WIRE TIES OR STAPLES. POSTS SHALL BE STEEL EITHER "T" OR "U" TYPE OR HARDWOOD.

2. FILTER CLOTH TO BE TO BE FASTENED SECURELY TO WOVEN WIRE    FENCE WITH TIES SPACED EVERY 24" AT TOP AND MID SECTION. FENCE SHALL BE WOVEN WIRE,

12 1/2 GAUGE, 6" MAXIMUM MESH OPENING.

3. WHEN TWO SECTIONS OF FILTER CLOTH ADJOIN EACH OTHER THEY SHALL BE OVER-LAPPED BY SIX INCHES AND FOLDED.  FILTER CLOTH SHALL BE EITHER FILTER X,

MIRAFI 100X, STABILINKA T140N, OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT.

4. PREFABRICATED UNITS SHALL BE GEOFAB, ENVIROFENCE, OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT.

5. MAINTENANCE SHALL BE PERFORMED AS NEEDED AND MATERIAL REMOVED WHEN "BULGES" DEVELOP IN THE SILT FENCE.

NOT TO SCALE

UNDISTURBED

GROUND

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SLOPE INSTALLATIONS.

5.

4.

3.

2.

1.

GREEN CATALOG FOR CORRECT STAPLE PATTERN 

REFER TO GENERAL STAPLE PATTERN GUIDE IN NORTH AMERICAN

1. PREPARE SOIL BEFORE INSTALLING BLANKETS, INCLUDING

APPLICATION OF LIME, FERTILIZER, AND SEED.  NOTE: WHEN   USING

S150, DO NOT SEED PREPARED AREA.  S150   MUST BE INSTALLED WITH

PAPER SIDE DOWN.

2. BEGIN AT THE TOP OF THE SLOPE BY ANCHORING THE   BLANKET IN A 6"

DEEP BY 6" WIDE TRENCH.  BACKFILL AND   COMPACT THE TRENCH

AFTER STAPLING.

3. ROLL THE BLANKETS DOWN THE SLOPE IN THE DIRECTION OF   THE

WATER FLOW.

4. THE EDGES OF PARALLEL BLANKETS MUST BE STAPLED WITH

APPROXIMATELY 2" OVERLAP.

5. WHEN BLANKETS MUST BE SPLICED DOWN THE SLOPE, PLACE   BLANKETS

END OVER END (SHINGLE STYLE) WITH   APPROXIMATELY 6" OVERLAP.

STAPLE THROUGH OVERLAP   AREA, APPROXIMATELY 12" APART.

TO BE PAID FOR UNDER ITEM 209.190301 ROLLED EROSION

CONTROL PRODUCT, CLASS II, TYPE C, INTERMEDIATE

CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE ANTI-TRACKING PAD

3' 5:1

PLAN VIEW

PROFILE

EXISTING

GROUND

FILTER

CLOTH

EXISTING

PAVEMENT

MOUNTABLE BERM

(OPTIONAL)

EXISTING

PAVEMENT

EXISTING

GROUND

1. STONE SIZE - USE 2" STONE, OR RECLAIMED OR RECYCLED

CONCRETE EQUIVALENT.

2. LENGTH - NOT LESS THAN 50 FEET (EXCEPT ON A SINGLE

RESIDENCE LOT WHERE A 30 FOOT MINIMUM LENGTH WOULD

APPLY).

3. THICKNESS - NOT LESS THAN SIX (6) INCHES.

4. WIDTH - TWELVE (12) FOOT MINIMUM, BUT NOT LESS THAN THE

FULL WIDTH AT POINTS WHERE INGRESS OR EGRESS OCCURS.

TWENTY-FOUR (24) FOOT IF SINGLE ENTRANCE TO SITE.

5. FILTER CLOTH - WILL BE PLACED OVER THE ENTIRE AREA PRIOR

TO PLACING OF STONE.

6. SURFACE WATER - ALL SURFACE WATER FLOWING OR DIVERTED

TOWARD CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCES SHALL BE PIPED ACROSS

THE ENTRANCE. IF PIPING IS IMPRACTICAL, A MOUNTABLE BERM

WITH 5:1 SLOPES WILL BE PERMITTED.

7. MAINTENANCE - THE ENTRANCE SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A

CONDITION WHICH WILL    PREVENT TRACKING OR FLOWING OF

SEDIMENT ONTO PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY, ALL    SEDIMENT

SPILLED, DROPPED, WASHED OR TRACTED ONTO PUBLIC

RIGHTS-OF-WAY MUST BE REMOVED IMMEDIATELY.

8. WHEN WASHING IS REQUIRED, IT SHALL BE DONE ON A AREA

STABILIZED WITH STONE AND WHICH DRAINS INTO AN

APPROVED SEDIMENT TRAPPING DEVICE.

9. PERIODIC INSPECTION AND NEEDED MAINTENANCE SHALL BE

PROVIDED AFTER EACH RAIN.

NOT TO SCALE

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

FILTER FABRIC

EXISTING GRADE

1. CRUSHED STONE #3 TO BE REMOVED UPON COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION, AND

REPLACED WITH TOPSOIL.  DISTURBED AREAS TO BE SEEDED AND MULCHED ACCORDING

TO THE RESTORATION PLAN.

COMPACTED STONE NYSDOT #703-0201

CRUSHED STONE SIZE DESIGNATION #3

TURBIDITY CURTAIN

- TRAP FINE SEDIMENT IN WATERBODIES

FROM REACHING DOWNSTREAM.

INSPECT DAILY AND REPAIR OR REPLACE IMMEDIATELY. IT IS NOT NORMALLY

NECESSARY TO REMOVE SEDIMENT DEPOSITED BEHIND THE CURTAIN; BUT,

WHEN NECESSARY, REMOVAL IS USUALLY DONE BY HAND PRIOR TO REMOVAL

OF THE BARRIER. ALL REMOVED SILT IS STABILIZED AWAY FROM THE

WATERBODY.

ONCE INSTREAM WORK IS

COMPLETED, BARRIER SHALL BE

REMOVED BY CAREFULLY PULLING

IT TOWARD THE RIVER BANK TO

MINIMIZE THE RELEASE OF

ATTACHED SEDIMENT.

- PUNCTURES TO CURTAIN CAUSED BY

DEBRIS

-EXCESSIVE SEDIMENT DOWNSTREAM OF

CURTAIN

(NEW YORK STATE STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL, 2016)

TYPICAL CONNECTION PLATE DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

PLACEMENT & CONSTRUCTION OF A STRAW BALE BARRIER

NOT TO SCALE

TREE PROTECTION DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

TEMPORARY COBBLE COFFERDAM

NOT TO SCALE

ORNAMENTAL METAL RAILING (42" HIGH)

NOT TO SCALE

APPLICATION OF EROSION

CONTROL BLANKET ON SLOPES

NOT TO SCALE

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION ACCESS ROAD

NOT TO SCALE

TURBIDITY CURTAIN

NOT TO SCALE

NOTES:

NOTES:

NOTES:

NOTES:

NOTES:
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SCAN OF 1936 DAM REPAIR PLAN (FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY)

NOT TO SCALE

ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON PLAN REFERENCE FT NGVD29. TO CONVERT TO FT NAVD88: FT NAVD88 = FT NVGD29 + 0.374 FT
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December 12, 2017

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

New York Ecological Services Field Office
3817 Luker Road

Cortland, NY 13045-9349
Phone: (607) 753-9334 Fax: (607) 753-9699

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/nyfo/es/section7.htm

In Reply Refer To:
Consultation Code: 05E1NY00-2018-SLI-0608
Event Code: 05E1NY00-2018-E-01806 
Project Name: Rome Dam Removal Project

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ). This list can alsoet seq.
be used to determine whether listed species may be present for projects without federal agency
involvement. New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and
distribution of species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list.

Please feel free to contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the
potential impacts to federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated
and proposed critical habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations
implementing section 7 of the ESA, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90
days. This verification can be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service
recommends that verification be completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC site at regular intervals
during project planning and implementation for updates to species lists and information. An
updated list may be requested through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process
used to receive the enclosed list. If listed, proposed, or candidate species were identified as
potentially occurring in the project area, coordination with our office is encouraged. Information
on the steps involved with assessing potential impacts from projects can be found at: 
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/nyfo/es/section7.htm

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 .), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq
development of an eagle conservation plan (

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/nyfo/es/section7.htm
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/nyfo/es/section7.htm
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). Additionally, wind energy projectshttp://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html
should follow the Services wind energy guidelines ( ) forhttp://www.fws.gov/windenergy/
minimizing impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: 

; http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm
; and http://www.towerkill.com

.http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the ESA. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List

http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html
http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm
http://www.towerkill.com/
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

New York Ecological Services Field Office
3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045-9349
(607) 753-9334
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 05E1NY00-2018-SLI-0608

Event Code: 05E1NY00-2018-E-01806

Project Name: Rome Dam Removal Project

Project Type: Federal Grant / Loan Related

Project Description: Dam removal

Project Location:
 Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps:

https://www.google.com/maps/place/44.43988526109564N73.70115777898317W

Counties: Clinton, NY | Essex, NY

https://www.google.com/maps/place/44.43988526109564N73.70115777898317W
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 2 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list. Species on
this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include species
that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list
because a project could affect downstream species. See the "Critical habitats" section below for
those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially within your project area under this office's
jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

Mammals

NAME STATUS

 Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis
There is  critical habitat for this species  Your location is outside the critical habitat.final .
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949

Endangered

 Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S
JURISDICTION.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
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IPaC resource list
This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical habitat 
(collectively referred to as trust resources) under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS) 
jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near the project area referenced below. The list 
may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area, but that could potentially be 
directly or indirectly affected by activities in the project area. However, determining the likelihood and 
extent of effects a project may have on trust resources typically requires gathering additional site-
specific (e.g., vegetation/species surveys) and project-specific (e.g., magnitude and timing of proposed 
activities) information. 

Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for the USFWS 
office(s) with jurisdiction in the defined project area. Please read the introduction to each section that 
follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, USFWS Facilities, and NWI Wetlands) for additional 
information applicable to the trust resources addressed in that section. 

Project information
NAME

Rome Dam Removal Project 

LOCATION
Clinton and Essex counties, New York 

DESCRIPTION
Dam  
removal

Local office
New York Ecological Services Field Office

  (607) 753-9334

U.S. Fish & Wildlife ServiceIPaC Information for Planning and Consultation

Page 1 of 12IPaC: Resources

12/12/2017https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/ZMKC5KXAL5BSHCHM7HM7WV4LOU/resources



  (607) 753-9699

3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045-9349

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/nyfo/es/section7.htm

Page 2 of 12IPaC: Resources
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Endangered species
This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis of project 
level impacts.

The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each species. 
Additional areas of influence (AOI) for species are also considered. An AOI includes areas outside of the 
species range if the species could be indirectly affected by activities in that area (e.g., placing a dam 
upstream of a fish population, even if that fish does not occur at the dam site, may indirectly impact 
the species by reducing or eliminating water flow downstream). Because species can move, and site 
conditions can change, the species on this list are not guaranteed to be found on or near the project 
area. To fully determine any potential effects to species, additional site-specific and project-specific 
information is often required. 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary 
information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of 
such proposed action" for any project that is conducted, permitted, funded, or licensed by any Federal 
agency. A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can only be 
obtained by requesting an official species list from either the Regulatory Review section in IPaC (see 
directions below) or from the local field office directly. 

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the IPaC website and 
request an official species list by doing the following: 

1. Log in to IPaC.
2. Go to your My Projects list.
3. Click PROJECT HOME for this project.
4. Click REQUEST SPECIES LIST.

Listed species

are managed by the Ecological Services Program of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also shows 
species that are candidates, or proposed, for listing. See the listing status page for more 
information. 

The following species are potentially affected by activities in this location:

Mammals

1

NAME STATUS

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the 
critical habitat. 
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949

Endangered 

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened 

Page 3 of 12IPaC: Resources
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Critical habitats
Potential effects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the endangered 
species themselves.

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS AT THIS LOCATION.

Migratory birds

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS Birds of 
Conservation Concern (BCC) list or are known to have particular vulnerabilities in your project location. 
To learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list, see the FAQ below. This is not a list of 
every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee that every bird on this list will be found in your 
specific project area. To see maps of where birders and the general public have sighted birds in and 
around your project area, visit E-bird tools such as the E-bird data mapping tool (search for the 
scientific name of a bird on your list to see specific locations where that bird has been reported to 
occur within your project area over a certain time-frame) and the E-bird Explore Data Tool (perform a 
query to see a list of all birds sighted in your county or region and within a certain time-frame). For 
projects that occur off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative occurrence 
and abundance of bird species on your list are available. Links to additional information about Atlantic 
Coast birds, and other important information about your migratory bird list can be found below.

Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act

and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act .

Any activity that results in the take (to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or 
collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct) of migratory birds or eagles is prohibited unless 
authorized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

. There are no provisions for allowing the take of migratory birds that are unintentionally killed or 
injured. Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in the take of 
migratory birds is responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations and implementing 
appropriate conservation measures, as described below. 

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
3. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

Additional information can be found using the following links:

• Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/
birds-of-conservation-concern.php

• Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds 
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/
conservation-measures.php

• Nationwide conservation measures for birds 
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

1 2

3
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NAME BREEDING SEASON

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC), but is of concern in 
this area either because of the Eagle Act, or for potential susceptibilities 
in offshore areas from certain types of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

Breeds Mar 20 to Sep 15 

Bicknell's Thrush Catharus bicknelli
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/606

Breeds Jun 10 to Aug 20 

Black-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus erythropthalmus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9399

Breeds May 15 to Oct 10 

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds May 20 to Jul 31 

Cape May Warbler Setophaga tigrina
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds Jun 1 to Jul 31 

Evening Grosbeak Coccothraustes vespertinus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds May 15 to Aug 10 

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC), but is of concern in 
this area either because of the Eagle Act, or for potential susceptibilities 
in offshore areas from certain types of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680

Breeds Apr 1 to Aug 31 

Hudsonian Godwit Limosa haemastica
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds elsewhere 

Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa flavipes
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679

Breeds elsewhere 
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Probability of Presence Summary
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project activities 
to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. 

Probability of Presence ( ) 

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in your project's counties during a 
particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week months.) A taller bar indicates a higher 
probability of species presence. The survey effort (see below) can be used to establish a level of 
confidence in the presence score. One can have higher confidence in the presence score if the 
corresponding survey effort is also high. 

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in the week 
where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for that week. For 

Long-eared Owl asio otus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3631

Breeds Mar 1 to Jul 15 

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914

Breeds May 20 to Aug 31 

Red-throated Loon Gavia stellata
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds elsewhere 

Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds May 10 to Jul 20 

Semipalmated Sandpiper Calidris pusilla
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds elsewhere 

Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9483

Breeds elsewhere 

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the 
continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds May 10 to Aug 31 
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 no data survey effort breeding season probability of presence

example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee was found in 5 of 
them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is 0.25. 

2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of presence is 
calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum probability of presence 
across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence in week 20 for the Spotted 
Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 (0.25) is the maximum of any week 
of the year. The relative probability of presence on week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is 
0.05/0.25 = 0.2. 

3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical 
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the probability of 
presence score. 

To see a bar's probability of presence score, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.

Breeding Season ( ) 
Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across its 
entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project area. 

Survey Effort ( ) 
Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys 
performed for that species in the counties of your project area. The number of surveys is expressed as 
a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys. 

To see a bar's survey effort range, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar. 

No Data ( ) 
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week. 

Survey Timeframe
Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant 
information.

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Bald Eagle
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC), but is of 
concern in this area 
either because of the 
Eagle Act, or for 
potential 
susceptibilities in 
offshore areas from 
certain types of 
development or 
activities.)

Bicknell's Thrush
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)
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Black-billed Cuckoo
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Bobolink
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Cape May Warbler
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Evening Grosbeak
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Golden Eagle
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC), but is of 
concern in this area 
either because of the 
Eagle Act, or for 
potential 
susceptibilities in 
offshore areas from 
certain types of 
development or 
activities.)

Hudsonian Godwit
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Lesser Yellowlegs
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)
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Long-eared Owl
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Olive-sided 
Flycatcher
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Red-throated Loon
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Rusty Blackbird
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Semipalmated 
Sandpiper
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Whimbrel
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Wood Thrush
BCC Rangewide (CON)
(This is a Bird of 
Conservation Concern 
(BCC) throughout its 
range in the 
continental USA and 
Alaska.)

Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory birds.
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Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize impacts to all birds at any 
location year round. Such measures are particularly important when birds are most likely to occur in the project area. 
To see when birds are most likely to occur in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Special 
attention should be made to look for nests and avoid nest destruction during the breeding season. The best 
information about when birds are breeding can be found in Birds of North America (BNA) Online under the "Breeding 
Phenology" section of each species profile. Note that accessing this information may require a subscription. Additional 
measures and/or permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of 
infrastructure or bird species present on your project site. 

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location?

The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that might be affected by 
activities in your project location. These birds are of priority concern because it has been determined that without 
additional conservation actions, they are likely to become candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). 

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian Knowledge Network 
(AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets. The AKN list 
represents all birds reported to be occurring at some level throughout the year in the counties in which your project 
lies. That list is then narrowed to only the Birds of Conservation Concern for your project area. 

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list only includes species of particular priority concern, and is not representative of 
all birds that may occur in your project area. Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, 
special attention should be made to avoid and minimize impacts to birds of priority concern. To get a list of all birds 
potentially present in your project area, please visit the E-bird Explore Data Tool. 

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds potentially occurring in 
my specified location?

The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data provided by the Avian 
Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen science 
datasets. 

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information becomes available. 

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my project area?

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, wintering, migrating or year-
round), you may refer to the following resources: The The Cornell Lab of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide, or (if 
you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of interest there), the Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds guide. If a 
bird entry on your migratory bird species list indicates a breeding season, it is probable the bird breeds in your 
project's counties at some point within the time-frame specified. If "Breeds elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely 
does not breed in your project area. 

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?

Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern: 

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern throughout their range 
anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the 
continental USA; and 

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on your list either because of 
the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain 
types of development or activities (e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing). 
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Avoidance and minimization measures should be implemented to reduce impacts to birds on your list, and all other 
birds that may occur in your project area. Nationwide Standard Conservation Measures can be applied for any project, 
regardless of project type or location. 

If measures exist that are specific to your activity or to any of the species on your list that are confirmed to exist at 
your project area, these should also be considered for implementation in addition to the Nationwide Standard 
Conservation Measures. Implementation of avoidance and minimization measures is particularly important for BCC 
birds of rangewide concern. 

If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you will need to obtain a permit to avoid violating the BGEPA 
should such impacts occur. 

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects

For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species and groups of bird 
species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal also 
offers data and information about other taxa besides birds that may be helpful to you in your project review. 
Alternately, you may download the bird model results files underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS 
Integrative Statistical Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic 
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage. 

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use throughout the year, including 
migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this information. For additional information on marine bird 
tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam Loring. 

Facilities

National Wildlife Refuge lands
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS AT THIS LOCATION.

Fish hatcheries

THERE ARE NO FISH HATCHERIES AT THIS LOCATION.

Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes. 

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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District. 

This location overlaps the following wetlands:

Data limitations

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information 
on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery. 
Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use 
of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland 
boundaries or classification established through image analysis.

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts, the 
amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata 
should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be 
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the 
actual conditions on site.

Data exclusions

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial imagery 
as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged aquatic 
vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters. Some 
deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory. These 
habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery. 

Data precautions

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a 
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this 
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the 
geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities 
involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or 
local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such 
activities. 

FRESHWATER FORESTED/SHRUB WETLAND
PFO1/SS1E
PSS1E

FRESHWATER POND
PUBH

RIVERINE
R3UBH
R3US1C

A full description for each wetland code can be found at the National Wetlands Inventory website: 
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wetlands/decoder
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Lori Shirley

Governor's Office of Storm Recovery

30-40 State St., Hampton Plaza

Albany, NY 12207

Rome Dam Removal ProjectRe:

County: Essex   Town/City: Jay

1580

Nicholas Conrad
Information Resources Coordinator 
New York Natural Heritage Program

Sincerely,

December 21, 2017

Dear Ms. Shirley:

    In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage 
Program database with respect to the above project.

    We have no records of rare or state-listed animals or plants, or significant natural 
communities directly at the project site. We do not have concerns regarding the siginficant 
pine-northern hardwood forest located about .5 mile away.

    Two miles from the subject property is a documented winter hibernaculum of Northern 
long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis, state and federally listed as Threatened). The bats 
may travel five miles or more from documented locations. The main impact of concern for 
bats is the cutting or removal of potential roost trees. For information about any permit 
considerations for your project, please contact the Permits staff at the NYSDEC Region 5 
Office at dep.r5@dec.ny.gov, (518) 623-1286. For information about potential impacts of your 
project on these species, and how to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any impacts, contact the 
Region 5 Wildlife staff at Wildlife.R5@dec.ny.gov, (518) 623-1241.

      For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted. We cannot 
provide a definitive statement on the presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or 
significant natural communities. Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at 
the project site, further information from on-site surveys or other resources may be required 
to fully assess impacts on biological resources.

      For information regarding other permits that may be required under state law for 
regulated areas or activities (e.g., regulated wetlands), please contact the NYS DEC Region 
5 Office, Division of Environmental Permits, as described above.
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Rome Dam removal 3/21/2018
Jay, Essex County, NY

A. Bailey18N 603498.20 E // 4921550.16 N

This project will remove the existing Rome Dam on the west branch of the Ausable River in Jay, NY. This 
project will include regrading, some sediment removal, and some tree removal for the construction of an 
access road to the project location. 

The majority of the project area is located 
along the Ausable River. The section that 
is not located over the river is mostly 
forested, along with an existing cleared 
road area.  

The majority of the area will still be forested, with 
some clearing occurring to finish the access road. 

This project does not impact flight corridors to other forested areas. Flight corridors still exist. 

92 total, 34 
with DBH >3 "

The project area is located within the Adirondack Park, and approximately 0.50 miles from Wilmington 
Wild Forest. 

The project site is located on the Ausable River. The surrounding area is mostly forested, although there is 
some clearing for residential properties located approximately 200 m from the project site. 

~18.1 ~14.6 ~3.5
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1

N/A0 The project is located on the West 
Branch of the Ausable River. The water 
at this location is fast moving. 

0 0

5 5 1

White pine and cedar

0

1

1% 0

80% 20% 0

Overall, this area is not likely to support a roost tree. The forest is dominated by coniferous species, with only 
one tree showing evidence of exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, or hollows. In addition, the majority of the 
trees are small (63% of the trees to be removed have a DBH less than 3"). The area is more likely to be used 
as foraging habitat for bat species. 

Yes, see comment



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 



United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND \VILDLIFE SERVICF

3817 Luker Road
Cortland. New York 130cl5

May 24,2018

Ms. Lori A. Shirley
Certifying Officer
Governor's Office of Storm Recovery
NYS Homes & Community Renewal
38-40 State Street, 408N, Hampton Plaza
Albany, NY 12207

Dear Ms. Shirley:

This responds to your April 23, 2018, letter regarding the proposed Rome Dam Removal Project
located in the Town of Jay, Essex County, New York. We understand that U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development's (HUD) funding may be involved with the proposed project.

As you are aware, federal agencies have responsibilities under section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) to consult with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) regarding projects that may affect federally listed
species or designated critical habitat, and confer with the Service regarding projects that are
likely to jeopardize federally proposed species and/or adversely modify proposed critical habitat.
We understand that NYS Homes & Community Renewal (NYSHCR) has been designated
HUD's non-federal representative for the purposes of completing informal consultation pursuant
to Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA.

On behalf of HUD, the NYSHCR determined the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect, the federally listed endangered Indiana bat (Myotis soda/is) or federally listed
threatened northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis). Given the project location, lack of
roosting habitat impacts, and minimal foraging habitat impacts (0.2 acre), we concur with your
determination.

No further coordination or consultation under the ESA is required with the Service at this time.
Should project plans change, or if additional information on listed or proposed species or critical
habitat becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. The most recent compilation
of federally listed and proposed endangered and threatened species in New York is available for
your information. Until the proposed project is complete, we recommend that you check our



website regularly to ensure that listed species presence/absence information for the proposed
project is current. *

Any new information regarding the proposed project and its potential to impact listed species
should be coordinated with both this office and with the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation.

Thank you for coordinating with us. We appreciate the opportunity to review this project.
Please contact Robyn Niver at (607) 753-9334 ifthere are any questions. Future correspondence
with us on this project should reference project file 180608.

~/JI/--
f'c>,t David A. Stilwell

Field Supervisor

*Additional information referred to above may be found on our website at:
http://www.fws.gov/northeastlnyfo/es/section7.htm.

cc: NYSDEC, Ray Brook, NY (Env. Permits)
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

A product of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey,
a joint effort of the United
States Department of
Agriculture and other
Federal agencies, State
agencies including the
Agricultural Experiment
Stations, and local
participants

Custom Soil Resource 
Report for

Essex County, 
New York

Natural
Resources
Conservation
Service

December 27, 2017



Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. 
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information 
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for 
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban 
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. 
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste 
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, 
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose 
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil 
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. 
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of 
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for 
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area 
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some 
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering 
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center 
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil 
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are 
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a 
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as 
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to 
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the 
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available 
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its 
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, 
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, 
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a 
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not 
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require 
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alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice 
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of 
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or 
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity 
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous 
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous 
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and 
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, 
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and 
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil 
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The 
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the 
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is 
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other 
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource 
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that 
share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water 
resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey 
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that 
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the 
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind 
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and 
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific 
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they 
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict 
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a 
specific location on the landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their 
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil 
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only 
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented 
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to 
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They 
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock 
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them 
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their 
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units). 
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil 
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for 
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic 
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character 
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil 
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the 
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that 
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and 
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the 
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that 
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a 
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable 
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components 
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way 
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such 
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the 
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite 
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map. 
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of 
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, 
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the 
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at 
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller 
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. 
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, 
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for 
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil 
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of 
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct 
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit 
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other 
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally 
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists 
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed 
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the 
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through 
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management. 
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new 
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other 
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of 
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management 
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same 
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on 
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over 
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, 
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will 
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict 
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the 
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and 
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identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, 
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of 
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols 
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to 
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil 
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of 
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed 
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as 
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Essex County, New York
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Oct 8, 2017

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 28, 2012—Mar 
29, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

ChE Champlain loamy sand, 25 to 
45 percent slopes

0.7 12.9%

TuD Tunbridge-Lyman complex, 15 
to 35 percent slopes, very 
rocky, very bouldery

1.2 22.9%

UlC Udorthents, nearly level through 
strongly sloping

0.9 16.7%

W Water 2.5 47.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 5.3 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the 
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along 
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more 
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named 
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic 
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the 
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the 
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some 
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. 
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without 
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made 
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor 
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the 
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called 
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a 
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties 
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different 
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They 
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the 
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas 
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a 
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit 
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor 
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not 
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it 
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and 
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the 
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate 
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or 
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The 
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the 
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however, 
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous 
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. 
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil 
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for 
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major 
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, 
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the 
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas 
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase 
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha 
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas. 
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate 
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. 
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar 
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or 
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present 
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered 
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The 
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat 
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas 
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar 
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion 
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can 
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made 
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil 
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

Custom Soil Resource Report

12



Essex County, New York

ChE—Champlain loamy sand, 25 to 45 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: bm8r
Elevation: 510 to 2,020 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 34 to 50 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 130 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Champlain and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Champlain

Setting
Landform: Deltas, outwash plains, stream terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Sandy glaciolacustrine deposits derived from igneous and 

sedimentary rock

Typical profile
Ap1 - 0 to 7 inches: loamy sand
Ap2 - 7 to 10 inches: loamy sand
Bw1 - 10 to 16 inches: sand
Bw2 - 16 to 24 inches: fine sand
BC - 24 to 35 inches: fine sand
C1 - 35 to 50 inches: fine sand
C2 - 50 to 72 inches: sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 25 to 45 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High to very high (5.95 

to 19.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Hydric soil rating: No

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Minor Components

Adams
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Colton
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Fernlake
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Nicholville
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Monadnock
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

TuD—Tunbridge-Lyman complex, 15 to 35 percent slopes, very rocky, 
very bouldery

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2wrc7
Elevation: 330 to 2,300 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 95 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 27 to 48 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 130 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Tunbridge, very rocky, very bouldery, and similar soils: 45 percent
Lyman, very rocky, very bouldery, and similar soils: 30 percent
Minor components: 25 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Tunbridge, Very Rocky, Very Bouldery

Setting
Landform: Hillsides or mountainsides
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Lower third of mountainflank, side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loamy till derived from gneiss

Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 1 inches: slightly decomposed plant material

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Oa - 1 to 3 inches: highly decomposed plant material
E - 3 to 4 inches: sandy loam
Bhs1 - 4 to 7 inches: fine sandy loam
Bhs2 - 7 to 13 inches: fine sandy loam
Bs - 13 to 18 inches: fine sandy loam
C - 18 to 27 inches: gravelly sandy loam
R - 27 to 79 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 35 percent
Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 2.4 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 21 to 48 inches to lithic bedrock
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: High
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to very high 

(0.00 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Lyman, Very Rocky, Very Bouldery

Setting
Landform: Hillsides or mountainsides
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Lower third of mountainflank, side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loamy till derived from gneiss

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
Oa - 1 to 5 inches: highly decomposed plant material
E - 5 to 6 inches: fine sandy loam
Bhs - 6 to 11 inches: fine sandy loam
Bs - 11 to 19 inches: fine sandy loam
R - 19 to 79 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 35 percent
Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 2.4 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 12 to 26 inches to lithic bedrock
Natural drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to very high 

(0.00 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.7 inches)
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Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Rock outcrop
Percent of map unit: 7 percent
Hydric soil rating: Unranked

Monadnock, very rocky, very bouldery
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Hillsides or mountainsides
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Lower third of mountainflank, side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

Knob lock, very rocky, very bouldery
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Hillsides or mountainsides
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

Becket, very rocky, very bouldery
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Hillsides or mountainsides
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Lower third of mountainflank, side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

Potsdam, very rocky, very bouldery
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Hillsides or mountainsides
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Lower third of mountainflank, side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

Skerry, very rocky, very bouldery
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Hillsides or mountainsides
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Lower third of mountainflank, side slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No
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UlC—Udorthents, nearly level through strongly sloping

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 1vkn5
Elevation: 100 to 2,020 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 26 to 50 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 48 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 150 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Udorthents and similar soils: 100 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Udorthents

Setting
Landform: Terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, riser
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Mine spoil or earthy fill

Typical profile
A - 0 to 2 inches: gravelly silty clay loam
C1 - 2 to 21 inches: gravelly clay loam
C2 - 21 to 72 inches: silty clay loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Medium
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to very 

high (0.06 to 19.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 15 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 8.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Hydric soil rating: No
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W—Water

Map Unit Composition
Water: 100 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Water

Setting
Landform: Lakes

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Information for All Uses

Suitabilities and Limitations for Use
The Suitabilities and Limitations for Use section includes various soil interpretations 
displayed as thematic maps with a summary table for the soil map units in the 
selected area of interest. A single value or rating for each map unit is generated by 
aggregating the interpretive ratings of individual map unit components. This 
aggregation process is defined for each interpretation.

Building Site Development

Building site development interpretations are designed to be used as tools for 
evaluating soil suitability and identifying soil limitations for various construction 
purposes. As part of the interpretation process, the rating applies to each soil in its 
described condition and does not consider present land use. Example 
interpretations can include corrosion of concrete and steel, shallow excavations, 
dwellings with and without basements, small commercial buildings, local roads and 
streets, and lawns and landscaping.

Shallow Excavations

Shallow excavations are trenches or holes dug to a maximum depth of 5 or 6 feet 
for graves, utility lines, open ditches, or other purposes. The ratings are based on 
the soil properties that influence the ease of digging and the resistance to 
sloughing. Depth to bedrock or a cemented pan, hardness of bedrock or a 
cemented pan, the amount of large stones, and dense layers influence the ease of 
digging, filling, and compacting. Depth to the seasonal high water table, flooding, 
and ponding may restrict the period when excavations can be made. Slope 
influences the ease of using machinery. Soil texture, depth to the water table, and 
linear extensibility (shrink-swell potential) influence the resistance to sloughing.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent to 
which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified use. 
"Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for the 
specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be expected. 
"Somewhat limited" indicates that the soil has features that are moderately 
favorable for the specified use. The limitations can be overcome or minimized by 
special planning, design, or installation. Fair performance and moderate 
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maintenance can be expected. "Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more 
features that are unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot 
be overcome without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive 
installation procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are 
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations 
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the 
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying Summary 
by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil Data Viewer 
are determined by the aggregation method chosen. An aggregated rating class is 
shown for each map unit. The components listed for each map unit are only those 
that have the same rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition 
of each component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better 
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The 
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be 
viewed by generating the equivalent report from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil 
Survey or from the Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to 
validate these interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Rating Polygons

Very limited

Somewhat limited

Not limited

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines
Very limited

Somewhat limited

Not limited

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points
Very limited

Somewhat limited

Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil 
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of 
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed 
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as 
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Essex County, New York
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Oct 8, 2017

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 28, 2012—Mar 
29, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Tables—Shallow Excavations

Map unit 
symbol

Map unit name Rating Component 
name (percent)

Rating reasons 
(numeric 
values)

Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

ChE Champlain loamy 
sand, 25 to 45 
percent slopes

Very limited Champlain (85%) Slope (1.00) 0.7 12.9%

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (1.00)

TuD Tunbridge-Lyman 
complex, 15 to 
35 percent 
slopes, very 
rocky, very 
bouldery

Very limited Tunbridge, very 
rocky, very 
bouldery (45%)

Depth to hard 
bedrock (1.00)

1.2 22.9%

Slope (1.00)

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (0.01)

Lyman, very 
rocky, very 
bouldery (30%)

Depth to hard 
bedrock (1.00)

Slope (1.00)

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (0.01)

Monadnock, very 
rocky, very 
bouldery (5%)

Slope (1.00)

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (1.00)

Knob Lock, very 
rocky, very 
bouldery (5%)

Depth to hard 
bedrock (1.00)

Slope (1.00)

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (0.01)

Becket, very 
rocky, very 
bouldery (3%)

Slope (1.00)

Depth to 
saturated zone 
(1.00)

Dense layer 
(0.50)

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (0.03)

Potsdam, very 
rocky, very 
bouldery (3%)

Slope (1.00)

Depth to 
saturated zone 
(1.00)

Dense layer 
(0.50)

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (0.01)
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Map unit 
symbol

Map unit name Rating Component 
name (percent)

Rating reasons 
(numeric 
values)

Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Skerry, very 
rocky, very 
bouldery (2%)

Slope (1.00)

Depth to 
saturated zone 
(1.00)

Dense layer 
(0.50)

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (0.09)

UlC Udorthents, 
nearly level 
through 
strongly 
sloping

Somewhat 
limited

Udorthents 
(100%)

Dusty (0.02) 0.9 16.7%

Unstable 
excavation 
walls (0.01)

W Water Not rated Water (100%) 2.5 47.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 5.3 100.0%

Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Very limited 1.9 35.8%

Somewhat limited 0.9 16.7%

Null or Not Rated 2.5 47.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 5.3 100.0%

Rating Options—Shallow Excavations

Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified 

Tie-break Rule: Higher

Land Classifications

Land Classifications are specified land use and management groupings that are 
assigned to soil areas because combinations of soil have similar behavior for 
specified practices. Most are based on soil properties and other factors that directly 
influence the specific use of the soil. Example classifications include ecological site 
classification, farmland classification, irrigated and nonirrigated land capability 
classification, and hydric rating.

Farmland Classification

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies 

Custom Soil Resource Report
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the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, 
and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and unique farmlands are 
published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978.
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Map—Farmland Classification
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MAP LEGEND
Area of Interest (AOI)

Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Rating Polygons

Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines
Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points
Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season

Prime farmland if 
irrigated and drained
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and the product 
of I (soil erodibility) x C 
(climate factor) does not 
exceed 60
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and reclaimed 
of excess salts and 
sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not 
available

Water Features
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MAP INFORMATION

Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil 
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of 
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed 
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as 
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Essex County, New York
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Oct 8, 2017

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 28, 2012—Mar 
29, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Table—Farmland Classification

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

ChE Champlain loamy sand, 
25 to 45 percent 
slopes

Not prime farmland 0.7 12.9%

TuD Tunbridge-Lyman 
complex, 15 to 35 
percent slopes, very 
rocky, very bouldery

Not prime farmland 1.2 22.9%

UlC Udorthents, nearly level 
through strongly 
sloping

Not prime farmland 0.9 16.7%

W Water Not prime farmland 2.5 47.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 5.3 100.0%

Rating Options—Farmland Classification

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary

Tie-break Rule: Lower
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JURISDICTIONAL INQUIRY FORM 
 
 

A. INSTRUCTIONS 
 

Submit this form to obtain a written determination whether an Adirondack Park Agency permit or variance is needed 
for a proposed project.  This form is not a permit application.  If you know you need an Agency permit or variance 
you should not submit this form, but instead you should contact the Agency for the appropriate permit application 
form.  Information about Agency permit jurisdiction can be found on the Agency’s website (www.apa.ny.gov) and in 
the Permit Checklist on pages 10 and 11 of the Agency’s ‘Citizen Guide’ which is also available on the website. 
 
The Jurisdictional Inquiry Form must be signed by owners of land or their attorney, or by purchasers of land or their 
attorney (w/a signed contract).  Please note that if the person under contract to purchase the property or his attorney 
signs this form, then a copy of the purchase agreement signed by both parties must be provided.   
 
The legal issues involved in determining jurisdiction are complicated.  All of the information requested on this form is 
necessary in order for us to determine if the proposal requires an Agency permit or variance.  The County Clerk's 
Office, Real Property Tax Services and/or the Town Office may be able to assist you in obtaining property 
information (i.e., tax map number, history, copies of deeds, etc.). 

   
Please include a copy of the current recorded deed, tax map number, a description of your 

proposal, including a sketch map, and the necessary signature(s).   
WE CANNOT RESPOND TO YOUR INQUIRY WITHOUT THIS INFORMATION. 

 
B.       GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
               APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE:                               PROPERTY OWNER (if not applicant): 

 
     Name ________________________________ ________________________________ 

 
     Mailing 
          Address ________________________________ ________________________________ 
     

 ________________________________ ________________________________ 
 

     Telephone  ________________________________ ________________________________ 
 
 
            PROPERTY LOCATION: 
 
     Town/Village  _______________________________  County  ___________________________ 

 
     Road/Highway    __________________________________________________________________ 
 

Tax Map Number:  (This can be found on your tax bill and it looks something like this… 89.12-1-1.4 (three 
numbers separated by dashes, and there may be no decimals). 

 
      Section__________           Block___________               Parcel/Lot______________ 

 
 

1 
 

http://www.apa.ny.gov/
Kelley Tucker, Ausable River Association on behalf of Town of Jay

PO Box 8

Wilmington, NY 12987

518-390-4584

Essex

Town of Jay

11 School Lane

Au Sable Forks, NY 12912

518-647-2204

Town of Jay

Ausable Drive

7.4

  1

  3.211 & 3.220
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C.      PROPERTY HISTORY 
   
              Please include a copy of the current recorded deed for the property. 
 

1. Has the property been the subject of any previous Agency permit, variance, map amendment,  jurisdictional 
  determination, staff site visit, wetland site visit, or an enforcement action?  Yes  No  Don't Know   

 
 If yes, please include the following information: 
 File number______________________       Agency contact    _____________________________ 
 

  2. What is the acreage or square footage of the property at this time?  ________ 
 

If no subdivision of land, mobile home or single family dwelling construction, commercial use or public 
building is being proposed, it is not necessary to answer questions 3, 4 and 5 below  

 
         The history of the property as it existed on the May 22, 1973 enactment date of the Adirondack Park Land 

Use and Development Plan is critical to determining Agency jurisdiction over projects involving 
subdivision of land, mobile home or single family dwelling construction, or commercial uses or public 
buildings,  We must know who owned the property on that date, whether any lots have been conveyed from 
the property since that date, and whether the owner on that date owned any adjoining property.  Staff at 
the County Tax Mapping office can often assist in determining the history of subdivision of property. 

 
  3.  What is the name of the person who owned the property on May 22, 1973?  

 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  4.   Have any lots been conveyed from the property as it existed on May 22, 1973?  Yes  No   
   If yes:  Identify by tax map number each parcel conveyed from the property since May 22, 1973.    

 
          ___________________________________________________________________________ 
  
  5.  Did the property owner on May 22, 1973 own any other property including any property separated by a road, 
    railroad or right of way?  Yes  No 

  If yes, provide the tax map number(s) of the adjoining property.  
 

 ____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 6.  Structures:  

 
   Please describe all structures which currently exist on the property (include type and use of structure, size 

and construction date of each – for example, confirm if the structure is a mobile home, single family 
dwelling, barn, storage building, etc.).  If your project involves replacement of a structure, please provide its 
description, even if it has already been removed (and indicate its removal date). 

 
Structure/Use          Size         Construction Date        Removal Date    
 

  a.  _____________________________________________________________________ 
        
  b.  _____________________________________________________________________ 
      
  c.  _____________________________________________________________________ 
 
  d.  _____________________________________________________________________ 
      
  e.  _____________________________________________________________________ 
 
  f.  _____________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

17.64 and .95 acres

J & J Rodgers Company

Rome Dam

38’ tall 103’ long

1897

TBD

Likely, no. Both lots were owned by Rogers a company that owned a great deal of local land.
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D.       PROJECT DESCRIPTION     
   Please check all that apply and fill in the appropriate blanks: 
 

   1.    Subdivision 
 (a) Number of proposed lots (including any lots being retained).  _____ 
 (b) What is the size of the smallest lot in acres or square feet? _____ 

 (c)    What is the smallest shoreline lot width (if applicable)? _____  
 (d)  Are any of the proposed lots being conveyed by bona fide gift?  Yes  No   

If yes, what is the recipient’s relationship to the person giving the lot? 
_______________________________ 

  Construction of a single family dwelling.   
  Installation of a mobile home.   
  Construction of a multiple-residence building ( ____  housing units). 
  Construction of a commercial, industrial or public building resulting in ______ square feet of floor 

space (total of all floors). 
  Expansion of an existing _______ square-foot structure by ____ additional square feet (all floors).     

NOTE: If you are expanding a structure other than a single-family dwelling, also provide the total 
square footage of the structure as of May 22, 1973 and indicate the square footage of any expansion of 
the structure that has occurred since that date.   

  Are you proposing to install, replace or expand a seepage pit, drainage field or other leaching facility 
within 100 feet of the mean high water mark of any lake, pond, river or stream (including intermittent 
streams)?   Yes  No   

 If you are proposing to replace or expand an existing system, will the new system serve an actual or 
potential occupancy increase of the shoreline structure served?  Yes  No   

  Replacement of an existing _____ square-foot structure with a new _____ square-foot structure.  
Confirm the existing and proposed use of the structure. 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

  Conveyance of entire ownership   
  Other (describe) _____________________________________________________________ 
      

If necessary, please attach a narrative which further describes your proposal. 
 

 2. Does the project involve establishment of a new business?  Yes  No  
 If yes:  
 (a) Will it be operated at your residential property?   Yes  No   
 (b) How many people will the business employ who do not live on the premises?   _______ 

   (c) How many signs will the business have?   _______  
Will they be lighted?   Yes   No   

    What will be the combined square footage of the sign(s)?   __________   
 (d) Please describe the type of business. _______________________________ 
 

 3. Will the project result in any structures over 40 feet in height (measuring from the highest point of a 
structure to the lowest point of natural or finished grade, whichever is lower)?   Yes  No   
(If the structure is close to 40 feet in height, it will be necessary to provide building elevations [all sides] and 
a grading plan which shows existing and proposed grade to obtain a jurisdictional determination.) 
 

  4.     Will the project result in the removal of sand, gravel, topsoil or minerals from the property?  (This does not 
include excavation of a foundation.)     Yes  No   

 
  5.  Will waste material, such as construction debris, be disposed on the property?   Yes   No  
                If yes, explain the type and volume of debris. 

   ________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 
 

temporary gravel/stone access road
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  6.     If the property contains shoreline, what will be the distance from the mean high water mark to the closest 
new structure or expansion?  _______ feet   

    If an expansion, how far from the mean high water mark is the existing structure?   _______ feet 
 

Will the existing roof ridgeline height be increased by more than 2 feet?   Yes  No   
If yes, what is the proposed new ridgeline height in feet above the existing ridgeline height? _________ feet 

 
 7.   Will any vegetation be cut within 35 feet of a lake, pond, river or stream?    Yes  No   

Your sketch should show the size and type of vegetation to be removed relative to the size and type which 
will remain. 

 
  8. Does the proposal involve provision of any new or additional deeded or contractual access to the shoreline?  

 Yes  No   If yes, provide the number of new or additional lots being provided access (identify by tax 
map designation) and the width of the access area. 

 
   ___________________________________________________________________________________ 

    
 E.      SKETCH MAP   (Does not need to be professionally prepared) 
 

On a separate sheet, provide a scaled sketch map of the property showing acreage, boundaries, and natural 
features and water bodies.  Include the location of all existing and proposed development (including structures, 
on-site wastewater treatment system, water supply, driveways, roads, and areas of clearing etc.)  It should be 
drawn at a scale which clearly shows the location of all proposed activity and measurements must be labeled.  For 
a shoreline parcel, show the lot width and indicate the setback distance from mean high water mark of any 
existing or proposed structure and sewage system.  Also, provide the north arrow, the name of the map maker and 
date it was prepared. 
 

    F.      CHECK LIST 
 
      Have you answered all of the questions? 
       Did you include a copy of the current recorded deed? 

     Did you include a sketch map? 
   Is the form signed by an authorized person? 

      Did you provide the tax map identification number? 
     Did you include your return mailing address and phone number? 

 
 

      G.       SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED PERSON  
 

Note:  Authorized persons are owners of land or their attorney, or purchasers of land or their attorney (with a signed 
contract).   Individuals signing this form on behalf of other entities (e.g, LLCs) must have the legal authority to do so 
and should include their title where relevant. 

   
  The above information is correct and accurate to the best of my knowledge. 
 
  ___________________________    _____________   ___________________________________ 

        Signature    Date   Please print or type name  
           (and title where relevant) 
 

       
 

      H.       RETURN TO:   
          
   Adirondack Park Agency 

 PO Box 99 
 Ray Brook, NY 12977  
 (518) 891-4050 

Revised March 28, 2013  

n/a

3/9/2017

Archie Depo, Supervisor, Town of Jay



Summary	
	
The	Town	of	Jay	is	requesting	a	jurisdictional	determination	or,	if	required,	appropriate	permits	
to	temporarily	reestablish	and	reinforce	a	preexisting	road	on	town-owned	property	near	the	
Rome	Dam,	the	former	J	&	J	Rogers	Pulp	Mill	dam.	Reinforced,	the	road	will	be	used	to	access	
the	dam	to	plan,	engineer,	and	implement	deconstruction.	Prior	to	the	closure	of	the	J	&	J	
Rogers	Company	in	the	early	1970s,	the	road	was	used	to	access	the	bank	right	works	of	the	
dam.	Currently,	a	12’	to	15’	swath	of	the	former	road	remains	clear	of	trees.	At	most,	we	
estimate	that	no	more	than	100	trees,	the	majority	of	them	less	than	6”	in	diameter,	will	be	
removed	–	not	including	brush.	

	
The	timeframe	for	this	work	
is	complicated	by	the	site’s	
relative	proximity	to	a	bat	
hibernaculum	in	the	
adjacent	Town	of	Black	
Brook.	The	trees	
established	on	the	edges	of	
the	path	of	the	old	road	
must	be	cut	prior	to	31	
March	2017	or	the	town	
cannot	remove	them	until	
November.	Establishing	the	
road	by	summer	is	essential	
to	preparing	the	site	for	
planned	deconstruction	of	
the	Rome	Dam.	
	

While	recognizing	the	short	notice	of	this	request,	the	town	hopes	to	receive	APA	approvals	
that	will	allow	the	cutting	of	trees	in	the	road’s	path	prior	to	the	31	March	deadline.	The	road	
will	be	temporary,	will	be	used	for	the	deconstruction	project,	and	will	be	removed	and	
restored	to	native	plantings	after	deconstruction	unless	a	recreational	use	for	the	road	is	
requested	and	permitted	at	the	close	of	the	project.	
	
Background	
	
The	road	will	be	essential	to	the	removal	of	the	Rome	Dam,	a	stone	masonry	and	concrete	
gravity	dam	located	on	the	West	Branch	Ausable	River	in	Jay,	New	York	(part	of	the	same	
parcels	as	the	road).	The	dam	lies	approximately	1.5	miles	upstream	of	the	confluence	of	the	
East	and	West	Branches	of	the	Ausable	River	and	the	village	of	Au	Sable	Forks.	The	dam	was	
built	in	1897.	The	dam	no	longer	serves	its	original	function	of	generating	mechanical	power	for	
a	pulp	mill.	The	structure	is	listed	as	unsound	and	is	classified	as	a	high	hazard	(class	C)	
structure.		
	



Assessment	of	the	safety	of	the	Rome	Dam	and	consideration	of	its	removal	if	the	structure	was	
confirmed	hazardous,	was	the	highest	priority	in	the	Town	of	Jay’s	NY	Rising	Community	
Reconstruction	Plan.	As	part	of	an	engineering	assessment	of	options	for	the	dam,	funded	with	
NY	Rising	storm	recovery	funds,	breach	analysis	conducted	by	Milone	&	McBroom	Engineering	
confirms	that	the	risk	of	property	damage	and	loss	of	life	is	likely	during	all	simulations	of	the	
failure	of	Rome	Dam.	The	engineers	have	recommended	full	removal	of	the	dam	for	reasons	of	
safety,	economics,	and	stream	health.	The	Town	of	Jay	Board	is	scheduled	to	approve	a	
resolution	to	this	effect	on	9	March	2017.	
	
The	Town	of	Jay,	with	support	from	the	Governor’s	Office	of	Storm	Recovery	and	Essex	County,	
and	with	assistance	from	the	US	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	and	the	Ausable	River	Association,	will	
again	engage	Milone	&	McBroom	to	engineer	the	dam	deconstruction.	Because	of	the	high	
safety	hazard,	the	town	hopes	to	move	forward	quickly	with	engineering	and	implementation	
of	the	deconstruction,	working	closely	with	the	relevant	permitting	agencies.	Work	may	begin	
as	early	as	2018,	but	re-establishing	the	access	road	will	be	essential	to	assessing	and	bidding	
the	project	as	well	as	for	the	actual	deconstruction.	
	
Road	and	parcel	information	
	
The	parcels	where	the	road	is	proposed	are	inclusive	of	the	dam	site	that	was	once	part	of	the	
extensive	J	&	J	Rogers	facilities.	They	were	an	entry	point	for	workers	operating	the	dam	and	
are	said	to	have	been	maintained	through	the	early	1970s	by	the	company.	The	Town	of	Jay	
acquired	the	land	from	Essex	County	in	2004.	
	
The	image	on	page	3	–	captured	
from	the	Essex	County	Map	
viewer	(lot	lines	are	inaccurate)	–	
shows	the	larger	parcel	with	the	
dam	and	the	smaller	adjacent	
parcel,	both	owned	by	the	Town	
of	Jay.	The	road	discussed	in	this	
narrative	is	one	of	at	least	two	
old	roads	going	from	Ausable	
Drive	to	the	dam.	The	proposed	
road	is	shown	in	yellow.	The	loop	
at	the	end	would	allow	for	truck	
traffic	to	move	more	efficiently.	
The	existing	clearing	where	the	
loop	will	be	centered	is	visible	in	
the	photo	to	the	right.		
	
Trees	will	be	cut	to	allow	for	a	road	with	maximum	width	of	20	to	22	feet.	A	larger	red	oak	tree	
on	the	SE	edge	of	the	clearing	will	be	preserved.	Roughly	half	the	trees	are	white	pine	the	rest	
hardwoods:	ash,	poplar,	birch	and	maple.		



The	road	will	be	reinforced	with	coarse	gravel	this	summer	to	handle	passenger	truck,	tandem,	
and	excavator	traffic.	Future	preparation	of	the	site	will	be	discussed	in	later	applications	to	
APA,	DEC	and	other	permitting	agencies.	

	
	

Proximity	to	OHWM	
	
The	photo	left	is	taken	near	the	edge	
of	the	proposed	loop	closest	to	the	
river.	From	this	point,	the	land	
slopes	steeply	downward.	The	edge	
of	a	retention	wall	(in	the	yellow	
circle)	marks	the	beginning	of	dam	
related	structures	including	concrete	
retention	walls	midway	down	the	
slope.	Milone	and	McBroom	
engineers	estimate	the	edge	of	the	
loop	access	road	would	sit	
approximately	80	feet	horizontally	
and	approximately	35	feet	vertically	

from	the	estimated	OHWM	of	the	impounded	area	above	the	dam	(natural	OHWM	will	be	
lower).	
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ANDREW M. CUOMO ROSE HARVEY

Governor Commissioner

January 30, 2018

Lori Shirley
Governor's Office of Storm Recovery
38-40 State Street
Albany, NY 12207

Re: HTF/ GOSR/ NYSHCR/ Demolition:
Rome Dam (aka J&J Rogers Pulp Mill Dam)
Ausable Drive, Jay/ Essex County
17PR06772

Dear Ms. Shirley:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).
We have reviewed the submitted materials in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate only to Historic/
Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New York State Parkland
that may be involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be considered as part of the
environmental review of the project pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and/or the
State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York Environmental Conservation Law Article 8).

Based on this review, it is the opinion of SHPO that there will be No Historic Properties Affected by
the already-completed undertaking.

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me at (518) 268-2187 Larry.moss@parks.ny.gov

Sincerely,

Larry K Moss, Historic Preservation Technical Specialist

CC: Mary Barthelme
Anna Reynolds, Essex County
Stephen Longmire, Essex County
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Consultation Letter  - Rome Dam Town of Jay , NY
Anna Reynolds  to: arnold.printup 09/29/2017 09:28 AM

Consultation Letter to THPO-St.RegisMhkTribe_9-29-2017.pdfConsultation Letter to THPO-St.RegisMhkTribe_9-29-2017.pdf
Hi	Mr.	Printup.	Please	see	the	attached	letter.
Thank	you,
Anna

Anna	Reynolds
Director	
Essex	County	Office	of	Community	Resources
518‐873‐3895	(P)	518‐873‐3751(F)



The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe September 29th, 2017 
 Arnold L. Printup, THPO 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY 13655 
Arnold.printup@srmt-nsn.gov 

RE: Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery, Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery 
(CDBG-DR):  Rome Dam Initiative (Removal) in the Town of Jay, Essex County, New York 

Dear Mr. Printup, 

The Town of Jay owns Rome Dam, originally constructed in 1897 to power a pulp mill on the Ausable 
River within Ausable Forks of Jay, New York. The dam is 103 feet long and 38 feet tall to the top of the 
abutments. The dam has a concrete gravity ogee spillway that is approximately 29 feet tall. Stone 
masonry abutments exist on both sides of the spillway. The size of Rome Dam brings it under the 
regulatory jurisdiction of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Bureau of 
Flood Protection and Dam Safety (NYSDEC Dam Safety). The Dam’s use ceased and was abandoned in 
1973. The town has since purchased the Dam.  

The dam is classified as a high hazard (Class C) dam by NYS. In the event of their failure, 
Class C dams are likely to result in widespread or serious damage to buildings, highways, 
or important utilities and substantial environmental damage such that the loss of 
human life or widespread substantial economic loss is likely (NYCRR Title 6 Part 673.5). 
The dam is also listed as "unsound," meaning it has deficiencies of such a nature that 
the safety of the dam cannot be assured. These deficiencies may include seepage 
problems, structural stability inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway capacity 
(NYCRR Title 6, Part 673.16). The dam is currently obsolete and deteriorating. 

The Town has applied for funding through the CDBG – DR program to remove the Dam to protect the 
downstream hamlet of Ausable Forks, its population and infrastructure.  

We are requesting any comments or specific permitting that you may require for the Rome Dam 
Initiative – Dam Removal Project, in its impact to any Tribal Historic resources.  

Please let us know if you need further information. Thank you for your time and assistance, 

Sincerely, 

Anna Reynolds, Director 

Cc: Lori Shirley, CDBG-DR via email 
 Archie Depo, Town of Jay Supervisor 

mailto:Arnold.printup@srmt-nsn.gov
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Project Background 
 

Milone & MacBroom, Inc. (MMI) was retained by the Town of Jay to perform an 
assessment and alternatives analysis of the Rome Dam in Jay, New York.  The purpose of 
this study is to evaluate existing conditions and repair, replacement, or removal of the 
dam.  The existing concrete and stone masonry dam is deteriorating and no longer in 
use and poses a safety hazard to the downstream village of Au Sable Forks. 

 
The Rome Dam, formerly known as the J&J Rogers Pulp Mill Dam (NY ID #219‐1082), is a 
stone masonry and concrete gravity dam located on the West Branch Ausable River in 
Jay, New York (Figure 1‐1). It lies approximately 1.5 miles upstream of the confluence of 
the East and West Branches of the Ausable River and the village of Au Sable Forks 
(Figure 1‐2). 
 
The dam is 38 feet tall and 103 feet long and has a concrete gravity ogee spillway with a 
stone masonry upstream face and downstream toe. The right and left abutments are 
constructed of stone masonry and contain remnants of inlet works.  The dam was 
reportedly built in 1897. The dam no longer serves its original function of generating 
mechanical power for a pulp and paper mill. The structure is listed as unsound and is 
classified as a high hazard (class C) structure.  

 

 
Figure 1‐1: Project Location 
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Consultation Letter  - Rome Dam Town of Jay , NY
Anna Reynolds  to: administrator 09/29/2017 09:32 AM

Hello.	Please	see	the	attached	letter	for	consultation.	Let	me	know	if	you	need	any	further	
information	for	review.

Thank	you,
Anna

Consultation Letter Mohawk Nation_9-29-2017.pdfConsultation Letter Mohawk Nation_9-29-2017.pdf
Anna	Reynolds
Director	
Essex	County	Office	of	Community	Resources
518‐873‐3895	(P)	518‐873‐3751(F)



September 29, 2017 Mohawk Nation  
Six Nations Confederacy 
Akwesasne Territory, Box 336 
Roosevelt town, NY 13683-0366 
administrator@mohawknation.org 

RE: Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery, Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery 
(CDBG-DR):  Rome Dam Initiative (Removal) in the Town of Jay, Essex County, New York 

To whom it may concern, 

The Town of Jay owns Rome Dam, originally constructed in 1897 to power a pulp mill on the Ausable 
River within Ausable Forks of Jay, New York. The dam is 103 feet long and 38 feet tall to the top of the 
abutments. The dam has a concrete gravity ogee spillway that is approximately 29 feet tall. Stone 
masonry abutments exist on both sides of the spillway. The size of Rome Dam brings it under the 
regulatory jurisdiction of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Bureau of 
Flood Protection and Dam Safety (NYSDEC Dam Safety). The Dam’s use ceased and was abandoned in 
1973. The town has since purchased the Dam.  

The dam is classified as a high hazard (Class C) dam by NYS. In the event of their failure, Class C dams are 
likely to result in widespread or serious damage to buildings, highways, or important utilities and 
substantial environmental damage such that the loss of human life or widespread substantial economic 
loss is likely (NYCRR Title 6 Part 673.5). The dam is also listed as "unsound," meaning it has deficiencies 
of such a nature that the safety of the dam cannot be assured. These deficiencies may include seepage 
problems, structural stability inadequacies, or seriously inadequate spillway capacity (NYCRR Title 6, Part 
673.16). The dam is currently obsolete and deteriorating. 

The Town has applied for funding through the CDBG – DR program to remove the Dam to protect the 
downstream hamlet of Ausable Forks, its population and infrastructure.  

We are requesting any comments or specific permitting that you may require for the Rome Dam 
Initiative – Dam Removal Project, in its impact to any tribal resources. 

Please let us know if you need further information. 
Thank you for your time and assistance, 

Sincerely, 

Anna Reynolds, Director 

Cc: Lori Shirley, CDBG-DR via email 
 Archie Depo, Town of Jay Supervisor 
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stone masonry upstream face and downstream toe. The right and left abutments are 
constructed of stone masonry and contain remnants of inlet works.  The dam was 
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US EPA Sole Source Aquifer Map
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Rome Dam Removal

Ausable Drive

Town of Jay

Essex County, New York

Legend

Rome Dam Removal (Approx. Project Area)

EPA Sole Source Aquifer

Created: 2/15/2018
Source data: Sole Source Aquifer map data provided by EPA.

https://www.epa.gov/dwssa
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Environmental Justice Areas Map
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Created: 2/15/2018

Potential Environmental Justice Areas provided by 
The Office of Environmental Justice and available at
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 USACE & NYSDEC Joint Application
(Section 404 CWA, Stream Disturbance, Excavation and Fill in Navigable Waters,
Dams and Impoundments Structures, Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers)

 NYSDEC – Division of Mineral Resources - Mining Permit Modification for Harkness
Mine Application

 NYSDEC – Beneficial Use Determination (BUD) Application, ATL Sediment Report
and Harkness Pit Disposal Map

Full List of Permits Required

(To be added upon receipt):
 USACE Section 404 Permit
 NYSDEC Construction, Reconstruction, or Repair of Dams and other Impounding

Structures – Under Article 15, Title 5
 NYSDEC Stream Disturbance – Under Article 15, Title 5
 NYSDEC – Excavation and Fill in Navigable Waters – Under Article 15, Title 5
 NYSDEC – Water Quality Certification Under Section 401, Clean Water Act
 NYSDEC – Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers Permit – Under Article 15, Title 27
 NYSDEC – Division of Mineral Resources- Mining Permit Modification for Harkness

Mine
 NYSDEC – SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction

Activity – GP-0-15-002
 NYSDEC – Beneficial Use Determination (BUD) (Part 360.12(a)(e)(4))
 NYSDEC – Construction and Demolition (C&D) processing registration (Part 361-

5.2(a)(1))
 Adirondack Park Agency (APA) Permit (dam removal)
 Town of Jay Floodplain Development Permit
 Note: The West Branch Ausable River is a Class C(T) stream upstream of the Rome Dam

under NYSDEC Article 15. In cold water trout fisheries (waters classified under Article 15
of New York’s Environmental Conservation Law with a “T” or “TS” designation), in-
water work is prohibited beginning October 1st and ending May 31st.

Attachment 11
Permit Documentation Attached:
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Yes No Yes No

Yes No

Road

Town
County LATITUDE:

 14. Has any owner, partner, corporate officer or corporate director of your organization ever held any of these positions in another organization that has had a New York
State mining permit SUSPENDED OR REVOKED or has had a New York State mined land reclamation bond FORFEITED?

              Yes No       If YES, identify the person(s)

f. Will mining occur within 500 feet of any dwelling?

 8. TAXPAYER ID (If other than individual, provide Federal Taxpayer ID Number)  9. APPLICATION TYPE
New Renewal Modification Transfer

 10. a. PRESENT PERMIT TERM  10. b. COMING PERMIT TERM  11. NAME OF MINERAL/MATERIAL TO BE MINED
        Expiration Date             /              /                       5 years          Other  _____years

           THE APPLICANT?

 12. LOCAL ORDINANCES

 6. b. EMAIL ADDRESS
g. Will mining ever occur below the water table?

 12. b. Does the local government require any type of permit for mining at 
a. Is mining prohibited at this location?             this location?

 13. a. ARE ANY OTHER STATE MINING PERMITS CURRENTLY HELD BY  13. b. If YES, give Mine File Number(s)

 7. MINED LAND PROJECT 1. b. DEC ID NUMBER 1. a. MINE FILE NUMBER

Division of Mineral Resources
MINING PERMIT APPLICATION

     CITY  STATE  ZIP CODE d. Will mining occur within 100 feet of a surface water body
(eg. stream, lake) or wetland area?

Yes No

 5. CONTACT PERSON  6. a. TELEPHONE NUMBER e. Will any consolidated materials be mined (eg. limestone,
          trap rock, sandstone)?

 2. NAME OF APPLICANT a. Will the total acreage affected by mining for the entire 
mining site be equal to or greater than 5 acres?

 3. TELEPHONE NUMBER b. Will the vertical depth from the top of the mine face to 
the floor exceed 20 feet?

 4. PERMANENT ADDRESS:  NUMBER & STREET NAME c. Will there be on-site processing of mining products (eg. 
crushing, screening, washing) that requires an air permit?

__________acres acres
c. Total acreage affected since April 1, 1975 __________acres acres

 15. ACREAGE SUMMARY (To be filled in by applicant) FOR OFFICIAL DEC USE ONLY
a. Total acreage controlled by owner at this location __________acres acres
b. Total acreage permitted by DEC prior to this application

f. Acreage included in this application, but not previously approved __________acres acres
g. New acreage to be affected during the coming permit term __________acres acres

d. Total acreage approved by DEC as reclaimed since April 1, 1975 __________acres acres
e. Current affected acreage (c minus d) __________acres acres

 18. MAP LOCATION

 21. The surface landowner(s) and the mineral owner(s) of the property that is to be mined by the above applicant have read the Mined Land Use Plan, which sets forth the 
applicant’s mining and reclamation plan for the property to be mined, and hereby irrevocably consent and agree to the performance of the Mined Land Use Plan by the 
applicant, his surety or insurer, or the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation. The surface landowner(s) and mineral owner(s) further agree to allow access to the 
property to Department personnel for the purpose of conducting inspections or investigations in the regular course of their duties.

 DATE SIGNATURE(S) OF SURFACE LANDOWNER(S)  DATE

LONGITUDE: NAD 83

 20. NAME AND ADDRESS OF MINERAL OWNER(S) 19. NAME AND ADDRESS OF SURFACE LANDOWNER(S)

 SIGNATURE(S) OF MINERAL OWNER(S)

 17. MINE LOCATION

Nearest Road Intersection

 DATE NAME, TITLE AND SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT OR AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

 22. I hereby affirm under penalty of perjury that information provided on this form is true to the best of my knowledge and belief. False statements made herein are 
punishable as a Class A misdemeanor pursuant to Section 210.45 of the Penal Law.

a. Quadrangle Name
   b. 15 minute 7 ½ minute

FOR OFFICIAL DEC USE ONLY

h. Number of acres to be reclaimed during coming permit term __________acres acres

 16. NAME OF MINING OPERATION

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔ ✔

✔

✔

50299 5-0922-00008/0001

Town of Jay

518-647-2204

11 School Lane

Au Sable Forks NY 12912

Kevin Zaumetzer 518-647-2204 ext 3

hwysuperintendent@townofjayny.gov

14-6002254

Sand1 26 2023

73

4.8
4.8
0

4.8
0
0
0

Harkness Pit

Dry Bridge Road
Golf Course Road

Ausable
Clinton

Town of Jay
11 School Lane
Au Sable Forks, NY 12912

Town of Jay
11 School Lane
Au Sable Forks, NY 12912

Au Sable Forks NY

Ben Straight Pit

Arthur Depo, Town of Jay Supervisor 4/4/2018

4/4/2018 4/4/2018
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SPECIFIC  INSTRUCTIONS:
Question 1a & b         

Question 2     
Questions 3 & 4     

Question 5     
Questions 6a & b       
Question 7     

Question 8     

Question 9     

Question 10       

Question 11       

Questions 12a & b    

Questions 13a & b   

Question 14       

Question 15       

15a
15b

15c
15d
15e

15f

15g

15h

In “a”, provide a telephone number and in “b”, an email address of a contact person.

MINING PERMIT APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS
PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT CLEARLY

Submit 3 copies of this form. Answer all questions completely and accurately. Incomplete forms are unacceptable and will be returned.
If you have any questions regarding this form, contact the Mined Land Reclamation Specialist for the region in which the mine is or will be located (see 
map on the reverse side of this instruction sheet).

Submit your entire application package to the Regional Permit Administrator for the region in which the mine is or will be located (see map on 
reverse side).

In “a”, if the property has previously been included in a mining permit or application, enter the five digit Mine File 
Number and in “b”, enter the DEC ID number, which is a ten digit number (e.g. 0-0000-00000).

Enter the name of the applicant.
Enter the telephone number and permanent address of the applicant (e.g. Corporation, Partnership, L.L.C.). 

Provide the name of a contact person.

Enter the number of acres “affected” at this site from April 1, 1975 to the present. 

Answer questions “a” through “g” to assist DEC in determining the application’s classification under Uniform 
Procedures Part 621. For renewal applications, this question may be left blank.
If the applicant is other than an individual person (eg. a corporation, partnership or sole proprietorship), enter the 
taxpayer ID number.
Check the appropriate box/boxes. If you are modifying your application at the time of renewal, check both the 
renewal and modification boxes. If you are transferring your permit, check transfer and modification.

In “a”, enter the expiration date of your current permit. In “b”, indicate the permit term for which you are applying.

Provide the name of the mineral/material to be mined (eg. sand and gravel, shale, limestone, clay, sandstone).

Check the correct boxes regarding local laws, ordinances and permits. For renewals, this question may be left 
blank.
Provide the mine file numbers of all mining permits currently held by the applicant (attach additional sheets, if 
necessary).
Give the history of permit suspensions, revocations, and bond forfeitures by persons in your organization. Use 
additional sheets of paper, if necessary.
Enter acreage figures. To determine acreage, “Affected” means the area of land from which overburden or a 
mineral is to be or has been removed or upon which refuse or spoil is to be or has been deposited; or lands 
disturbed by the construction or improvement of haulageways; or lands disturbed by storage areas, repair areas, 
shipping areas and areas in which equipment, machinery, tools or other personal property is situated. “Affected” 
land also includes any land disturbed by improper mining practices. If land was permitted to be mined in the 
current permit term, but has not yet been disturbed, include this in the acreage “affected”.

Enter the total number of acres owned or controlled by the landowner at this location.
If this is a renewal or modification application, enter the total acreage previously reviewed and approved as part of 
the DEC’s Life of Mine review (total number of acres of mineral reserves that will be mined over the duration of 
mining at that location) as indicated in the Mined Land Use Plan. For a new application, enter 0 acres.

Enter the number of acres formally approved by DEC as having been reclaimed.
Subtract the number in “d” from the number in “c” to determine the currently “affected” acreage.

If this application includes acreage not previously reviewed and approved by DEC (Life of Mine review), enter the 
number of acres here.
Enter the number of additional acres (do not include acreage listed in question “e”) proposed to be “affected” 
during the coming permit term (this may or may not include all, or a portion of, the area identified in question “f”).

Enter the number of acres you expect to reclaim during the coming permit term.

* Acreage from 15e and 15g represent the total amount of “affected” acreage for the coming permit term, upon which the annual regulatory fees and
reclamation bond will be calculated.

PART 420   MINING APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CONTINUE on page 2
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Question 16       
Question 17       
Question 18       

Questions 19 & 20   

Question 21       

Question 22       

The signatures of all surface landowners and mineral owners are required on all applications. Attach additional 
sheet if necessary.

Provide the name of the mining operation.
Provide the location of the mine with sufficient detail for DEC staff to locate the mine for inspections.
Enter the name and check the correct box for the scale of the USGS quadrangle map that depicts the location of 
the mine. You must also include the actual map with the mine location marked on it along with your other 
application materials submitted to DEC.
List the name and address of all surface landowners and mineral owners. Attach additional sheets, if necessary.

All applications must be signed by the applicant or an authorized representative of the company.

REGION 1
SUNY @ Stony Brook 
50 Circle Road
Stony Brook, NY 11790-3409 
(631) 444-0365
dep.r1@dec.ny.gov

REGION 3
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, NY 12561-1620
(845) 256-3054
dep.r3@dec.ny.gov

REGION 2
1 Hunter's Point Plaza 
47-40 21st Street
Long Island City, NY 11101-5407 
(718) 482-4997
dep.r2@dec.ny.gov

SUB-OFFICE
182 East Union, Suite 3
Allegany, NY 14706-1328
(716) 372-0645
dep.r9@dec.ny.gov

REGION 6
Dulles State Office Building 
317 Washington Street
Watertown, NY 13601-3787
(315) 785-2245
dep.r6@dec.ny.gov

REGION 7
615 Erie Blvd West, Room 206
Syracuse, NY 13204-2400
(315) 426-7438
dep.r7@dec.ny.gov

SUB-OFFICE
Utica State Office Building
207 Genesee Street, Room 1404
Utica, NY 13501-2885
(315) 793-2555
dep.r6@dec.ny.gov

SUB-OFFICE
1285 Fisher Avenue
Cortland, NY 13045-1090
(607) 753-3095 ext 233
dep.r7@dec.ny.gov

REGION 4
1130 North Westcott Road 
Schenectady, NY 12306-2014
(518) 357-2069
dep.r4@dec.ny.gov

SUB-OFFICE
65561 State Hwy 10
Stamford, NY 12167-9503
(607) 652-7741
dep.r4@dec.ny.gov

REGION 5
PO Box 296
1115 New York State Route 86
Ray Brook, NY 12977-0296 
(518) 894-1234
dep.r5@dec.ny.gov

SUB-OFFICE
232 Golf Course Rd
Warrensburg, NY 12885-1172
(518) 623-1282
dep.r5@dec.ny.gov

REGION 8
6274 East Avon-Lima Road 
Avon, NY 14414-9519
(585) 226-5400
dep.r8@dec.ny.gov

REGION 9
270 Michigan Avenue
Buffalo, NY 14203-2915
(716) 851-7165
dep.r9@dec.ny.gov



      Division of Materials Management 

Revised 2/21/2018 Page 1 of 4 

Beneficial Use Determination Petition – Navigational Dredged Material 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 6 NYCRR Part 360.12(c) addresses various pre-determined materials which, when used in 
the manner noted in that subdivision, are not considered solid wastes (for the purposes of Parts 
360- 369). These include 6 NYCRR Part 360.12(c)(1)(iv) for navigational dredged material that
meets conditions in that subparagraph.  For NDM not meeting these conditions, generators or
potential users may petition the Department for a case-specific beneficial use
determination (BUD) pursuant to Subdivision 360.12(e). This form has been developed to
assist applicants in obtaining a case-specific BUD for NDM in upland uses including but not
limited to structural or grade adjustment fill, cover, topsoil, or aggregate.

Note: This form is intended to address the requirements of 6 NYCRR 360.12(e) only and does 
not cover other federal, state, or local approvals that may be necessary for upland use of NDM. 
This form does not address NDM that is excluded from solid waste regulation through 
management under permits specified in 360.2(a)(3)(xi). 

DATE RECEIVED

PROJECT NUMBER

STAFF INITIALS

DATE

Petitioner Information 

Full Name: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________    
Last                                   First                       M.I. 

Affiliation: _________________________________________________    ___________________________ 
Company Title

Primary 
Address: 

_________________________________________________    ___________________________ 
Street Address City/Town 

_________________________________________________    ___________________________ 
County Zip Code 

Primary Phone: (       )   _____________________ Primary Email:  _________________________________ 

Navigational Dredged Material Source Information 

Source 
Location 

Name and Location of Water Body and dredging site; attach map 

Source and 
Sediment 
Description 
(type of water 
body; depth of 
sediment; 
purpose of 
dredging; 
physical 
characteristics 
of material; 
etc. – attach 
sheets as 
necessary) 
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Proposed 
Quantity for 
Reuse 

Proposed Schedule 
of Reuse (Duration 
of Project) 

Sampling Plan 

  Type of Sampling In-Situ Sediment    Ex-Situ Pile, Confined/ Upland Disposal Facility or Other 

  Yes, by ________________________________________________________________ 

   No   (If No, will the plan meet requirements of 360.12(e)(4)?  ) 

Sampling Plan or Summary is Attached 

Analytical Results 

  Volatile Organic Compounds 
  Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds 
  Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 
  Pesticides 
  Metals 

  Grain-Size Distribution 
  Total Organic Carbon 
  Other- Specify:   

   Results are attached for        Raw NDM         Amended NDM 

Material Management Plan 

    How will NDM be processed for reuse?       Dewatering   Amendment  

Other – Specify:    

 Amendment                     

    ________________________________   (attach SDS and analytical information) 

Has Sampling 
Plan Been 
Approved by a 
government 
entity other than 
DMM?   

Analytical 
Results 
Attached 

18,500 CY will be dewatered and stockpiled for future use. 
6,500 C.Y. of stone masonry and concrete from dam will be 
processed and used as aggregate on future projects.

Grain size measured of  coarse surface sediments 
through Wolman pebble counting.

Kelley Tucker
18,500 CY of fines dewatered and used for pit reclamation.
4,500 CY of concrete broken/crushed and used as fill
2,000 CY of stone masonry used for future projects



Revised 2/21/18 Page 3 of 4 

 Will NDM be processed on the site of dredging or same ownership/control?    Yes     No 
(NOTE: if No, Facility Authorization may be required pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 361-9) 

Product and Use Information 

Type of Use   Fill  Aggregate  Topsoil 

  Other- Specify: 

   Material will be used at a specific site – Location: ___________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

    Material will be sold or distributed to the public  

   Material meets the following industry or government standard or specification for the intended use: 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

   A letter of intent to purchase NDM product or letter of acceptance at the receiving site is ATTACHED 

Certification 

NOTICE: Pursuant to ECL Section 3-0301(2)(Q): False statements made on this application are punishable 
pursuant to Section 210.45 of the New York State Penal Code. 

___________________________________________   ____________________________       ________________ 

Signature                     Title      Date 

Material 
Management 
Practices 
Description 
(360.12(e)(2)(v)) 

Storage 
methods and 
quantities; 
inventory 
methods; run-on 
and run-off 
controls, etc.  
Attach sheets as 
necessary. 

Marketing 
Check 
applicable 
items and 
attach any 
supporting 
documents. 

Approximately 18,500 cubic yards of sediment will be excavated 
and pushed to the river right corner of the dam (looking 
downstream) at the access location. The material will be piled, 
drained, and loaded up to waiting dump trucks. The material will 
be hauled to the Harkness Pit. A turbidity curtain will be 
installed upstream of the dam face but downstream of the 
sediment stockpile area to reduce loss of material downstream. 
Leakage from trucks is not permitted during hauling on roads. 
Additionally, 6,500 CY of stone masonry and concrete from the 
dam will be removed and stockpiled for future use.  See project 
design plans for additional information.

Kelley Tucker
See project design plans for additional information.

Kelley Tucker


Kelley Tucker
Sediment will be used as clean fill, concrete will be crushed and used for fill, blocks will be used in construction projects.
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Send this completed form and any supporting attachments to the Materials Management 
Supervisor in your DEC Region (for help, see http://www.dec.ny.gov/about/50230.html ),  
with a copy to: 

Kathleen Prather, P.E. 
Bureau of Permitting and Planning 
Division of Materials Management 
NYSDEC 
625 Broadway, 9th Floor 
Albany, NY 12233-7260 

Please contact Ms. Prather (518) 402-8678 or benuse@dec.ny.gov if you have any questions about 
petitioning for a case-specific BUD. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
In accordance with Atlantic Testing Laboratories, Limited (ATL) contract number CD998-
1561x-07-16, dated July 18, 2016, a subsurface investigation was conducted at the 
subject site on November 2, 2016.  The subsurface investigation services were conducted 
to characterize sediment conditions in designated areas of the subject site, prior to 
proposed dam removal activities. 
 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
The subject site includes sections of Ausable River above and below the Rome Dam in 
Ausable Forks, Essex County, New York.  A Site Location Map, depicting the subject 
property locations and pertinent area features, is contained in Appendix A. 
 
The areas of investigation included portions of the Ausable River bottom that may need to 
be dredged for dam removal work.  Boring Location Plan is contained in Appendix B. 
 

3.0 SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION 
3.1 Sediment Borings 
 
The subsurface investigation included the advancement of 5 soil borings.  The sediment 
borings were advanced to depths ranging from 1 to 4 feet below the river bottom surface.  
The sediment borings were advanced manually, using steel anvil rods and a slide 
hammer. 
 
Sediment samples were collected continuously throughout each boring, utilizing 
Geoboring Systems’ Macro-Core Soil Sampler system, by advancing a 1.75-inch diameter 
by 48-inch long steel sampling barrel equipped with expendable PVC liners.  The 
recovered sediment samples were examined for detectable odors and visual indicators of 
contamination. 
 
A Boring Location Plan, depicting boring locations and pertinent site features, is contained 
in Appendix B.  Table I summarizes general sediment boring information.  Various 
additional sounding probes were also advanced throughout the site to identify depths of 
water and sediment in different areas of the site.  Table II summarizes depths to water 
and depths of sediment for the boring. 
 

Table I 
Summary of Boring Data 

Borings Advanced November  2, 2016 
 

Boring Number Location Boring Depth (Feet) 

B-1* Above Dam 1.0 

B-2 Above Dam 3.0 

B-3 Above Dam 4.0 

B-4 Above Dam 4.0 

B-5 Below Dam 2.5 

Notes: 

Boring Depth = Feet below river bottom surface  

* The sample at boring location B-1 was collected as an upstream background sample to 
compare to the sediments directly behind  the dam. 
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Table II 
Summary of Additional Sounding Probes 

Probes Advanced November  2, 2016 
 

Probe 
No. 

Water Depth 
(Feet) 

Probe Depth 
(Feet) 

Comments 

P-1 2.0 0.1 Cobbles and boulders 

P-2 7.0 0.1 Hard bottom; assuming cobbles and boulders 

P-3 0.4 0.2 Hard bottom; assuming cobbles and boulders 

P-4 9.5 0.1 

Hard bottom; assuming bedrock (probe rod scrapes across 
bottom) 

P-5 10.0 0.2 

Hard bottom; assuming bedrock (probe rod scrapes across 
bottom) 

P-6 9.5 0.5 Small amount of sediment on top of hard bottom 

P-7 15.0 3.0+ 
Soft top of sediment; starts to get harder at 2.5; unable to probe 
further because of water depth 

P-8 18.0 2.0+ 
Soft bottom; Only 20-feet of probe rod; unable to probe further 
because of water depth 

P-9 4.0 6.1 Soft to refusal; possible cobbles 

P-10 2.0 6.0 Soft to refusal; possible cobbles 

P-11 0.5 10.0 
Soft to 6.8 feet, encountered harder layer; unable to push 
further than 10 feet (assuming side friction on rods)  

P-12 2.5 4.3 Soft to refusal, likely cobble or boulder 

P-13 2.2 4.6 Soft to refusal, likely cobble or boulder 

P-14 6.1 3.1 Soft to refusal on hard bottom, possible dam or bedrock 

P-15 3.0 3.0 Soft to refusal on hard bottom, possible dam or bedrock 

P-16 9.0 5.2 Soft to refusal on hard bottom, possible dam or bedrock 

P-17 12.8 6.0 Soft to refusal on hard bottom, possible dam or bedrock 

P-18 11.3 9.8 Soft to refusal on hard bottom, possible dam or bedrock 

 
3.2 Subsurface Conditions 
 
Sediment conditions encountered during the course of the subsurface sampling generally 
consisted of sand and gravel material, with varying proportions of silt and clay.  Boring 
Logs, summarizing the sediment characteristics and properties are contained in Appendix 
C.   
 

4.0  SEDIMENT SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
 
4.1  Sampling Methodology 
 
Sediment samples were submitted to SGS Accutest, located in Dayton, New York, New 
York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Environmental Laboratory Approval Program 
(ELAP) approved laboratory (ELAP No. 10983). The samples were laboratory analyzed 
for Total Organic Carbon (TOC), in accordance with EPA Method 89060A; polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCB), in accordance with EPA method 8082; pesticides and herbicides, in 
accordance with EPA method 8081; total polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), in 
accordance with EPA method 8270; target metals (including arsenic, cadmium, copper, 
and lead), in accordance with EPA method 6010B; and mercury, in accordance with EPA 
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method 7470A.  A copy of the laboratory report and associated sample custody 
documentation for the referenced samples are contained in Appendix D. 
 
Sediment samples were collected in clean laboratory glassware, with Teflon-lined lids, in 
accordance with industry standard protocol.  Disposable sampling equipment (i.e., plastic 
bags, and nitrile gloves) was utilized to collect samples.  Samples were stored in a cooler, 

with ice, and maintained at approximately 4C during storage and delivery to the 
laboratory. 
 
4.2  Summary of Laboratory Data 
 
A total of 5 composite sediment samples (one for each boring) were collected for 
laboratory analysis during the subsurface sampling.  The composite samples were 
comprised of 3 to 4 grabs of sediment from within the entire boring depth.  In addition, 
gravel larger than ½-inch in diameter, if encountered, was excluded from samples 
retained for laboratory analysis.  Table E-1, contained in Appendix E, summarize 
analytical results for the soil samples that were collected. 
 
Laboratory analysis of the sediment samples collected at each of the boring locations  
identified detectable concentrations of target semi-VOC and the target metal iron, in 
addition to lead in the sample from location B-4.  The sample from location B-1 identified a 
detectable concentration of the target pesticide chlordane.  None of the collected samples 
exhibited PCB at concentrations exceeding the respective laboratory method detection 
limits.  Of the detected concentrations of target compounds, none of the detections were 
above New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) TOGS 
5.1.9 Thresholds for Class A Sediments. 
 

5.0  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The following is a summary of findings from the soil sampling performed by ATL.  
Recommendations for further investigation and/or soil disposal activities are also 
provided, as warranted. 
 
For the target analytes, the sediment sampling did not identify concentrations exceeding 
NYSDEC TOGS 5.1.9 Thresholds for Class A Sediment. 
 
Based on the information collected during the sediment sampling and analysis, sediment 
located behind the dam appears to the typical of the subsurface material found through 
the river bottom.  If this material is to be removed, it should be managed under an 
appropriate approved reuse option, via a Beneficial Use Determination, or properly 
disposed of per NYSDEC regulations.  It is noted that ATL cannot warrant similar 
conditions would be encountered in other areas not specifically investigated.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

SITE LOCATION MAP 
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APPENDIX B 
 

BORING LOCATION PLANS 



 

  

Site Location Map 
Drawn by: 

TJG 

Scale: 

Not to scale 
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Sample Location Plan  
Drawn by: 

TJG 
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APPENDIX C 
 

BORING LOGS 
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HAND SAMPLE
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Borning terminated at 3.0 feet.

Notes:

1. 3 attempts composited into one sample.  Attempt 1=24"

recovery, attempt 2=18" recovery, attempt 3=30" recovery

2. Boring referenced to the mudline.

3. Water depth was 3.0 feet.
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HAND SAMPLE
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E

Borning terminated at 4.0 feet.

Notes:

1. 2 attempts composited into one sample.  Attempt 1=36"

recovery, attempt 2=24" recovery

2. Boring referenced to the mudline.

3. Water depth was 4.0 feet.
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Borning terminated at 4.0 feet.

Notes:

1. Boring referenced to the mudline.

2. Water depth was 1.0 foot.
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HAND SAMPLE
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Borning terminated at 3.5 feet.

Notes:

1. 2 attempts composited into one sample.  Attempt 1=30"

recovery, attempt 2=24" recovery

2. Boring referenced to the mudline.

3. Water depth was 2.0 feet.
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Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, New York November 21, 2016 
ATL Report No. CD4136CE-01-11-16   

 

D 

 

APPENDIX D 
 

LABORATORY RESULTS AND SAMPLE CUSTODY DOCUMENTATION 
 



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Sample Summary

Atlantic Testing Laboratories
Job No: JC31104

Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

Sample Collected Matrix Client 
Number Date Time By Received Code Type Sample ID

JC31104-1 11/02/16 11:30 TS 11/04/16 SO Soil CD4136-PO1

JC31104-2 11/02/16 10:30 TS 11/04/16 SO Soil CD4136-PO2

JC31104-3 11/02/16 13:00 TS 11/04/16 SO Soil CD4136-PO3

JC31104-4 11/02/16 14:00 TS 11/04/16 SO Soil CD4136-PO4

JC31104-5 11/02/16 16:30 TS 11/04/16 SO Soil CD4136-PO5

Soil samples reported on a dry weight basis unless otherwise indicated on result page.

Draft: 1 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO1 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-1 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8270D   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 80.6 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 Z116068.D 1 11/09/16 AC 11/06/16 OP98347 EZ5780
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 32.2 g 1.0 ml
Run #2

BN PAH List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

83-32-9 Acenaphthene ND 39 13 ug/kg
208-96-8 Acenaphthylene ND 39 20 ug/kg
120-12-7 Anthracene ND 39 24 ug/kg
56-55-3 Benzo(a)anthracene 15.6 39 11 ug/kg J
50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene ND 39 18 ug/kg
205-99-2 Benzo(b)fluoranthene 21.5 39 17 ug/kg J
191-24-2 Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 39 19 ug/kg
207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 39 18 ug/kg
218-01-9 Chrysene ND 39 12 ug/kg
53-70-3 Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ND 39 17 ug/kg
206-44-0 Fluoranthene 21.7 39 17 ug/kg J
86-73-7 Fluorene ND 39 18 ug/kg
193-39-5 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 39 18 ug/kg
91-20-3 Naphthalene ND 39 11 ug/kg
85-01-8 Phenanthrene ND 39 13 ug/kg
129-00-0 Pyrene 23.0 39 12 ug/kg J

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

4165-60-0 Nitrobenzene-d5 73% 26-122%
321-60-8 2-Fluorobiphenyl 84% 36-112%
1718-51-0 Terphenyl-d14 97% 36-132%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound

Draft: 2 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO1 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-1 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8081B   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 80.6 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 4G74702.D 1 11/09/16 KD 11/06/16 OP98353 G4G1946
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 16.7 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

57-74-9 Chlordane (alpha and gamma) 1.1 0.74 0.33 ug/kg
60-57-1 Dieldrin ND 0.74 0.37 ug/kg
72-54-8 4,4'-DDD ND 0.74 0.48 ug/kg
72-55-9 4,4'-DDE ND 0.74 0.39 ug/kg
50-29-3 4,4'-DDT ND 0.74 0.44 ug/kg
2385-85-5 Mirex ND 1.5 0.44 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 91% 24-136%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 83% 24-136%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 68% 10-153%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 81% 10-153%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound

Draft: 3 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO1 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-1 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8082A   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 80.6 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 EF163401.D 1 11/08/16 HB 11/06/16 OP98352 GEF5800
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 16.7 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

PCB List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

12674-11-2 Aroclor 1016 ND 37 18 ug/kg
11104-28-2 Aroclor 1221 ND 37 18 ug/kg
11141-16-5 Aroclor 1232 ND 37 15 ug/kg
53469-21-9 Aroclor 1242 ND 37 13 ug/kg
12672-29-6 Aroclor 1248 ND 37 23 ug/kg
11097-69-1 Aroclor 1254 ND 37 19 ug/kg
11096-82-5 Aroclor 1260 ND 37 16 ug/kg
11100-14-4 Aroclor 1268 ND 37 13 ug/kg
37324-23-5 Aroclor 1262 ND 37 25 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 90% 20-152%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 115% 20-152%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 99% 12-157%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 98% 12-157%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound

Draft: 4 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO1 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-1 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 80.6 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

Metals Analysis

Analyte Result RL Units DF Prep Analyzed By Method Prep Method

Arsenic <2.5 2.5 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 4

Cadmium <0.63 0.63 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 4

Copper <3.1 3.1 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 4

Iron 8350 63 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/08/16 DE SW846 6010C 3 SW846 3050B 4

Lead <2.5 2.5 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 4

Mercury <0.041 0.041 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 11/07/16 JPM SW846 7471B 1 SW846 7471B 5

(1) Instrument QC Batch: MA40713
(2) Instrument QC Batch: MA40717
(3) Instrument QC Batch: MA40724
(4) Prep QC Batch: MP97005
(5) Prep QC Batch: MP97017

RL = Reporting Limit

Draft: 5 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO1 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-1 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 80.6 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

General Chemistry

Analyte Result RL Units DF Analyzed By Method

Cyanide <0.24 0.24 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 10:40 YZ SW846 9012B/LACHAT

Solids, Percent 80.6 % 1 11/07/16 14:50 MH SM2540 G-97

Total Organic Carbon 1690 1200 mg/kg 1 11/05/16 16:19 YZ ACOE 81M/9060A M

RL = Reporting Limit           

Draft: 6 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO2 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-2 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8270D   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 73.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 Z116069.D 1 11/09/16 AC 11/06/16 OP98347 EZ5780
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 32.1 g 1.0 ml
Run #2

BN PAH List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

83-32-9 Acenaphthene ND 42 15 ug/kg
208-96-8 Acenaphthylene ND 42 22 ug/kg
120-12-7 Anthracene ND 42 26 ug/kg
56-55-3 Benzo(a)anthracene ND 42 12 ug/kg
50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene ND 42 19 ug/kg
205-99-2 Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND 42 19 ug/kg
191-24-2 Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 42 21 ug/kg
207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 42 20 ug/kg
218-01-9 Chrysene ND 42 13 ug/kg
53-70-3 Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ND 42 19 ug/kg
206-44-0 Fluoranthene ND 42 19 ug/kg
86-73-7 Fluorene ND 42 19 ug/kg
193-39-5 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 42 20 ug/kg
91-20-3 Naphthalene ND 42 12 ug/kg
85-01-8 Phenanthrene ND 42 14 ug/kg
129-00-0 Pyrene 17.0 42 14 ug/kg J

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

4165-60-0 Nitrobenzene-d5 75% 26-122%
321-60-8 2-Fluorobiphenyl 81% 36-112%
1718-51-0 Terphenyl-d14 94% 36-132%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound

Draft: 7 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO2 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-2 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8081B   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 73.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 4G74736.D 1 11/10/16 KD 11/06/16 OP98353 G4G1947
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 16.0 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

57-74-9 Chlordane (alpha and gamma) ND 0.85 0.38 ug/kg
60-57-1 Dieldrin ND 0.85 0.43 ug/kg
72-54-8 4,4'-DDD ND 0.85 0.55 ug/kg
72-55-9 4,4'-DDE ND 0.85 0.44 ug/kg
50-29-3 4,4'-DDT ND 0.85 0.51 ug/kg
2385-85-5 Mirex ND 1.7 0.50 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 82% 24-136%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 76% 24-136%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 70% 10-153%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 77% 10-153%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound

Draft: 8 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO2 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-2 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8082A   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 73.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 EF163402.D 1 11/08/16 HB 11/06/16 OP98352 GEF5800
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 16.0 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

PCB List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

12674-11-2 Aroclor 1016 ND 43 21 ug/kg
11104-28-2 Aroclor 1221 ND 43 21 ug/kg
11141-16-5 Aroclor 1232 ND 43 17 ug/kg
53469-21-9 Aroclor 1242 ND 43 15 ug/kg
12672-29-6 Aroclor 1248 ND 43 27 ug/kg
11097-69-1 Aroclor 1254 ND 43 21 ug/kg
11096-82-5 Aroclor 1260 ND 43 18 ug/kg
11100-14-4 Aroclor 1268 ND 43 15 ug/kg
37324-23-5 Aroclor 1262 ND 43 29 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 81% 20-152%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 115% 20-152%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 89% 12-157%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 91% 12-157%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound

Draft: 9 of 29



SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO2 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-2 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 73.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

Metals Analysis

Analyte Result RL Units DF Prep Analyzed By Method Prep Method

Arsenic <2.7 2.7 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Cadmium <0.67 0.67 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Copper <3.3 3.3 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Iron 6570 67 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Lead <2.7 2.7 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Mercury <0.045 0.045 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 11/07/16 JPM SW846 7471B 1 SW846 7471B 4

(1) Instrument QC Batch: MA40713
(2) Instrument QC Batch: MA40717
(3) Prep QC Batch: MP97005
(4) Prep QC Batch: MP97017

RL = Reporting Limit
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO2 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-2 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 73.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

General Chemistry

Analyte Result RL Units DF Analyzed By Method

Cyanide <0.30 0.30 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 10:41 YZ SW846 9012B/LACHAT

Solids, Percent 73.4 % 1 11/07/16 14:50 MH SM2540 G-97

Total Organic Carbon a 3830 1400 mg/kg 1 11/05/16 16:40 YZ ACOE 81M/9060A M

(a) Multiple injections indicate possible sample non-homogeneity.

RL = Reporting Limit           
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data
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Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO3 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-3 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8270D   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 75.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 Z116066.D 1 11/09/16 AC 11/06/16 OP98347 EZ5780
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 32.4 g 1.0 ml
Run #2

BN PAH List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

83-32-9 Acenaphthene ND 41 14 ug/kg
208-96-8 Acenaphthylene ND 41 21 ug/kg
120-12-7 Anthracene ND 41 25 ug/kg
56-55-3 Benzo(a)anthracene 25.2 41 12 ug/kg J
50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene 21.8 41 19 ug/kg J
205-99-2 Benzo(b)fluoranthene 29.8 41 18 ug/kg J
191-24-2 Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 41 20 ug/kg
207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 41 19 ug/kg
218-01-9 Chrysene 22.2 41 13 ug/kg J
53-70-3 Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ND 41 18 ug/kg
206-44-0 Fluoranthene 44.7 41 18 ug/kg
86-73-7 Fluorene ND 41 19 ug/kg
193-39-5 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 41 19 ug/kg
91-20-3 Naphthalene ND 41 12 ug/kg
85-01-8 Phenanthrene 24.4 41 14 ug/kg J
129-00-0 Pyrene 41.3 41 13 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

4165-60-0 Nitrobenzene-d5 74% 26-122%
321-60-8 2-Fluorobiphenyl 81% 36-112%
1718-51-0 Terphenyl-d14 96% 36-132%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO3 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-3 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8081B   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 75.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 4G74737.D 1 11/10/16 KD 11/06/16 OP98353 G4G1947
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 15.9 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

57-74-9 Chlordane (alpha and gamma) ND 0.83 0.37 ug/kg
60-57-1 Dieldrin ND 0.83 0.42 ug/kg
72-54-8 4,4'-DDD ND 0.83 0.53 ug/kg
72-55-9 4,4'-DDE ND 0.83 0.43 ug/kg
50-29-3 4,4'-DDT ND 0.83 0.50 ug/kg
2385-85-5 Mirex ND 1.7 0.49 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 97% 24-136%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 90% 24-136%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 65% 10-153%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 97% 10-153%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO3 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-3 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8082A   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 75.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 EF163403.D 1 11/08/16 HB 11/06/16 OP98352 GEF5800
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 15.9 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

PCB List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

12674-11-2 Aroclor 1016 ND 42 21 ug/kg
11104-28-2 Aroclor 1221 ND 42 20 ug/kg
11141-16-5 Aroclor 1232 ND 42 16 ug/kg
53469-21-9 Aroclor 1242 ND 42 15 ug/kg
12672-29-6 Aroclor 1248 ND 42 26 ug/kg
11097-69-1 Aroclor 1254 ND 42 21 ug/kg
11096-82-5 Aroclor 1260 ND 42 18 ug/kg
11100-14-4 Aroclor 1268 ND 42 15 ug/kg
37324-23-5 Aroclor 1262 ND 42 28 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 95% 20-152%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 142% 20-152%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 107% 12-157%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 108% 12-157%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO3 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-3 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 75.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

Metals Analysis

Analyte Result RL Units DF Prep Analyzed By Method Prep Method

Arsenic <2.8 2.8 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Cadmium <0.69 0.69 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Copper <3.5 3.5 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Iron 8970 69 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Lead <2.8 2.8 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Mercury <0.042 0.042 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 11/07/16 JPM SW846 7471B 1 SW846 7471B 4

(1) Instrument QC Batch: MA40713
(2) Instrument QC Batch: MA40717
(3) Prep QC Batch: MP97005
(4) Prep QC Batch: MP97017

RL = Reporting Limit
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO3 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-3 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 75.4 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

General Chemistry

Analyte Result RL Units DF Analyzed By Method

Cyanide <0.26 0.26 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 10:44 YZ SW846 9012B/LACHAT

Solids, Percent 75.4 % 1 11/07/16 14:50 MH SM2540 G-97

Total Organic Carbon 10700 1300 mg/kg 1 11/05/16 17:03 YZ ACOE 81M/9060A M

RL = Reporting Limit           
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO4 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-4 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8270D   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 80.8 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 Z116065.D 1 11/09/16 AC 11/06/16 OP98347 EZ5780
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 30.4 g 1.0 ml
Run #2

BN PAH List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

83-32-9 Acenaphthene ND 41 14 ug/kg
208-96-8 Acenaphthylene ND 41 21 ug/kg
120-12-7 Anthracene ND 41 25 ug/kg
56-55-3 Benzo(a)anthracene 32.9 41 12 ug/kg J
50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene 31.4 41 19 ug/kg J
205-99-2 Benzo(b)fluoranthene 42.9 41 18 ug/kg
191-24-2 Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 21.5 41 20 ug/kg J
207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 41 19 ug/kg
218-01-9 Chrysene 36.2 41 13 ug/kg J
53-70-3 Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ND 41 18 ug/kg
206-44-0 Fluoranthene 67.2 41 18 ug/kg
86-73-7 Fluorene ND 41 19 ug/kg
193-39-5 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 24.3 41 19 ug/kg J
91-20-3 Naphthalene ND 41 11 ug/kg
85-01-8 Phenanthrene 46.0 41 14 ug/kg
129-00-0 Pyrene 61.2 41 13 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

4165-60-0 Nitrobenzene-d5 56% 26-122%
321-60-8 2-Fluorobiphenyl 64% 36-112%
1718-51-0 Terphenyl-d14 79% 36-132%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO4 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-4 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8081B   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 80.8 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 4G74738.D 1 11/10/16 KD 11/06/16 OP98353 G4G1947
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 15.8 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

57-74-9 Chlordane (alpha and gamma) ND 0.78 0.35 ug/kg
60-57-1 Dieldrin ND 0.78 0.39 ug/kg
72-54-8 4,4'-DDD ND 0.78 0.50 ug/kg
72-55-9 4,4'-DDE ND 0.78 0.41 ug/kg
50-29-3 4,4'-DDT ND 0.78 0.47 ug/kg
2385-85-5 Mirex ND 1.6 0.46 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 93% 24-136%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 84% 24-136%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 63% 10-153%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 93% 10-153%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO4 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-4 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8082A   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 80.8 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 EF163404.D 1 11/08/16 HB 11/06/16 OP98352 GEF5800
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 15.8 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

PCB List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

12674-11-2 Aroclor 1016 ND 39 19 ug/kg
11104-28-2 Aroclor 1221 ND 39 19 ug/kg
11141-16-5 Aroclor 1232 ND 39 15 ug/kg
53469-21-9 Aroclor 1242 ND 39 14 ug/kg
12672-29-6 Aroclor 1248 ND 39 25 ug/kg
11097-69-1 Aroclor 1254 ND 39 20 ug/kg
11096-82-5 Aroclor 1260 ND 39 17 ug/kg
11100-14-4 Aroclor 1268 ND 39 14 ug/kg
37324-23-5 Aroclor 1262 ND 39 26 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 87% 20-152%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 109% 20-152%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 94% 12-157%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 106% 12-157%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO4 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-4 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 80.8 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

Metals Analysis

Analyte Result RL Units DF Prep Analyzed By Method Prep Method

Arsenic <2.5 2.5 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Cadmium <0.61 0.61 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Copper <3.1 3.1 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Iron 5680 61 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Lead 2.9 2.5 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Mercury <0.041 0.041 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 11/07/16 JPM SW846 7471B 1 SW846 7471B 4

(1) Instrument QC Batch: MA40713
(2) Instrument QC Batch: MA40717
(3) Prep QC Batch: MP97005
(4) Prep QC Batch: MP97017

RL = Reporting Limit
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO4 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-4 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 80.8 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

General Chemistry

Analyte Result RL Units DF Analyzed By Method

Cyanide <0.25 0.25 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 10:45 YZ SW846 9012B/LACHAT

Solids, Percent 80.8 % 1 11/07/16 14:50 MH SM2540 G-97

Total Organic Carbon 16600 1200 mg/kg 1 11/05/16 17:28 YZ ACOE 81M/9060A M

RL = Reporting Limit           
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Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO5 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-5 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8270D   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 85.9 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 Z116064.D 1 11/09/16 AC 11/06/16 OP98347 EZ5780
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 31.6 g 1.0 ml
Run #2

BN PAH List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

83-32-9 Acenaphthene ND 37 13 ug/kg
208-96-8 Acenaphthylene ND 37 19 ug/kg
120-12-7 Anthracene ND 37 23 ug/kg
56-55-3 Benzo(a)anthracene 39.5 37 10 ug/kg
50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene 35.5 37 17 ug/kg J
205-99-2 Benzo(b)fluoranthene 46.0 37 16 ug/kg
191-24-2 Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 23.7 37 18 ug/kg J
207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene 17.3 37 17 ug/kg J
218-01-9 Chrysene 40.2 37 12 ug/kg
53-70-3 Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ND 37 16 ug/kg
206-44-0 Fluoranthene 82.0 37 16 ug/kg
86-73-7 Fluorene ND 37 17 ug/kg
193-39-5 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 26.9 37 17 ug/kg J
91-20-3 Naphthalene ND 37 10 ug/kg
85-01-8 Phenanthrene 33.0 37 12 ug/kg J
129-00-0 Pyrene 75.4 37 12 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

4165-60-0 Nitrobenzene-d5 72% 26-122%
321-60-8 2-Fluorobiphenyl 79% 36-112%
1718-51-0 Terphenyl-d14 107% 36-132%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO5 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-5 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8081B   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 85.9 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 4G74739.D 1 11/10/16 KD 11/06/16 OP98353 G4G1947
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 15.4 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

57-74-9 Chlordane (alpha and gamma) ND 0.76 0.33 ug/kg
60-57-1 Dieldrin ND 0.76 0.38 ug/kg
72-54-8 4,4'-DDD ND 0.76 0.48 ug/kg
72-55-9 4,4'-DDE ND 0.76 0.39 ug/kg
50-29-3 4,4'-DDT ND 0.76 0.45 ug/kg
2385-85-5 Mirex ND 1.5 0.45 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 88% 24-136%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 84% 24-136%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 76% 10-153%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 83% 10-153%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO5 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-5 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 
Method: SW846 8082A   SW846 3546 Percent Solids: 85.9 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

File ID DF Analyzed By Prep Date Prep Batch Analytical Batch
Run #1 EF163405.D 1 11/08/16 HB 11/06/16 OP98352 GEF5800
Run #2

Initial Weight Final Volume
Run #1 15.4 g 10.0 ml
Run #2

PCB List

CAS No. Compound Result RL MDL Units Q

12674-11-2 Aroclor 1016 ND 38 19 ug/kg
11104-28-2 Aroclor 1221 ND 38 19 ug/kg
11141-16-5 Aroclor 1232 ND 38 15 ug/kg
53469-21-9 Aroclor 1242 ND 38 13 ug/kg
12672-29-6 Aroclor 1248 ND 38 24 ug/kg
11097-69-1 Aroclor 1254 ND 38 19 ug/kg
11096-82-5 Aroclor 1260 ND 38 16 ug/kg
11100-14-4 Aroclor 1268 ND 38 13 ug/kg
37324-23-5 Aroclor 1262 ND 38 26 ug/kg

CAS No. Surrogate Recoveries Run# 1 Run# 2 Limits

877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 98% 20-152%
877-09-8 Tetrachloro-m-xylene 121% 20-152%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 108% 12-157%
2051-24-3 Decachlorobiphenyl 108% 12-157%

ND = Not detected MDL = Method Detection Limit J = Indicates an estimated value
RL = Reporting Limit B = Indicates analyte found in associated method blank
E = Indicates value exceeds calibration range N = Indicates presumptive evidence of a compound
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO5 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-5 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 85.9 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

Metals Analysis

Analyte Result RL Units DF Prep Analyzed By Method Prep Method

Arsenic <2.3 2.3 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Cadmium <0.57 0.57 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Copper <2.8 2.8 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Iron 7840 57 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Lead <2.3 2.3 mg/kg 1 11/06/16 11/07/16 KS SW846 6010C 2 SW846 3050B 3

Mercury <0.035 0.035 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 11/07/16 JPM SW846 7471B 1 SW846 7471B 4

(1) Instrument QC Batch: MA40713
(2) Instrument QC Batch: MA40717
(3) Prep QC Batch: MP97005
(4) Prep QC Batch: MP97017

RL = Reporting Limit
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SGS Accutest LabLink@16:18 15-Nov-2016 Preliminary Data

Report of Analysis Page 1 of 1     

Client Sample ID: CD4136-PO5 
Lab Sample ID: JC31104-5 Date Sampled: 11/02/16 
Matrix: SO - Soil   Date Received: 11/04/16 

Percent Solids: 85.9 
Project: Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, NY

General Chemistry

Analyte Result RL Units DF Analyzed By Method

Cyanide <0.23 0.23 mg/kg 1 11/07/16 10:46 YZ SW846 9012B/LACHAT

Solids, Percent 85.9 % 1 11/05/16 17:15 KP SM2540 G-97

Total Organic Carbon <1200 1200 mg/kg 1 11/05/16 17:40 YZ ACOE 81M/9060A M

RL = Reporting Limit           
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SGS Accutest Sample Receipt Summary

Job Number: JC31104 Client:

Date / Time Received: 11/4/2016 9:30:00 AM Delivery Method:

Project:

4. No. Coolers: 1

Airbill #'s:

Cooler Security

1. Custody Seals Present:

  Y   or   N  

2. Custody Seals Intact:

3. COC Present:

4. Smpl Dates/Time OK

2. Cooler temp verification:

Cooler Temperature   Y   or   N  

1. Temp criteria achieved:

3. Cooler media:

IR Gun

Ice (Bag)

Quality Control  Preservation   Y    or   N        N/A

1. Trip Blank present / cooler:

2. Trip Blank listed on COC:

3. Samples preserved properly:

4. VOCs headspace free:

Sample Integrity - Documentation   Y     or     N  

1. Sample labels present on bottles:

2. Container labeling complete:

3. Sample container label / COC agree:

Sample Integrity - Condition   Y     or     N  

1. Sample recvd within HT:

3. Condition of sample:

2. All containers accounted for:

Sample Integrity - Instructions

1. Analysis requested is clear:

2. Bottles received for unspecified tests

3. Sufficient volume recvd for analysis:

4. Compositing instructions clear:

5. Filtering instructions clear:

Intact

  Y   or   N  

Comments

 Y     or    N          N/A

Cooler Temps (Raw Measured) °C:

Cooler Temps (Corrected) °C:

 Cooler 1: (2.3); 

 Cooler 1: (3.2); 
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Rome Dam Initiative, Essex County, New York November 21, 2016 
ATL Report No. CD4136CE-01-11-16   

 

E 

APPENDIX E 
 

SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
 



Table E-1 
Summary of Laboratory Analysis Results 

Rome Dam Initiative, Ausable Forks, Essex County, New York 
Soil Samples Collected November 2, 2016 

 
 

 

Sample Identification CD4136-
B-01 

CD4136-
B-02 

CD4136-
B-03 

CD4136-
B-04 

CD4136-
B-05 

NYSDEC TOGS 5.1.9 
Thresholds for Class A 

Sediments Sampling Date 11/02/16 11/02/16 11/02/16 11/02/16 11/02/16 

Metals (ppm) 

Arsenic ND ND ND ND ND 14 

Cadmium ND ND ND ND ND 1.2 

Copper ND ND ND ND ND 33 

Cyanide ND ND ND ND ND --- 

Iron 8,350 6,570 8,970 5,680 7,840 --- 

Lead ND ND ND 2.9 ND 33 

Mercury ND ND ND ND ND 0.17 

Percent Solids (%) 

Percent Solids 80.6 73.4 75.4 80.8 85.9 --- 

Total Organic Carbon (TOC) (ppm) 

TOC 1,690 3,830 10,700 16,600 ND --- 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) 

PCB ND ND ND ND ND 0.1 

Pesticides and Herbicides (ppm) 

Chlordane 0.0011 ND ND ND ND 0.003 
All Other Target 

Compounds ND ND ND ND ND --- 

Polyromantic Hydrocarbons (PAH) (ppm) 
benzo(a)anthracene 0.0156 ND 0.0252 0.0329 0.0395 --- 

benzo(a)pyrene ND ND 0.0218 0.0314 0.0355 --- 
benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.0215 ND 0.0298 0.0429 0.0460 --- 
Benzo(ghi)perylene ND ND ND 0.0215 0.0237 --- 

benzo(k)fluoranthene ND ND ND ND 0.0173 --- 
chrysene ND ND 0.0222 0.0362 0.0402 --- 

fluoranthene 0.0217 ND 0.0447 0.0672 0.0820 --- 
fluorene ND ND ND ND ND --- 

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND ND ND 0.0243 0.0269 --- 
phenanthrene ND ND 0.0244 0.046 0.0330 --- 

pyrene 0.023 0.017 0.0413 0.0612 0.0754 --- 
Total PAH 0.0818 0.017 0.2094 0.3636 0.4195 4 

All other target 
compounds ND ND ND ND ND --- 

NOTES: 
Samples collected by representatives of Atlantic Testing Laboratories, Limited, on November 2, 2016, and analyzed by SGS 
ACCUTEST New Jersey, located in Dayton, New Jersey (NYSDOH ELAP No. 10983). 
All laboratory results and regulatory guidance values are expressed in parts per million (ppm), or mg/kg. 
ND = Not detected above respective method detection limit 
Values in bold font exceed the NYSDEC Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Objective. 
NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives were obtained from the NYSDEC Final Commissioner Policy, CP-51, dated October 21, 2010, 
and are representative of the 6 NYCRR Part 375 Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Objectives. 
1NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives for Industrial Use are provided for reference and additional comparison. 
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