
 

 

 

FRONT STREET STORMWATER SEPARATION PROJECT 
 

Environmental Assessment 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Responsible Entity: 
New York State Homes and Community Renewal 

 
February 18, 2016 



 

 

 

Front Street Stormwater Separation Project 
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Project Name:              Front Street Stormwater Separation Project  
 
Project Location:       Main Street to Prospect Street, City of Binghamton, New York  
 
HTFC SHARS #: N/A 
 
Federal Agency: US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Responsible Entity:  New York State Homes and Community Renewal 
 
Responsible Agency’s  
Certifying Officer:    Thomas J. King, Assistant General Counsel and Certifying Officer 
     
Project Sponsor: City of Binghamton 
 
Primary Contact: Philip T. Krey, P.E., City Engineer 

38 Hawley Street, Binghamton, NY 13901   
Phone: (607) 772-7007 
Email: ptkrey@cityofbinghamton.com 
 

Project NEPA Classification: 24 CFR 58.36 (Environmental Assessment) 
 
   
 
Environmental Finding: 

  

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 

 

Thomas J. King, Assistant General Counsel and Certifying Officer 

 
Environmental Review Prepared By: Philip Habib & Associates  

102 Madison Avenue 
New York, NY 10016 

 

 
 

 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. 
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CERTIFICATION OF NEPA CLASSIFICATION 

It is the finding of the New York State Housing Trust Fund Corporation that the activity(ies) 
proposed in its  2016  NYS CDBG-DR project, Front Street Stormwater Separation Project are:  
 

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.  
 

  
February 18, 2016 

Signature of Certifying Officer  Date 

Thomas J. King 
 

Assistant General Counsel  

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 2016 NYS CDBG-DR project, Front Street Stormwater Separation Project 
constitute a: 
 
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 
 

  
February 18, 2016 

Signature of Certifying Officer  Date 

Thomas J. King 
 

Assistant General Counsel  

Print Name  Title 
 

  



 

 

 

Description of the Proposed Project [24 CFR 50.12 & 58.32; 40 CFR 1508.25]:  
 
The City of Binghamton is requesting $1,082,182 in CDBG-DR funding to construct the Front Street 
Stormwater Separation project. The project area is limited to Front Street (Route 11) between Main Street 
and Prospect Street (the “Front Street Corridor”), an approximately 1-mile stretch of road in the West 
Side neighborhood of Binghamton, NY (See Figure 1). The Front Street Corridor runs north-south, parallel 
to the Chenango River. The proposed project involves the replacement of approximately 1,600 linear feet 
of combined sewers and the separation of approximately 2,560 linear feet of storm and sanitary sewers 
along the Front Street Corridor. Storm sewers along Front Street would connect to an existing outfall on 
the Chenango River and all storm water would be filtered through an inline vortex chamber to improve 
quality before discharge. Construction would involve digging, pipe installation/removal, and replacement 
of storm drains. No work would be conducted along the river edge, river bed, or within the Chenango 
River and the proposed project is not expected to result in changes to the overall surface water drainage 
patterns. 
 
The proposed project is part of a larger project being undertaken by the U.S. Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA). The FHWA project proposes the full reconstruction of the Front Street Corridor 
by narrowing pavement width, installing new curb lines, incorporating shared use travel lanes and parking 
lanes, installing new street lighting and signage, installing new bus shelters, and replacing existing water 
mains. The FHWA project is intended to improve overall safety for pedestrians, bikers, and drivers while 
also providing better riverfront recreational access, improving neighborhood aesthetics, and creating a 
new gateway to the City. The proposed project and its associated improvements are proposed in 
conjunction with the FHWA project, in part so that no disruption of new pavement is needed at a later 
date. Thus, the proposed stormwater separation project, while not dependent on the FHWA project, is an 
integral part of the FHWA project. 

 
Statement of Purpose and Need for the Proposal [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]:  
 
The City of Binghamton has identified portions of the existing combined sewer system that are in poor 
condition with partially blocked or deteriorated areas that are impacting the capacity of the sewer. During 
storm events, the amount of storm water entering the city’s combined system overwhelms the regional 
sewage treatment system and causes the release of untreated or minimally treated effluent into adjacent 
waterbodies, including the Susquehanna River. The proposed infrastructure improvements would reduce 
the risk of localized flooding, mitigate damage from future flooding events, improve water quality, and 
improve public health and safety. 
 
On August 28, 2011, Hurricane Irene hit the City of Binghamton with 3.4 inches of rain and a peak wind 
gust of 45 mph. Hurricane Irene’s rainfall saturated the soil and caused a moderate rise in the 
Susquehanna River. Ten days later, Tropical Storm Lee made landfall in New York, affecting the Southern 
Tier communities located along the Susquehanna River, including the City of Binghamton, with 6 to 12 
inches of rain which led to massive flooding of small streams, creeks, the Susquehanna River, and its larger 
tributaries. During these storm events, the amount of stormwater entering the city’s combined sewer and 
stormwater system overwhelmed the regional sewage treatment system and caused the release of 
untreated or minimally treated effluent into the Susquehanna River. Implementation of the proposed 
project would foster the city’s recovery from these disasters by enhancing public infrastructure by 
increasing the ability to mitigate damage during and after future storm events.  
 



 
 

      
Photo Location (Keyed to Figure 2)Project Area

      
    

 
 
 

 
   

                       
Figure 1

Project Area - Aerial View
Front Street Stormwater Separation Project
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3. Looking south along Front Street between Valley Street
and Franklin Street

      
  

  
 
 
 

 
      

                     Existing Site Photos (Keyed to Figure 1)
Figure 2

4. Looking north along Front Street at Prospect Street

Front Street Stormwater Separation Project

2. Looking north along Front Street at Clinton Street1. Looking north along Front Street from Main Street



 

 

 

Existing Conditions and Trends [24 CFR 58.40(a)]: 
 
The Front Street Corridor runs parallel to the Chenango River and is located in Binghamton’s West Side 
neighborhood, just to the west and across the river from downtown Binghamton (see Figure 1). Front 
Street serves as a gateway into the City of Binghamton, providing access to/from points northwest of the 
Chenango River and NYS Routes 17, I-86, I-81 and I-88. The Front Street Corridor is generally characterized 
by two- to three-story single-family homes with some low-rise commercial uses (see Figure 2). The areas 
surrounding the corridor include a mix of residential, open space, transportation, and commercial uses. 
Below-grade, Front Street has several problem areas where combined sewers are in poor condition with 
partially blocked or deteriorated areas.  
 
It should be noted that portions of the Front Street Corridor are located in Zone AE and Zone X (shaded) 
and are within the 100-year and 500-year floodplain, respectively (see Figure 3). The project area is not 
located within a state-regulated wetland or adjacent wetland area (see Figure 4) or a designated federal 
wetland (see Figure 5).  

 
Funding Information 
 
Estimated Total HUD Funded Amount:  
 
The proposed project is requesting HUD funding for the replacement of approximately 1,600 linear feet 
of combined sewers and the separation of approximately 2,560 linear feet of storm and sanitary sewers. 
The proposed work is anticipated to be completed in a single construction phase. The estimated HUD-
funded cost of this work is approximately $1,082,182. 

 
Estimated Total Project Cost (HUD and non-HUD funds) [24 CFR 58.32(d)]: 
 
In addition to the requested HUD funding described above, approximately $3,736,051 in non-HUD funding 
has been approved for the related FHWA project, which is taking place in conjunction with the proposed 
project. These non-HUD funds will be used in the design, acquisition, and construction of the other aspects 
of the proposed project including narrowing pavement width, installing new curb lines, incorporating 
shared use travel lanes and parking lanes, installing new street lighting and signage, installing new bus 
shelters, and replacing existing water mains. Therefore, the estimated total project cost is approximately 
$4,818,233. 

 
  



 
 

            
    

 
 
 

 
   

                       
Figure 2

FEMA Preliminary Floodplain Map
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Figure 4

NYSDEC Wetlands Map
Front Street Stormwater Separation Project
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Figure 5

USFWS Wetlands Map
Front Street Stormwater Separation Project



 

 

 

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 

     

The project area is not located within 1 mile of a military 
airport or within 2,500 feet of a civil airport. No impacts 
would result. 

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

Yes     No 

     

The project area is not located within a coastal barrier 
resource area; therefore, this standard is not applicable. 

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 

     

The project area is located within a Special Flood Hazard 
Area, with portions of the corridor located within the 100-
year floodplain and within the 500-year floodplain. See 
attached FEMA floodplain map (preliminary FIRM 
#36007C0356F) (See Figure 3 – FEMA Floodplain Map). 
Proof of National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
insurance is not required for these project activities. 

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 

      

Broome County is in attainment status for all criteria 
pollutants. While construction activities may result in 
temporary increases in emissions from on-site equipment, 
construction-related vehicles and non-road engines, and 
fugitive dust, all activities resulting from the proposed 
project would comply with applicable federal, state, and 
local laws and regulations regarding construction 
emissions.  Air quality impacts resulting from construction 
would be short-term and localized. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be in compliance with the Clean 
Air Act and the State Implementation Plan (SIP). No 
significant impacts on air quality would result and further 
assessment is not required.  

Coastal Zone Management  

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

Yes     No 

      

The project area is not located within the boundaries of 
the New York State Coastal Zone. Therefore, the proposed 
project would be in compliance with the Coastal Zone 
Management Act. However, the project area is located 
within the boundaries of the City of Binghamton Local 
Waterfront Revitalization Program. The proposed project 



 

 

 

would not conflict with any of the City of Binghamton’s 
waterfront revitalization objectives (See Appendix A). 

Contamination and Toxic 
Substances   

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

Yes     No 

     

As part of the Final Design Report (2014), a hazardous 
materials screening was conducted. A review of local, 
state, and Federal environmental databases indicated 16 
sites in the surrounding area with the potential for 
environmental concern due to the proximity of the project 
corridor, depth of excavation and direction of groundwater 
flow to the Chenango River (See Appendix B). A sub-
surface investigation was completed in 2015 for nine of 
these sites. The investigation identified petroleum related 
contamination at three sites and the potential for the 
presence of an underground storage tank at one site. (See 
Appendix C for detailed summary). A soil management 
plan will be prepared to identify and manage any 
contaminated soil that may be encountered during 
construction. If any contaminated soil is encountered 
during construction, DEC would be notified through the 
Spill Hotline. 

Endangered Species  

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

Yes     No 

     

A review of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) website indicates that one threatened species, 
the Northern Long Eared Bat, may lie within the vicinity of 
the project area. Because the proposed project would not 
impact the habitat of the Northern Long Eared Bat, the 
New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) in 
coordination with USFWS has determined that the action 
would have “No Effect” on threatened or endangered 
species. FHWA concurred with this determination in a 
letter dated 4/17/2014 (See Appendix D for 
correspondence).  

Explosive and Flammable 
Hazards 

24 CFR Part 51 Subpart C 

Yes     No 

     

The proposed project involves the replacement and 
separation of sewers and would not result in an increased 
number of people being exposed to hazardous operations 
by increasing residential densities, converting the type of 
use of a building to habitation, or making a vacant building 
habitable. Therefore, the provisions of 24 CFR Part 51 
Subpart C do not apply. 

Farmlands Protection   

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

Yes     No 

     

The proposed project would not cause disturbance of 
Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important Farmland and 
would not involve the conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not violate the Farmland Protection Policy Act. 

Floodplain Management   

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

Yes     No 

     

The project area is located within a Special Flood Hazard 
Area, with portions of the corridor located within the 100-
year floodplain and within the 500-year floodplain (See 
Figure 3 – FEMA Floodplain Map). In accordance with 
Executive Order 11988, a 5-step Floodplain Management 
Decision Making Process was followed (See Appendix E). 

Historic Preservation   

National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, particularly 

Yes     No 

     

A revised Phase 1A Cultural Resource Survey was 
completed in March, 2014. The report identified the 
potential presence of two historic resources, the 
Binghamton City Railway and the Binghamton to Chenango 
Forks Plank Road, beneath the pavement of Front Street 



 

 

 

sections 106 and 110; 36 CFR 
Part 800; Tribal notification 
for new ground disturbance. 

and recommended that a Monitoring and Data Recovery 
Plan be prepared. The Phase IA recommended that no 
further archaeological work was required as long as the 
project area maintained the proposed horizontal and 
vertical limits, and did not reach below fill soils (See 
Appendix F). The New York State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) and New York State Parks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation (OPRHP) were consulted in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. In a letter dated 5/13/2014, OPRHP 
concurred with the recommendations of the 2014 Phase IA 
and recommended that a geomorphological investigation 
be undertaken (See Appendix F for correspondence). 
 
Soil borings and geomorphological investigation were 
completed in February, 2015. Results of the study were 
included in a revised Phase IA completed in May, 2015. The 
2015 Phase IA recommended that a Monitoring and Data 
Recovery Plan be prepared for potential remains of the 
Binghamton City Railway and Binghamton to Chenango 
Forks Plank Road and any other prehistoric/historic 
deposits encountered during construction. No further 
archaeological work was recommended as long as the 
project area maintained the proposed horizontal and 
vertical limits, and did not reach below fill soils (See 
Appendix F). I a letter dated 7/7/2015, SHPO determined 
that the proposed project would have an Adverse Effect on 
historic properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. SHPO recommended 
that a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) be developed 
that addresses the adverse effects (See Appendix F for 
correspondence). 
 
An MOA between SHPO, FHWA, GOSR, and a number of 
other involved agencies and tribal nations was executed in 
late 2015. The MOA identified partial mitigation options 
and outlined the implementation of terms (See Appendix F 
for correspondence). The findings of the MOA have been 
incorporated within this document and serve as the basis 
for all evaluations and determinations presented herein. 
The execution of the MOA satisfies GOSR’s requirements 
for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

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 would not result in a new facility that 
would generate noise within the project area, nor would it 
introduce any new or rehabilitate any existing noise 
sensitive uses. While construction of the proposed project 
would cause temporary increases in noise levels, all 
construction activities would comply with local noise 
ordinances. Therefore, no significant noise impacts would 
occur as a result of the proposed project.        

Sole Source Aquifers   

Safe Drinking Water Act of 
1974, as amended, 

Yes     No 

     

 

The project area is located over the Clinton Street-Ballpark 
Valley Aquifer System Sole Source Aquifer. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) was consulted. 
USEPA identified nine sites along Front Street as potential 
sources of groundwater contamination. These sites would 
need to be investigated prior to the start of construction. 



 

 

 

particularly section 1424(e); 
40 CFR Part 149 

Any excavation conducted in the area of these potential 
sources would be completed in accordance with a soil 
management plan designed to manage soil potentially 
impacted by petroleum. A Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention (SWPP) plan would be developed and enforced 
according to the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) stormwater 
regulations. Therefore, the proposed project would comply 
with Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act (See 
Appendix G for correspondence). 

Wetlands Protection   

Executive Order 11990, 
particularly sections 2 and 5 

Yes     No 

     

 

No portion of the project area is located within a state-
regulated wetland or wetland adjacent area (See Figure 4 – 
NYSDEC Wetlands Map) or a federal wetland (See Figure 5 
– USFWS Wetlands Map). Therefore, the proposed project 
would not violate Executive Order 11990. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers  

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

 

Yes     No 

     

 

The project area is not located within the vicinity of any 
designated wild, scenic, or recreational rivers. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not violate the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act.   

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 

Yes     No 

     

 

The project area is located within a potential 
environmental justice area identified by the New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation (See 
Figure 6 – Environmental Justice Map); however, the 
project would not create an adverse or disproportionate 
environmental impact or aggravate an existing impact to 
minority or low-income populations as it would improve 
existing sewer conditions, thus providing a benefit to the 
residents of Binghamton.   
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Figure 6Front Street Stormwater Separation Project



 

 

 

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 Allowable land uses in the City of Binghamton are determined by Chapter 
410 of the City of Binghamton Code of Ordinances. City land use policies 
are determined by long-range planning documents such as the City of 
Binghamton Comprehensive Plan (2003). The zoning designation of the 
project area is mixed commercial and residential. The proposed project will 
be referred to the City’s Department of Planning, Housing, and Community 
Development (PHCD) and City Council for determination of compliance with 
the zoning ordinance provisions and land use designations for the site. As 
the proposed project involves replacement and separation of sewers, no 
impacts are anticipated. 

Soil Suitability/ Slope/ 
Erosion/ Drainage/ 
Storm Water Runoff 

 
1 

The proposed project is intended to improve drainage and stormwater 
collection in the surrounding area by replacing and separating existing 
sewers. This would reduce the potential for flooding and overflows into 
nearby waterbodies during future storm events. The Front Street Corridor 
is characterized by silt and gravelly soils that have been disturbed by 
previous development. No increases in surface water runoff rates and 
volumes are expected as a result of the proposed project. Stormwater 
runoff from Front Street enters an existing combined sewer via storm inlets 
along the curb. In the future with the proposed project, storm sewers along 
Front Street would connect to an existing outfall on the Chenango River 
and all storm water would be filtered through an inline vortex chamber to 
improve quality before discharge. During construction, stormwater runoff 
from exposed soil surfaces may flow into the existing surface conveyance 
system and subsequently into adjacent surface water streams. A sediment 
and erosion control plan will be implemented pursuant to state guidelines 
in order to manage these flows. A SWPP plan will be developed and 
enforced by the NYSDEC/SPDES stormwater regulations (See Appendix G). 



 

 

 

Hazards and 
Nuisances  
including Site Safety 
and Noise 
 

2 As part of the Final Design Report (2014), a hazardous materials screening 
was conducted. A review of local, state, and Federal environmental 
databases indicated 16 sites in the surrounding area with the potential for 
environmental concern due to the proximity of the project corridor, depth 
of excavation, and direction of groundwater flow to the Chenango River 
(See Appendix B). A detailed site investigation of hazardous waste and 
contaminated materials was completed in 2015 for nine of these sites. The 
investigation identified petroleum related contamination at three sites and 
the potential for the presence of an underground storage tank at one site. 
(See Appendix B for detailed summary). Measures would be implemented 
to minimize the exposure of workers and the public to any hazardous 
materials present on-site, including the preparation of a soil management 
plan to manage any contaminated soil that may be encountered during 
construction. If any contaminated soil is uncovered during construction, 
DEC would be notified through the Spill Hotline. Other typical effects of 
construction may include sidewalk and road closures and fugitive dust and 
noise, which would be addressed under existing regulations governing 
construction activity in New York State, Broome County, and Binghamton. 
No impacts are anticipated.  

Energy Consumption 
 

2 
 

The proposed project would not significantly increase energy generation or 
distribution and would meet New York State energy requirements.  No 
impacts are anticipated.   

 

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

Employment and 
Income Patterns 
 

2 The actions comprising the proposed project are limited to the replacement 
and separation of existing sewers. The proposed project has no potential to 
affect employment opportunities or income patterns. Therefore, no 
impacts are anticipated. 

Demographic 
Character Changes, 
Displacement 

2 The actions comprising the proposed project are limited to the replacement 
and separation of existing sewers. The project is not expected to induce any 
change in the demographic character of the surrounding area. In addition, 
the proposed project would not result in any new residential units and 
would therefore not change the demographic character of the area. 
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.   

 

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Educational and 
Cultural Facilities 
 

2 The proposed project would not result in any new residential units. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in impacts to educational 
facilities. SHPO determined that the proposed project would have an 
Adverse Effect on historic properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. SHPO recommended that a MOA be 
developed that addresses the adverse effects (See Appendix F). 
 
An MOA between SHPO, FHWA, GOSR, and other involved agencies and 
tribal nations was executed in late 2015. The MOA identified partial 
mitigation options and outlined the implementation of terms (See 
Appendix F for correspondence). The findings of the MOA have been 
incorporated within this document and serve as the basis for all evaluations 
and determinations presented herein. The execution of the MOA satisfies 
GOSR’s requirements for compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 



 

 

 

Commercial Facilities 
 

2 The proposed project is limited to the replacement and separation of 
existing sewers and would not introduce any new development that would 
require retail services or other commercial facilities. Therefore, no impacts 
are anticipated. 

Health Care and Social 
Services 
 

2 The proposed project is limited to the replacement and separation of 
existing sewers and would not introduce any new development that would 
require the availability of routine or emergency health services. The 
proposed project would not significantly impact health care or social 
services. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 

Solid Waste Disposal / 
Recycling 

2 The proposed project is limited to the replacement and separation of 
existing sewers and would not introduce any new development that would 
generate significant levels of solid waste. Therefore, no impacts are 
anticipated.   

Waste Water / 
Sanitary Sewers 
 

1 The proposed project is limited to the replacement and separation of 
existing sewers and would not introduce any new development that would 
generate waste water. The storm sewer would connect to an existing 
outfall and all storm water would be filtered to improve quality before 
discharge. By repairing and separating storm and sanitary sewers, the 
proposed project would reduce demand on sewer utilities, reduce the risk 
of localized flooding, and reduce the risk of untreated discharges into 
adjacent waterbodies.  
 
According to the federal law commonly known as Stormwater Phase II, 
permits are required for stormwater discharges from Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) in urbanized areas and those additionally 
designated by the Department. Owners or operators of such MS4s must be 
authorized in accordance with the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (SPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer Systems. A SPDES permit will be completed for the 
project 

Water Supply 
 

2 Water supply is provided by the City of Binghamton. The proposed project 
is limited to the replacement and separation of existing sewers and would 
not introduce any new development that would generate significant 
demand for water. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.  

Public Safety  - Police, 
Fire and Emergency 
Medical 

2 The proposed project is limited to the replacement and separation of 
existing sewers and would not introduce any new development that would 
generate demand for police, fire, or emergency medical services.  

Parks, Open Space and 
Recreation 
 

2 The proposed project is limited to the replacement and separation of 
existing sewers. It would not result in the creation of any open space or 
recreation resources nor would it directly impact any existing publicly 
accessible open space or recreation resources. As such, the proposed 
project would not result in negative impacts to open space or recreation 
resources. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 

Transportation and 
Accessibility 

2 The proposed project is limited to the replacement and separation of 
existing sewers. The proposed project would not introduce any new 
development that would require new or improved transportation 
connections and would not add any new demand on transportation 
services. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 

 

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

NATURAL FEATURES 

Unique Natural 
Features,  
Water Resources 

2 The Environmental Review Guide for Community Development Block Grant 
Programs defines unique natural features as "primarily geological features 
which are unique in the sense that their occurrence is infrequent or they 
are of special social, cultural, economic, educational, aesthetic or scientific 



 

 

 

value. Development on or near those features may render them 
inaccessible to investigators or visitors, or otherwise limit potential future 
use and appreciation of these resources. Examples of unique natural 
features include: sand dunes, waterfalls, unique rock outcroppings, caves, 
canyons, and petrified forests. Also included are unique stands of trees, 
such as Redwoods, or unique colonies of animals, such as Prairie Dog Town. 
The NYSDEC does not list any designated Critical Environmental Areas (CEA) 
within Broome County. In addition, the project area does not contain any 
agricultural lands and is not suited for agricultural uses. Therefore, no 
impacts are anticipated. 

Vegetation, Wildlife 
 

2 A review of the USFWS website indicates that one threatened species, the 
Northern Long Eared Bat, may lie within the vicinity of the project area. 
Because the proposed project would not impact the habitat of the 
Northern Long Eared Bat, the New York State Department of 
Transportation (NYSDOT) in coordination with USFWS has determined that 
the action would have “No Effect” on threatened or endangered species. 
FHWA concurred with this determination in a letter dated 4/17/2014 (See 
Appendix D for correspondence). Information has also been received from 
NYSDEC New York Natural Heritage Program. The NYSDEC reviewed the 
New York Natural Heritage Database and found that the project vicinity is 
potential habitat for the brook floater and yellow lampmussel; however, 
these are freshwater aquatic species found in local rivers and are unlikely to 
be affected by the proposed project (See Appendix D for correspondence). 

Other Factors  N/A 

 
Additional Studies Performed: 
 

 February, 2008 – Front Street Gateway Plan, Binghamton Metropolitan Transportation Study, 
completed by FHWA 

 

 March, 2014 – Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey completed by Morton 
Archaeological Research Services 

 

 July, 2014 – Front Street Gateway Highway Project, Final Design Report completed by FHWA 
 

 May, 2015 – Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey completed by Morton 
Archaeological Research Services 

 
Field Inspection (Date and completed by):  
 

 December, 2009 – Detailed site investigation of hazardous materials completed by NYSDOT   
 

 April, 2010 – Subsurface investigation completed by SJB Services Inc. 
 

 June, 2015 – Detailed site investigation of hazardous waste/contaminated materials completed 
by Ravi Engineering & Land Surveying, P.C. 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 

List of Sources, Agencies and Persons Consulted [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]: 
  

 City of Binghamton – Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (2005) 
 

 City of Binghamton – Blueprint Binghamton Comprehensive Plan (2014) 
http://www.binghamton-ny.gov/blueprint-binghamton-comprehensive-plan 
 

 Federal Emergency Management Agency – Map Service Center 
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=binghamton%2Cny 
Last accessed December 3, 2015 

 

 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation – Wild and Scenic Rivers 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/32739.html 
Last accessed December 4, 2015 
 

 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation – Environmental Resource Mapper   
http://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/38801.html 
Last accessed January 18, 2016 
 

 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation – Natural Heritage Program 
Letter dated January 22, 2016  

 

 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation – Chemical/Petrol Spills Incidents 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfmx/extapps/derexternal/index.cfm?pageid=2 
Last accessed December 2, 2015 
 

 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation – Environmental Justice 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/public/899.html 
Last accessed January 18, 2016 

 

 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation – Sole Source Aquifer 
http://www.epa.gov/region2/water/aquifer 
Last accessed December 4, 2015 

 

 New York State Department of State – NYS Coastal Zone Map 
http://appext20.dos.ny.gov/coastal_map_public/map.aspx 
Last accessed December 4, 2015 
 

 New York State Department of Transportation 
Letter dated January 14, 2016 

 

 New York State Historic Preservation Office 
Letter dated July 7, 2015 

 

 The Saratoga Associates – Draft Comprehensive Plan (2002) 
 
 



 

 

 

 United States Department of Agriculture  
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gove/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx 
Last accessed December 4, 2015 

 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency – Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants 
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/ancl.html 
Last accessed December 2, 2015 

 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Letter dated June 23, 2015 

 

 United States Federal Highway Administration  
Letter dated April 17, 2014 
 

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service – Endangered Species 
http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ 
Last accessed May 7, 2015 

 

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service – Wetland Mapper 
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html 
Last accessed January 18, 2016 

 

List of Permits Obtained or Required:  
 

 NYSDEC – State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit  

 
Public Outreach [24 CFR 50.23 & 58.43]: 
 
The New York Rising Community Reconstruction (NYRCR) Program sets a new standard for community 
participation in recovery and resiliency planning, with community members leading the planning 
process. Across the State, more than 500 New Yorkers represent their communities by serving on 
Planning Committees. More than 400 Planning Committee Meetings have been held, during which 
Planning Committee members worked with the State’s NYRCR Program team to develop community 
reconstruction plans and identify opportunities to make their communities more resilient. All meetings 
were open to the public. An additional 125-plus public engagement events attracted thousands of 
community members, who provided feedback on the NYRCR planning process and proposal. The NYRCR 
Program’s outreach has included communities that are traditionally underrepresented, such as 
immigrant populations and students.  
 
Both hard copies and digital copies of this report will be made available to the public by request. Public 
Notice of the Intent to Request Release of Funds (NOI-RROF) will be given in the Binghamton Press & 
Sun-Bulletin on 2/20/2016. Any individual, group, or agency will be allowed to submit written comments 
that will be considered prior to authorizing submission of a request for release of funds. 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 

Cumulative Impact Analysis [24 CFR 58.32]: 
 
The proposed project is not expected to trigger cumulative impacts that would degrade important 
natural resources, socioeconomic resources, human health, recreation, quality of life issues, and cultural 
and historic resources. The proposed project, combined with other rehabilitation projects in the vicinity, 
would result in positive cumulative impacts to the West Side neighborhood that would align with the 
redevelopment goals of the City of Binghamton. 
 
Alternatives [24 CFR 58.40(e); 40 CFR 1508.9]: 
 
Only one alternative, the No-Action alternative, has been identified for the proposed project. The No-
Action alternative is discussed in detail below. 
 

No Action Alternative [24 CFR 58.40(e)]: 
 
Under the No-Action alternative, the replacement and separation of existing sewer lines would not 
occur. Without the proposed project, the existing combined sewer system along the Front Street 
Corridor would remain in poor condition with partially blocked and deteriorated areas. The sewer system 
in this area of Binghamton would continue to operate at a reduced capacity, remaining susceptible to 
not only local flooding incidents but also system-wide overflows and backups during future periods of 
heavy rainfall and storms.  

 
Summary of Findings and Conclusions: 
 
As shown above in the Environmental Assessment Checklist, no significant land development, 
neighborhood, socioeconomic, natural resources, community facility or other direct, indirect or 
cumulative impacts would result from the proposed project. As shown in the accompanying Statutory 
Checklists, the proposed project would comply with all relevant regulations listed in 24 CFR subparts 
58.5 and 58.6. Therefore, no environmental impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

 



 

 

 

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. 
 

Law, Authority, or Factor Mitigation Measure 

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

An MOA between SHPO, FHWA, GOSR, and a number of other involved 
agencies and tribal nations was executed in late 2015. The MOA identified 
partial mitigation options and outlined the implementation of terms (See 
Appendix F for correspondence). The findings of the MOA have been 
incorporated within this document and serve as the basis for all 
evaluations and determinations presented herein. The execution of the 
MOA satisfies GOSR’s requirements for compliance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Hazards and Nuisances  
including Site Safety and Noise 

Measures would be implemented by the City of Binghamton to minimize 
the exposure of workers and the public to any hazardous materials 
present on-site, including the preparation of a soil management plan to 
manage any contaminated soil that may be encountered during 
construction. If any contaminated soil is uncovered during construction, 
DEC would be notified through the Spill Hotline. Other typical effects of 
construction may include sidewalk and road closures and fugitive dust and 
noise, which would be addressed under existing regulations governing 
construction activity in New York State, Broome County, and Binghamton. 

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

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP) plan would be developed and 
enforced according to the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) and SPDES stormwater regulations. Therefore, the 
proposed project would comply with Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act (See Appendix G for correspondence). 

Soil Suitability/ Slope/ Erosion/ 
Drainage/ Storm Water Runoff 

Under existing conditions, stormwater runoff from Front Street enters a 
combined sewer via storm inlets along the curb. In the future with the 
proposed project, storm sewers along Front Street would connect to an 
existing outfall on the Chenango River and all storm water would be 
filtered through an inline vortex chamber to improve quality before 
discharge. These measures would be implemented by the City of 
Binghamton. 

 

Standard Conditions for All Projects 
  
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. 
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1 

1.0 Waterfront Revitalization Policies 
 
An integral part of the Local Waterfront Revitalization Program is the adaptation of 
the State-established waterfront policies by the local communities. This allows 
communities, like Binghamton, to identify their own waterfront issues and utilize 
local approaches to address them.  Once the LWRP is accepted by the 
Department of State, the local policies possess the legal authority for any activity 
occurring within the designated LWRP boundary. 
 
The policies identified below for the City of Binghamton are consistent with those 
established by the New York Department of State, yet they are specifically tailored 
to meet the specific needs and characteristics of the City.  The policies have been 
developed in accordance with input obtained through meetings with local officials, 
the LWRP Steering Committee and interested citizens and organizations.  
Background documents, including the recently completed City of Binghamton 
Comprehensive Plan and Future Zoning map were also reviewed and considered 
in the development of the LWRP policies. 
 
Policy standards are provided for each Department of State designated policy to 
further explain the general policy. They provide standards by which the local, state 
and federal government can better determine if the overall LWRP policies are 
being adequately addressed and met within the community. 
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General Policy 
 
Policy 1  Foster a pattern of development in the riverfront area 

that enhances community character, preserves open 
space, makes efficient use of infrastructure, makes 
beneficial use of a coastal location, and minimizes 
adverse effects of development. 

 
The dominance of waterfront features in the City of Binghamton and the rivers’ 
vitality is a critical component of the future character and development of the area.  
The character of the waterfront revitalization area is currently defined by 
commercial and residential development, interspersed with open and green 
spaces.  The City’s commercial enclaves, as well as the traditional central 
business district, are included in the waterfront revitalization area boundaries.  
New development in the City has been limited, as a large portion of new 
commercial and residential growth has taken place in adjoining “suburban” 
communities. Infrastructure (roads, water, sewer) has made this outlying 
development easy to accommodate.   
 
The revitalization of waterfront areas is one of the most effective means of 
encouraging economic growth and rejuvenating residential and commercial 
districts in the City.  The longstanding planning goals of the City of Binghamton are 
to increase the utilization of the waterfront and promote economic development in 
order to improve the overall quality of life for Binghamton residents and visitors.  
The future zoning map, as proposed in the City of Binghamton’s Comprehensive 
Plan, identifies specific areas of the City, namely along Main Street, in the existing 
CBD and along portions of both rivers for future commercial development and 
economic growth, with residential development focused to the more outlying 
areas.  Inherent in these goals is the preservation of the region’s abundant natural 
resources, while allowing for additional commercial and residential growth.   
 
The City of Binghamton LWRP policies seek to advance these longstanding 
planning goals and to further the shared vision of the areas future.  The policies 
are designed to foster a development pattern that provides for: 
 

 the beneficial use of waterfront areas:  

 enhances existing recreation, open space and natural areas; 

 encourages water dependent uses; minimizes potential adverse 
impacts associated with further development; and  

 protects stable residential areas.  
 
Development that does not reinforce the traditional land use pattern within the City 
would result in the loss of their landscape and overall community character. 
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Policy Standards 
 
Policy 1.1 Ensure that development or uses make beneficial use of their 

waterfront location and concentrate future developments to 
appropriate waterfront sites in order to revitalize deteriorated 
and underutilized waterfront sites and strengthen the overall 
waterfront focus of the City of Binghamton. 

 
Although the City of Binghamton is situated directly on two rivers, it has limited 
potential for future development and redevelopment directly along the water’s 
edge.  Due to the fact that water-based uses are limited, it is important that the 
City encourage development and redevelopment that is appropriate for a 
waterfront location and is properly sited, designed and oriented towards the water.  
If the development is not directly adjacent to the water, it should have strong 
pedestrian connections that expand upon the current pedestrian circulation system 
and easily link residents and visitors to the various activities and facilities located 
on the waterfront. 
 
Existing water-dependent and water-enhanced uses that are currently situated 
along the water’s edge will be protected and allowed to fully continue functioning 
as access to the water is an integral part of these uses.  New development directly 
at the water’s edge which is not dependent on a waterfront location or which 
cannot make beneficial use of a waterfront location should be avoided.  Any new 
development, particularly large-scale projects and activities, should be located 
where infrastructure is adequate to support the proposed development or could be 
easily upgraded to service the new development.  New development, and 
particularly redevelopment efforts, should be focused in the Central Business 
District where the necessary public infrastructure is already in place.  The 
revitalization of the downtown should be viewed as integral to the sustainability of 
future waterfront development. 
 
Uses should be avoided that would result in a loss of waterfront resources, ignore 
the waterfront setting as indicated in design and orientation or that do not derive 
economic benefit from a waterfront location.  A development pattern that avoids 
environmentally sensitive areas exhibiting poor drainage, high erosion hazard, 
extreme flood hazards, sensitive riverbank features and a high scenic and 
aesthetic quality should be promoted.   
 
To accommodate new waterfront development in an orderly manner and foster a 
safe, convenient atmosphere, the issue of access and parking should be 
addressed for a variety of vehicle types, including bicycles.   The City of 
Binghamton will review their local land use regulations to ensure that provisions for 
parking within close proximity to the waterfront are made.   
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Regulations should be determined regarding the specific number of spaces that 
are required for various new uses that may begin to emerge in the waterfront  
revitalization area, such as a community gathering area, mixed-use development 
nodes and expanded recreation and open space facilities.   Specific parking 
requirements are outlined in the City of Binghamton Zoning Code, Section 1005, 
and should be reviewed for their applicability to the waterfront revitalization area 
when the City of Binghamton undertakes the process of updating their Zoning 
Code.   For uses proposed within the waterfront revitalization area, parking 
requirements are currently determined to be as follows: 
 
 Dwelling, one-unit   2 spaces 
 Dwelling, two-unit   4 spaces 
 Dwelling, multiple unit  2 spaces 
 Hotel and motel   1.5 spaces per room 
 Recreation facility   1 space for each three occupants 
      based on maximum capacity 
 Theater    1 space for each four seats 

General Retail 1 space for each 250 s/f of gross floor 
area 

 Restaurant    1 space for each 100 s/f 
 Professional Office   1 space per 300 s/f 
  
Parking requirements and standards should be revised and reviewed based on the 
implementation of proposed projects within the waterfront revitalization area. 
 
Incentives should be offered to develop shared parking facilities to ensure minimal 
impact to the aesthetic quality of the waterfront and to promote efficient use of land 
and resources.  Bicycle parking facilities for both long-term (bike lockers) and 
short-term (bike racks) should be considered at appropriate locations.  The City 
should provide a reduction in the number of required off-street parking spaces for 
uses that provide bicycle parking or that make special provisions to accommodate 
bicyclists.  Consideration of the seasonal nature of bicycle use should be given in 
approving this reduction. 
 
Policy 1.2 Protect stable residential areas from deterioration and  
  incompatible uses, while providing additional housing options. 
 
Residential areas along the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers are generally 
stable and range from older housing to renovated housing and new construction, 
and are generally located within specific, concentrated areas.  One fully developed 
residential area within the waterfront revitalization area boundaries is located on 
the south side of Riverside Drive between the northern banks of the Susquehanna 
River. This residential area consists of larger scale homes, with construction dates 
ranging from the late 1800’s to present. This is one of the most stable, successful 
residential neighborhoods within the City.   
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A second residential neighborhood within the LWRP waterfront revitalization area 
is located directly east of the Central Business District, bordered by Carroll Street 
to the west, Henry Street to the north and the Susquehanna River to the east and 
south. Additional residential pockets are located in northern Binghamton along 
Chenango Street and on the east side of the City between Conklin Avenue and the 
Susquehanna River.  The predominant type of housing in all of these 
neighborhoods is single-family residential and are not subject to any foreseeable 
changes in market conditions or factors which would significantly alter the existing 
character.   In protecting viable residential areas, the existing housing stock should 
be preserved and opportunities provided for the development of a variety of 
housing types to meet the needs of a variety of people.  New development located 
in or adjacent to existing residential areas should be compatible with existing 
neighborhood characters.  Whenever practical, infill techniques should be used to 
integrate affordable housing in existing neighborhoods, on existing lots.   
 
Binghamton, in a joint effort with Cornell University – College of Environmental 
Science and Forestry and local neighborhood groups working on behalf of 
neighborhoods in the northern area of the City, are currently involved in a planning 
endeavor aimed at improving various elements of the north side neighborhoods.  
Today the north side neighborhoods are characterized by deteriorating residential 
properties, under-utilized commercial properties and conflicting highway patterns.  
The planning process currently being undertaken is focused on creating 
programming and development scenarios that would re-establish the residential 
quality and conditions in the area, redevelop Binghamton Plaza as a commercial 
destination and enhance amenities at Cheri A. Lindsey Park for residents and 
visitors.  The focus rests primarily on strengthening the existing stable residential 
neighborhoods, with the expectation that improvements in the commercial base 
would be a logical and natural, market-driven outcome. 
 
New large-scale uses that have a large amount of parking, noise and garbage 
associated with them should be avoided in stable residential areas.  Where 
appropriately scaled, commercial development is allowed to occur only if 
provisions are made to reduce impacts on adjacent neighborhoods, including 
screening, light and noise reduction.    
 
Policy 1.3 Ensure that development or land uses take appropriate  
  advantage of their riverfront location. 
 
There is only a limited amount of waterfront land in the City of Binghamton suitable 
for further development purposes.  Allowing only market forces to determine the 
future, long-term use of these lands will not be enough to ensure an attractive, 
publicly accessible waterfront in the City.  This policy seeks to provide a measure 
of control to future waterfront uses in the region by devoting these lands to uses 
that are water-dependent or water-enhanced.  It is important that the City  
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encourage development and redevelopment that is appropriate for a waterfront 
location and is properly sited, designed and oriented towards the water.  If the  
development is not directly adjacent to the water, it should have strong pedestrian 
connections that expand upon the current pedestrian circulation system and easily 
link residents and visitors to the various activities and facilities located on the 
waterfront. 
 
Water-dependent uses are defined by the Department of State as those “activities 
that require a location, in, on, over or adjacent to the water because the activities 
require direct access to water, and the use of water is an integral part of the 
activity”.  Water-enhanced uses are also defined by the State as those “activities 
that do not require a location on or adjacent to the water to function, but whose 
location on the waterfront could add to public enjoyment and use of the water’s 
edge, if properly designed and sited.  Water-enhanced uses are generally of a 
recreational, cultural, commercial, or retail nature”. 
 
There are currently a limited variety of opportunities available for residents and 
visitors to enjoy the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers and water-enhanced 
uses, as opposed to water-dependent uses, account for the majority of current 
land uses along the river’s edges. The role the rivers played in the history of the 
area and their current potentials could fuel future tourism efforts throughout the 
City, and the region.  Maintaining and enhancing the water-dependent and water-
enhanced uses along the riverbanks is recognized as integral to the future vision 
of the City.  Existing water-dependent and water-enhanced uses that are currently 
situated along the water’s edge should be protected and allowed to fully continue 
functioning as access to the water is an integral part of these uses.  New 
development directly at the water’s edge which is not dependent on a waterfront 
location or which cannot make beneficial use of a waterfront location should be 
avoided.   
 
The lands along the Chenango River should be developed as an “urban 
waterfront” with urban characteristics, such as defined boardwalks, railings, 
benches, lighting and hard-edge amenities which are consistent with the existing 
character of the Chenango riverfront.  Lands along the Susquehanna riverfront 
should be developed as a “natural waterfront”, consistent with existing conditions.  
Amenities would include natural trails, wooded lots and naturalized open space 
areas.  Cheri A. Lindsey Park, Sandy Beach Park, Confluence Park and existing 
boat launch areas should be further promoted as the most suitable locations for 
water-dependent uses within the City of Binghamton. 
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Policy 1.4 Maintain and enhance natural areas and open space land. 
 
Natural areas and open space lands in the City of Binghamton produce 
immeasurable public benefits.  In addition to the aesthetic and recreational 
contributions that these lands supply, they also support wildlife, providing habitats 
for birds, fish and other wild animals.  In addition, the rivers provide a water source 
for the region and contribute to the overall economy of the area. 
 
The loss of economic, environmental and aesthetic values of important natural and 
open space lands within the City of Binghamton should be avoided.  Protect and 
maintain the natural resource values of the City of Binghamton, including open 
water, creeks, woodlands, beaches and the diversity of wildlife and fish resources 
to the maximum extent possible.  Whenever possible, avoid expanding 
infrastructure and services which would promote conversion of these lands to 
other uses.  The natural areas and open spaces that should be maintained to the 
greatest extent possible include all public park and recreation areas within the 
waterfront revitalization area and the natural riverbank characteristics along both 
banks of the Susquehanna River.  Trail development in this area should preserve, 
to the greatest extent possible, the natural character of the riverbanks and not 
encroach on the habitats of any natural resources or wildlife. 
 
Policy 1.5 Maintain and enhance park and recreation lands in the City. 
 
Parks and recreation lands in the City of Binghamton produce immeasurable 
public benefits.  These lands supply residents and visitors with active and passive 
recreation opportunities and improve the overall quality-of life experience.  The 
City should promote park and recreation lands for the purpose of supplying 
residents and visitors with active and passive recreation opportunities that improve 
the overall quality-of life experience and provide additional recreation oriented 
activities within the City. Apart from minimal shoreline trails, park and recreation 
use of the waterfront is currently quite limited in the City due to flood control 
features and walls. 
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Policy 1.6 Minimize potential adverse land use, environmental and economic 

impacts that would result from proposed developments. 
 
To enhance community character and maintain and improve the quality of the 
natural and man-made environments of the community, any potential adverse 
impacts on existing development, the natural environment and the economy must 
be addressed and mitigated. All local (zoning and site plan review), state and 
federal review processes should be strictly administered and enforced in an effort 
to ensure the protection of the City of Binghamton community, including the 
adherence of all requirements of the State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQRA). 
 
All new uses within the City of Binghamton LWRP boundaries should relate to the 
unique qualities associated with a waterfront location and match existing site 
characteristics, limit disturbance to land and water and foster visual compatibility 
with surrounding areas.  All potential projects shall be reviewed and this review 
shall take into account the economic, social and environmental interests of the 
City.  All development shall take place in a manner that preserves community  
character, environmental quality, open space, natural resources and existing 
water-dependent uses.  Existing developments should consider alterations that 
promote the redesign and configuration of these uses to make better use of their 
waterfront location, with façade openings on the waterside.   
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Economic Development Policies 
 
Policy 2 Protect Binghamton’s water-dependent uses and 

promote siting of new water-dependent uses in 
suitable locations. 

 
As described in further detail in Section 2.6 of Chapter 2.0 – Inventory and 
Analysis, the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers are generally not navigable, due 
to the shallow depth of the water in both rivers.  As such, water uses are confined 
to small watercraft, such as paddleboats, canoes and rowboats, resulting in a 
limited amount of activity within the waterways.  In addition, public access to the 
rivers is further constrained by a system of flood control walls and features that 
have been constructed along the shorelines.  Due to the restricted amount of 
water use activity that exists in the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers, a Harbor 
Management element of the Local Waterfront Revitalization Program is not 
necessary.  
 
Existing water-dependent uses in the City of Binghamton include a number of 
small, underutilized boat launches and recreational fishing facilities. The continued 
enhancement of these limited uses is desirable to preserve and promote the City’s 
character and economic well being. Actions that would adversely impact or 
interfere with these and other water-dependent uses should be avoided. 
 
Many water-dependent uses are often supported by, and integrated with, non-
water-dependent uses that are complementary and supportive to the water-
dependent use and do not impair the functioning of the water-dependent use.  In 
many cases, these support uses are considered water-enhanced uses.  The 
water-enhanced uses often provide beneficial support to the primary use, as well 
as an additional convenience to waterfront users.   
 
Sub-policies and policy standards for the siting of water-dependent and non-water-
dependent uses are established below. 
 

Policy Standards 
 
Policy 2.1 Protect existing water-dependent uses located near or adjacent 

to the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers. 
 
As new developments are considered along the Chenango and Susquehanna 
Rivers, the impacts of the development on existing water-dependent uses should 
be considered.  Actions that would adversely impact or interfere with these existing 
uses should be avoided.  Existing uses within the City of Binghamton include all 
identified boat launches and recreational fishing facilities. 
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In specific cases, non-water dependent uses on waterfront lands may be allowed 
provided that one or more of the following criteria are met: the use is an accessory 
use to a water-dependent use and contributes to the sustainment of the water-
dependent use, the use accentuates the water-dependent use and is 
accompanied by a demonstrable commitment to continue operation of a water-
dependent use, the use is sited and operated so as not to interfere with the 
principal operation of the site of a water-dependent use or the use does not 
preclude future expansion of a water-dependent use. 
 
Policy 2.2 Promote the siting of new water-dependent uses at suitable 

locations along the Chenango and Susquehanna riverfronts. 
 
New water-dependent uses proposed for the City’s riverfront areas have a varied 
choice of possible sites due to the large expanse of waterfront in the area.  Careful 
review of each individual project is required to ensure the development does not 
adversely impact the natural environment, existing community character or scenic 
or aesthetic resources. 
 
The City should seek to attract a mix of unique, water-based businesses and 
attractions that increase the activity at appropriate sites along the waterfront while 
not harming the existing natural riverfront character.  Uses that are not directly 
water-dependent or water-enhanced should be avoided in these locations but 
relocated in an area near these waterfront lands. 

 
The development and redevelopment of new and existing waterfront parks, such 
as Sandy Beach, Confluence Park and Cheri A. Lindsey Park, should include 
public open space, such as green space, recreation facilities or water-dependent 
uses, such as a boat launch or marina.  The preservation and enhancement of the 
City of Binghamton’s waterfront as an anchor for regional wide resident and visitor 
amenities should be encouraged. The City could build upon existing waterfront 
tourism measures, such as the New York State Heritage Trail – Revolutionary War 
program, to promote its history, amenities and to further City wide economic 
development. 
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Policy 2.3 Allow water-enhanced uses that complement or improve the 

viability of water-dependent uses. 
 
Water-enhanced uses are those activities that do not require a location on the 
water to function, but whose location on the waterfront could add to public 
enjoyment and use of the water’s edge, if properly designed and sited.  Acceptable 
water-enhanced uses are generally of a recreational, cultural, commercial or retail 
nature. Along the City of Binghamton waterfront, acceptable water-enhanced uses 
may include waterfront trails, open space areas for passive recreation activities, 
commercial uses oriented to the water, restaurants which make use of their 
waterfront views and active recreation facilities.  The waterfront should be both 
visibly and physically connected to the City’s central business district in order to 
promote the economic development of both areas. 
 
The following criteria shall be considered when determining if a water-enhanced 
use is appropriate along the waterfront:  
 

 the use would provide an economic incentive to prevent the loss of a water-
dependent use,  

 the use would be sited and operated so that it does not interfere with water-
dependent uses, or  

 the use would be sited in a manner that, as far as can be determined, does 
not preclude future expansion of a water-dependent use. 

 
Policy 2.4 Promote the efficient management of surface waters and 

underwater lands within the City of Binghamton. 
 
To effectively administer this policy, the City of Binghamton shall adopt suitable 
planning techniques for water uses, as outlined in Chapter 6.0: Techniques for 
Local Implementation.  A number of techniques, known as water surface laws, 
could be implemented to reduce any potential conflicts between activities and uses 
in the rivers, such as water use zones.   Due to limited use of the rivers for 
navigation and recreational purposes, potential conflicts are minimal, but should 
still be addressed. 
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Policy 3 Protect agricultural lands. 
 
The intent of this policy, as stated by the Department of State, is to conserve and 
protect agricultural land by preventing the conversion of farmland to other uses 
and protect existing and potential agricultural production.   
 
For the purposes of this policy, agricultural lands are lands included in agricultural 
districts as created under Article 25 – AA of the Agricultural and Markets Law; 
lands comprised of soils classified in soil groups 1,2,3 or 4 according to the NYS 
Department of Agriculture and Markets Land Classification System; or lands used 
in agricultural production, as defined in Article 25-AA of the Agriculture and 
Markets Law. 
 
This policy does not directly apply to the City of Binghamton, as there are no 
agricultural lands within the LWRP waterfront revitalization area boundaries, or 
within the City limits. 
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Policy 4 Promote sustainable use of fish and wildlife resources. 
 
Continued use of the City’s living marine resources depends on maintaining the 
long-term health and abundance of fisheries resources and their habitats, and on 
ensuring that the resources are sustained in usable abundance and diversity for 
future generations. This requires the active management of fisheries, protection 
and conservation of habitats and maintenance of water quality at a level that will 
foster occurrence and abundance of living marine resources.  Allocation and use 
of the available resources must be consistent with the restoration and 
maintenance of healthy stocks and habitats.  They must also maximize the 
benefits of resource use so as to provide valuable recreational experiences and 
viable business opportunities for recreational fishing. 
 
Activities that might have a significant adverse impact on fish or wildlife 
populations should not be undertaken. The sub-policies and policy standards 
below expand upon these objectives. 
 

Policy Standards 
 
Policy 4.1 Ensure the long-term maintenance and health of the living 

marine resources in the waters of the City of Binghamton. 
 
Any project that permanently or significantly creates increased sedimentation, 
erosion or toxic discharge into the river should not be undertaken in order to 
ensure the long-term maintenance of living resources in the Chenango and 
Susquehanna Rivers. 
 
The City of Binghamton, in an effort to ensure the recreational use of living marine 
resources, should manage these resources in a manner that places primary 
importance on maintaining the long-term health and abundance of fisheries, 
results in sustained usable abundance and diversity of marine resources, does not 
interfere with population and habitat maintenance and restoration efforts and takes 
advantage of the best available scientific information in managing the resources. 
 
Policy 4.2 Provide for recreational fishing use of the City of Binghamton’s 

waters. 
 
Recreational fishing opportunities should be protected and expanded within the 
City of Binghamton.  Direct public use of marine resources provides recreational 
experiences and economic benefits that could play an integral role in the future 
identity of the City.  The City should expand existing infrastructure needed to meet 
these recreational needs, including additional boat launches, fishing piers and 
docks.  There is currently no commercial fishing activity occurring in the Chenango 
or Susquehanna Rivers within the City limits of Binghamton. 
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Recreational uses of fish and wildlife resources include not only consumptive 
uses, such as fishing and hunting, but also such non-consumptive uses as wildlife 
photography, bird watching and nature study.  Walkways and trails along the 
riverbanks support these types of activities.  The City may also consider 
designating specific locations that would educate visitors as to the common types 
of wildlife found in these portions of the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers.  This 
would be an important tool in educating the general public of the importance of the 
natural world and diversity of the natural environment in their own community. 
 
The City should also work to protect and manage native stocks and restore 
sustainable populations of indigenous fish and wildlife species and other living 
marine resources.  The protection of native stocks includes protecting the genetic 
integrity of recognizable native populations that can be placed at risk by 
inappropriate stocking.  Native stocks also need to be protected from adverse 
impacts due to introduction of non-indigenous species. 
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Waterfront Natural Resources Policies 
 
Policy 5 Protect and restore ecological resources, including 

significant fish and wildlife habitats, wetlands, and rare 
ecological communities. 

 
Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitats, identified by the State Department of 
Environmental Conservation as critical to the maintenance or re-establishment of 
species of fish and wildlife in the waterfront area and designated by the Secretary 
of State, must be protected for the habitat values they provide and to avoid 
permanent adverse changes to the local ecosystem. 

 
Policy Standards 
 
Policy 5.1 Protect and restore significant fish and wildlife habitats in the 

City of Binghamton. 
 
As stated under Policy 4, all projects that take place along the riverfronts must be 
developed in a manner that ensures the protection of fish and wildlife resources.  
When individual projects are reviewed, potential impacts on fish and wildlife 
habitats should be considered.  No significant fish and wildlife habitats have been 
designated within the City of Binghamton LWRP waterfront revitalization area 
boundaries.  Should any significant habitats be identified and designated, the City 
should take every necessary step to ensure their long-term protection and promote 
their restoration. Identified or designated. 
 
In the review process for future development, the following should be considered 
as appropriate: avoidance of activities that would destroy or impair the value of 
habitats through direct physical alteration, disturbance or pollution, or indirectly 
affect the loss of habitat, avoidance of ecologically sensitive areas when siting new 
development, schedule development or other activities to avoid vulnerable periods 
in life cycles of habitats and encouragement of project designs that will result in 
the least amount of potential adverse impact on habitats. 
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Policy 5.2 Ensure land use or development does not harm freshwater 
wetlands or wooded areas. 

 
Wetlands in the City of Binghamton provide benefits to the natural environment as 
well as to the people living there: habitats for fish and wildlife, erosion and flood 
control, natural pollution treatment, groundwater protection and aesthetic open 
space. There are no significant wetlands in the City of Binghamton identified by 
criteria set forth in the Freshwater Wetlands Act.  However, as determined by 
criteria set forth by the US Army Corps of Engineers, wetlands in the City include 
the entire length of the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers, as well as all land 
bodies located within the Susquehanna River.  When new developments are 
considered, State and federal wetland maps should be consulted to ensure these 
areas are not adversely affected.  This information should be made available, for 
public review, to the communities for display in local government offices.   
 
New developments affecting, or potentially affecting wetland areas within the 
waterfront revitalization area would be subject to all federal regulations under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
establishes a program to regulate the discharge of dredged or filled material into 
wetlands within the United States. When applying for a permit for a development, 
Section 404 requires that steps be taken to avoid wetland impacts where 
practicable, potential impacts to wetlands must be minimized and compensation 
must be provided for any remaining, unavoidable impacts through activities to 
restore or create wetlands.  The Army Corps of Engineers is the primary agency 
responsible for administering Section 404, with assistance from the Environmental 
Protection Agency.  
 
Wooded tracts of land make up a considerable portion of land within the LWRP 
waterfront revitalization area, most notable along the southern riverbanks of the 
Susquehanna River.  These areas are important to maintain, as they contribute to 
the natural ecosystem of the region, function in the role of habitat preservation and 
provide beauty to the overall landscape of the City. 
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Policy 6 Protect and improve water resources. 
 
The purpose of this policy is to protect the quality and quantity of water resources 
in the City of Binghamton.  Factors that affect water quality include both point and 
non-point source pollution.  The quantity of water resources in the region is 
measured by the maintenance of an adequate supply of potable water for private 
and public use. 
 
The entire LWRP waterfront revitalization area is part of the Susquehanna River 
watershed.  Activities that take place within the LWRP waterfront revitalization 
area of Binghamton can directly impact the entire watershed area.  Taking this into 
consideration, the City proposes the following sub-policies and policy standards as 
related to Policy 6. 

 
Policy Standards 
 
Policy 6.1 Prohibit discharges in the City of Binghamton that would harm 

water quality. 
 
This sub-policy focuses on discharges into the Susquehanna and Chenango 
Rivers that have an identifiable source, known as a point-source discharge.  In 
order to minimize discharges from point-source uses, the City should undertake 
periodic monitoring of the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers to identify 
unwanted discharges at the earliest possible stage. 
 
For all future waterfront developments that may act as a point-source discharge 
use, the city should assess the method of pollutant discharge for each proposed 
projects and make project approval contingent on satisfactorily meeting local 
standards. 
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Policy 6.2 Minimize non-point pollution of waters within the City of 

Binghamton and manage activities causing non-point pollution. 
 
Non-point pollution is pollution that originates from sources that are not localized 
or easily identifiable.  Non-point source pollution is created when rain, snowmelt 
and other water sources run over the land, picking up pollutants and transporting 
them to local water bodies. The City of Binghamton’s water quality is most affected 
by non-point pollutants, including storm water runoff.  The City should identify non-
point pollution sources and focus on reducing and removing these sources.   
 
Non-point pollution includes run-off from urban areas, where every individual 
contributes to the problem simply by performing everyday activities.  This is one 
source of non-point pollution in the City of Binghamton. The City should inform 
residents of the repercussions of their careless behavior on the environment and 
inform them of how they may be able to change their behavior. Simple lifestyle 
changes can help prevent and minimize non-point source pollution in the 
environment.  The following habits, if adopted by local residents and visitors, 
would aid in the reduction of non-point pollution in the City of Binghamton: 
 

 Proper disposal of household products containing toxic ingredients 

 Regular maintenance of household septic systems 

 Return of used car oil to local service stations or recycling centers 

 Use of fertilizers and pesticides sparingly 

 Avoid littering 
 
Limiting non-point sources of pollution is the best way to avoid any future non-
point pollution. In addition to the efforts defined above, this can be done in the 
community by: 
 

 Reducing pollutant loads to water sources by managing unavoidable 
non-point sources of pollution and use appropriate best management 
practices as defined in federal non-point source control programs 

 Ensuring the total suspended solids in runoff at development sites 
remain at predevelopment levels 

 Prevent increased erosion or velocity of storm water runoff 

 Minimizing the runoff of contaminants from roads into waterfront areas 

 Prohibiting direct and indirect discharges of refuse into the Rivers 

 Removing and disposing of litter from surface waters and riverbanks 
 
Development projects and any activity located near the water may also be 
responsible for non-point pollution.  At the federal level, non-point source pollution 
is controlled by amendments to the 1987 Clean Water Act and the Coastal Non-
Point Pollution Program.  The City should consult these documents to integrate 
pollution prevention and pollution reduction initiatives into local planning 
documents and strategies. 
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Policy 7 Minimize loss of life, structures, and natural resources 

from flooding and erosion. 
 
In response to existing erosion and flood hazards, the City of Binghamton has 
constructed flood control features, including flood control walls and dikes, along a 
majority of the City’s riverfront.  The City has experienced flooding of the 
Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers at various times throughout history and a 
number of these floods have been severe, causing extensive property damage 
and hardships for residents and business owners.   
 
Flood control features may contribute to increased erosion, aesthetic impairments, 
the loss of public recreational resources, loss of natural habitats and water quality 
degradation.  The cumulative impact of these structures can be large and must be 
considered in the future design and programming for waterfront areas within the 
City.  Although the majority of Binghamton’s riverbanks have some form of flood 
control feature, there are stretches that remain in their natural state. The natural 
shoreline has an inherent natural, social and economic value that should be 
respected to ensure continuing benefits to the City, region and state.  
 
Sub-policies and policy standards pertaining to Policy 7 are outlined below. 
 

Policy Standards 
 
Policy 7.1 Minimize losses of human life and structures from flooding and 

erosion hazards through appropriate management measures. 
 
This policy is applicable to all flood hazard areas identified by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency.  A significant portion of the LWRP boundary 
area is located in the City’s 100 and 500-year Flood Hazard Boundary.  In order to 
minimize the potential adverse effects of flooding, the City should, to the greatest 
extent possible, locate development and structures away from areas of known 
flooding and erosion hazards and avoid development other than water-dependent 
uses in flood hazard areas.  In addition, non-water related uses should be located 
as far inland as practicable from identified flood hazard areas. 
 
In locations that do not currently have flood control features in place, vegetative, 
non-structural measures should, to the greatest extent possible, be utilized to 
manage flooding and erosion hazards. Vegetative, non-structural measures that 
have a reasonable probability of managing flooding and erosion, based on 
riverbank characteristics including exposure, geometry and sediment composition 
should be constructed in order to increase the protective capabilities of natural 
protective features.  Hard structural erosion protection measures for erosion 
control should be used only where other means will not be effective. 
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Policy 7.2 Ensure that development is not permitted in areas where site 

conditions or location may pose a danger to public safety, 
public health or result in property damage and encourage a 
coordinated approach to the use of land and the management of 
water in areas subject to flooding. 

 
Due to the history-based potential for flooding in Binghamton, the City should 
discourage all development from the 100-year floodplain, in order that the 100-
year flood can be carried without substantial increases in flood heights. The 
boundaries of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains are described in detail in 
Section 2.0 – Inventory and Analysis.  All development within the 100-year 
floodplain should be discouraged and guidelines within the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance for Floodplain Management (Chapter 503) should be amended to 
ensure that development is strictly controlled in these areas.  When development 
is permitted within the 100-year floodplain, hazards from flooding should be 
minimized through the advancement of suitable regulations that define acceptable 
construction techniques and materials, siting and maintenance of drainage areas. 
 
Policy 7.3 Protect public lands and use of these lands when undertaking 

all erosion or flood control projects. 
 
Avoid losses or likely losses of public lands or use of these lands, including public 
access along the banks, which can be reasonably attributed to or anticipated to 
result from flood control or erosion protection structures. 
 
Policy 7.4 Ensure the expenditure of public funds for flooding and erosion 

control projects results in a public benefit. 
 
The City should give priority in expenditure of public funds to actions which protect 
public health and safety, mitigate flooding and erosion problems caused by 
previous human intervention, protect areas of intensive development and protect 
substantial public investment in land, infrastructure and facilities. The expenditure 
of public funds for flooding or erosion control projects is limited to those 
circumstances where public benefits exceed public costs and is prohibited for the 
exclusive purpose of protection for private development.  The City should consider 
the use of lands in Binghamton that are susceptible to flooding or erosion for the 
development of trails. 
 
Factors to be used in determining public benefit attributable to the proposed flood 
or erosion control measure include:  economic benefits derived from protection of 
public infrastructure and investment and protection of water-dependent commerce; 
protection of significant natural resources and maintenance or restoration of  
waterfront processes; integrity of natural protective features; extent of public 
infrastructure investment; or extent of existing or potential public use. 
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General Environmental Policies 
 
Policy 8 Protect and improve air quality. 
 
This policy provides for protection of the City of Binghamton from air pollution 
generated within the waterfront revitalization area boundaries or from outside the 
area which adversely affects the air quality in the waterfront revitalization area. 

 
Policy Standards 
 
Policy 8.1 Minimize existing air pollution and prevent new air pollution in 

the City of Binghamton. 
 
The City should ensure that developments proposed for the riverfront areas of 
Binghamton do not exceed thresholds established by the federal Clean Air Act and 
State air quality laws, including restricting emissions or air contaminants to the 
outdoor atmosphere that are potentially injurious or unreasonably interfere with 
enjoyment of life or property. 
 
The City should strive to limit pollution resulting from vehicle movement or 
operation, including actions that directly or indirectly change transportation uses or 
operation resulting in increased pollution.  Promoting their existing public 
transportation network for residents and increasing participation in carpooling 
programs through an incentive program would help to achieve this goal within the 
City. 
 
Policy 8.2 Assist the State whenever possible in the administration of its 

air quality statutes pertaining to chloro-flourocarbon 
compounds. 

 
Policy 8.3 Assist the State whenever possible in the administration of its 

air quality statutes pertaining to the atmospheric deposition of 
pollutants in the region. 
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Policy 9 Promote appropriate use and development of energy 

and mineral resources. 
 
The intent of this policy is to foster the conservation of energy resources in the City 
of Binghamton by seeking alternative energy sources, providing for standards to 
ensure maximum efficiency and minimum environmental impacts when siting 
energy facilities, minimizing the impact of fuel storage facilities. 
 
Sub-policies and policy standards applicable to Policy 9 include the following: 
 

Policy Standards 
 
Policy 9.1 Foster the conservation of energy resources. 
 
The conservation of energy should be an important part of future planning 
initiatives within the City of Binghamton.  Energy efficiency can be achieved 
through several means that fall into the jurisdiction of local governments, including:  
promoting the increased use of public transportation within, and around, the City of 
Binghamton and surrounding communities, increasing energy efficiency of 
transportation by integrating various modes of transportation (boat, pedestrian, 
bicycle, auto, rail, air and public) and coordinating with larger regional entities, 
promoting energy efficient design in new developments, including the use of solar 
energy, protection from wind and landscaping for thermal control and promoting 
energy efficiency through design upgrades of existing facilities. 
 
In addition, improvements need to be made to the existing pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation system within the City that would allow people to move more effectively 
from location to location in an environment that is comfortable and safe.  This 
includes improving connections between residential neighborhoods, parks and 
playgrounds, the waterfront, neighborhood commercial areas and the central 
business district. 
 
Policy 9.2 Promote alternative energy sources that are self-sustaining, 

including solar and wind powered energy generation. 
 
While promoting the use of alternative energy sources in the City, interference with 
waterfront resources, including migratory birds and waterfront processes should 
be simultaneously avoided. 
 
Policy 9.3 Ensure maximum efficiency and minimum adverse 

environmental impact when siting major energy-generating 
facilities. 

 
Major energy generating facilities may not be sited on a waterfront location due to 
their potential adverse environmental impacts. 
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Policy 10 Minimize environmental degradation from solid waste 

and hazardous substances and wastes.  
 
The intent of this policy is to protect people from sources of contamination and to 
protect the water resources in the City of Binghamton from degradation through 
proper control and management of wastes and hazardous materials.   
 
Solid wastes are those materials defined under ECL 27-0701 and 6 NYCRR Part 
360-1.2.  Hazardous wastes are those materials defined under ECL 27-0901 and 6 
NYCRR Part 371.  Substances hazardous to the environment are defined under 
ECL 37-0101. Toxic pollutants are defined under ECL 17-0105. 
 
Sub-policies and policy standards related to Policy 10, include: 
 
Policy 10.1 Manage solid waste to protect public health and control  
  pollution. 
 
The disposal of solid wastes should be properly and effectively planned for prior to 
undertaking major development or activities generating solid wastes. The city 
should promote methods of effectively reusing or recycling solid waste materials.  
Such methods could include the development and marketing of products 
manufactured with recovered materials. All efforts should be made to prevent the 
discharge of solid wastes into the environment by using proper handling, 
management and transportation practices. 
 
Policy 10.2 Manage hazardous wastes to protect public health and control 

pollution. 
 
Hazardous wastes should be managed in accordance with the following priorities: 
 

 Eliminating or reducing the generations of hazardous wastes to the 
greatest extent feasible; 

  

 Recovering, reusing or recycling remaining hazardous wastes to the 
greatest extent feasible; and 

 

 Using treatment, detoxification or destruction technologies to dispose of 
hazardous wastes that cannot be reduced, recovered, reused or 
recycled. 
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Policy 10.3 Protect the environment from degradation due to toxic 

pollutants and substances hazardous to the environment and 
public health. 

 
In the city of Binghamton, the release of toxic pollutants or substances hazardous 
to the environment that would have a deleterious effect on fish and wildlife 
resources should be prevented to the greatest extent possible. All unregulated 
releases of hazardous substances in the City of Binghamton should be reported to 
the appropriate county or state agency. 
 
Policy 10.4 Encourage the safe transportation of hazardous substances 

and wastes through the City of Binghamton. 
 
Solid wastes, particularly hazardous wastes, shall not be transported, stored, 
treated or disposed of in any manner that would adversely affect groundwater and 
surface water supplies, significant fish and wildlife habitats, recreation areas or 
scenic resources within the City of Binghamton. 
 
Policy 10.5 Site solid waste and hazardous waste facilities to avoid 

potential degradation of water resources. 
 
Solid and hazardous waste facilities should not be sited within the waterfront 
revitalization area boundaries unless there is a demonstrated need to do so. If the 
need for a waterfront location is demonstrated, minimize impairment of resources 
by siting these facilities so that they are not located in or would not adversely 
affect: natural protective feature areas, surface waters or primary water supplies, 
habitats critical to fish and wildlife species, vulnerable plant species and rare 
ecological communities and/or wetlands. 
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Recreation and Cultural Policies 
 
Policy 11 Improve public access to and use of public lands and 

waters. 
 
Along many stretches of the City of Binghamton waterfront, physical and visual 
access to the water and shoreline is limited for the general public. With the 
exception of community parks and open space areas along the waterfront, a 
significant portion of the waterfront is privately owned or in the hand of a semi-
public entity such as the Roberson Museum complex.  The main objective of the 
City is to improve facilities, providing increased public access, waterfront 
recreation and to link existing and new access and recreation sites in the City.  
The City of Binghamton will take the necessary steps to maximize the appropriate 
use of the waterfront to ensure public access in a manner that will not adversely 
impact sensitive natural areas.  Steps are already being undertaken to improve 
access along the waterfront.  The Chenango River Promenade is a major project, 
to be completed in phases, which will create a continuous multi-use trail along the 
eastern side of the Chenango River from Confluence Park north to Cheri A. 
Lindsey Park.  The project is a key initiative being undertaken by the City to 
improve physical and visual access to the waters edge. 
 
The development of flood control features is responsible for limiting recreational 
opportunities and public access to much of the waterfront.  Problems in accessing 
the water are further heightened by limiting access and recreational opportunities 
to local residents.  Reduced visual accessibility has resulted from the loss of 
vantage points or outright blockage of views. Binghamton’s riverbanks have the 
potential to offer a continuous right of access along its edge.   
 
Sub-policies and policy standards related to Policy 11 include: 
 

Policy Standards 
 
Policy 11.1 Promote appropriate and adequate physical access and 

recreation to waterfront resources throughout the City of 
Binghamton. 

 
Improving public access to the Binghamton waterfront is integral to the 
development of the community, as public access and associated recreation 
facilities can attract tourists, improve the quality of life for residents and generate 
revenues for the community.  A variety of measures should be made in an effort to  
promote the waterfront within the City of Binghamton as an anchor for tourism and 
recreation development throughout the region.  These efforts may include one or 
more of the following: 
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 Complete the Chenango River Promenade in its entirety, creating 
continuous waterfront access from Confluence Park to Cheri A. Lindsey 
Park; 

 

 Promote and foster improved linkages between the Chenango River 
Promenade and downtown Binghamton through enhanced and 
strengthened pedestrian connections; 

 

 Provide a transportation network that unites the waterfront by developing 
New York Route 363 as a “parkway” that includes points of interest for 
accessibility to the water and surrounding areas; 

 

 Reconstruct Route 434 in a manner that accommodates pedestrian and 
bicycle connections to Pennsylvania Avenue; 

 

 Promote the conversion of existing cloverleaf’s on the north side of the 
Susquehanna River (intersections of NY 363 and NY 434) for future 
community use and development as open space, a community gathering 
area or recreational facilities; 

 

 Strengthen connections from the north and western areas of the City to the 
southern side of the Susquehanna River and out to Binghamton University; 

 

 Create interpretive nodes, picnic areas, multi-use trails and active 
recreation nodes along the entire waterfront; 

 

 Promote the acquisition of lands for public use and parklands to meet 
existing and projected needs;  

 

 If private, and non-water-related uses do locate in this area, visual and 
physical public access to the waterfront should be included in the 
development and enforced through site plan review; 

 

 Access points should be developed in addition to waterfront trails, providing 
movement from parallel streets and outlying areas; 

 

 Protect and maintain existing public access and recreation facilities along 
the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers; 

 

 Provide amenities on the road network for non-motorized modes of 
transportation, such as improved sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalks and bike 
lanes to ensure maximum access to the waterfront; 
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 Promote the development of a regional multi-use recreation trail along the 
riverbanks that services both residents and visitors of the City of 
Binghamton; and 

 

 Link existing and future trails within the City with regional and local trails in 
surrounding communities. 

 
Policy 11.2 Provide public visual access to waterfront lands and the water 

in the City of Binghamton. 
 
To the greatest extent possible, views of the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers 
from roads, facilities and public access locations should be expanded upon to 
allow for the maximum appreciation of the beauty of these resources, as well as to 
increase the attractiveness of the waterfront for residents and tourists. 
 
The following standards should be applied within the City with respect to the 
desired objective of maintaining and increasing visual access to waterfront lands 
and the water: 
 

 Preventing the loss of existing visual access by limiting the scale, design, 
location or structures of development or activities; 

 

 Protecting view corridors provided by streets and other public areas leading 
to the waterfront. 

 

 Requiring that all roads that run perpendicular to the rivers should terminate 
at the river with, at a minimum, visual access. 

 

 Creating visual access to the waterfront at 250-foot intervals along the 
entire lengths of the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers within the City of 
Binghamton, promoting an increased level of visual access to the 
waterfront.  

 

 Allowing vegetative or structural screening of an industrial or commercial 
waterfront site if the resulting overall visual quality outweighs the loss of 
visual access. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



City of Binghamton Local Waterfront Revitalization Program 
 

“Two Rivers, One Future” 

 

peter j. smith & company, inc. 

28 

 
Policy 11.3 Increase opportunities for public access at appropriate sites 

within the City of Binghamton waterfront areas. 
 
The creation of additional access to trails and facilities in areas where there is 
currently limited or no public access should be developed as a key priority within 
the City.   
 
Specific constraints should be considered for all developments along the 
waterfront, in order to ensure that public access is maximized and adequately 
planned for.  Constraints for buildings along both waterfronts should adhere to the 
following: 

 

 A building setback from the water’s edge of 20 feet along the banks of the 
Chenango River (urban waterfront) should be required to allow for the 
development of public walkways, boardwalks and amenities. 

 

 A building setback from the water’s edge of 100 feet along the 
Susquehanna River (natural waterfront) should be required to allow for the 
maintenance of natural conditions along the waterfront and the 
development of naturalized trails and amenities. 

 
Policy 11.4 Provide access and recreation opportunities which are 

compatible with the City of Binghamton’s natural resources. 
 
Existing access and recreational opportunities along the riverfronts should be 
expanded upon in the City, while simultaneously considering the natural resources 
found in these areas.  Contiguous trails along the banks of the Chenango and 
Susquehanna Rivers for the recreational use of fish and wildlife resources should 
be promoted and developed to foster public appreciation of these resources. 
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Policy 12 Enhance visual quality and protect outstanding scenic 

resources. 
 
The inherent scenic qualities of the City of Binghamton’s rivers and surrounding 
landscape contribute significantly to the area’s beauty and character.  Many water 
views can be appreciated from Vestal Parkway, Front Street, various bridges and 
waterfront parks and open space areas.  While not a tangible attribute, the region’s 
scenic qualities are nonetheless important to maintaining its identity as a 
waterfront community.  Areas of visual opportunity should be protected and 
additional sites enhanced for enjoyment by the general public. 
 

Policy Standards 
 
Policy 12.1 Protect and improve the visual quality of resources within the 

City of Binghamton’s waterfront areas. 
 
The Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers are two of the most valuable assets that 
Binghamton currently has to build upon and enhance.  The protection of the scenic 
and aesthetic qualities of these assets, in addition to its recreational role, is a main 
priority for the City.  In this regard the City proposes to encourage developments 
and activities along the rivers that will add visual interest to the waterfront and to 
consider the impact of new developments on existing visual resources.  The City 
should strive to avoid structures or activities along the waterfront that introduce 
visual interruptions to landscapes such as intrusive artificial lighting, intrusion into 
open space areas and changes to the continuity of natural riverbanks and 
vegetation. 
 
Policy 12.2 Identify and develop parcels that have potential to enhance the 

public’s appreciation of the visual resources in the City. 
 
Although there are numerous locations within the City that offer spectacular views 
of the water, in many areas views are limited and hindered by flood control 
features, waterfront access and natural barriers. To this end, the City proposes to 
promote the development of additional overlooks and viewing areas at appropriate 
locations along the banks of both the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers.  
Viewing areas should be established approximately every 1,000 feet on both sides 
of the Chenango River to allow for maximum viewing opportunities. 
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Policy 13 Preserve historic resources located in the waterfront 
area. 

 
The intent of this policy is to preserve the historic and archaeological resources of 
the City of Binghamton, within the LWRP waterfront revitalization area.  These 
resources not only provide points of interest for residents and tourists, they 
become valuable links with the region’s past.  This policy recognizes the 
importance of preserving such treasures, as well as the overall quality of the 
adjacent areas. 
 
For purposes of this policy, historic resources are those structures, landscapes, 
districts, areas or sites that are: 
 

 in a federal or state park established in order to protect the 
resource 

 on, nominated, or deemed eligible to be on the National or State 
Register of Historic Places 

 managed by the State Nature and Historic Preserve Trust or the 
State Natural Heritage Trust 

 on the inventories of archaeological sites maintained by the State 
Education Department of the State Office of Parks, Recreation 
and Historic Preservation 

 locally designated as a historic or archaeological resource 
protected by a local law or ordinance 
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Policy Standards 
 
Policy 13.1 Maximize preservation and retention of historic resources. 
 
The provisions of this policy are applicable to the following resources, which are 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places and further described in Section 
2.0 – Inventory and Analysis: 
 

 Christ Church, 191 Washington Street 

 County Courthouse, Exchange Street 

 Dunk House, 4 Pine Street 

 Fair Store / Cigar Company, 10 – 24 Wall Street 

 First National Bank, 49 Court Street 

 Old City Hall, 79 – 99 Collier Street 

 Perry Block, 89 – 91 Court Street 

 Phelps Mansion, 191 Court Street 

 Press Building, 19 – 21 Chenango Street 

 Public Library, Exchange Street 

 Roberson Mansion, 30 Front Street 

 Security Mutual, Court / Exchange Street 

 Stephen’s Square, 81 – 87 State Street 

 Stephen’s Market, 56 – 58 Court Street 
 
The City of Binghamton has a strong architectural history with many historical 
buildings and structures located within the LWRP waterfront revitalization area 
boundaries.  The City recognizes that public investment in historical development 
is important to illustrate a commitment to the business community who may later 
invest in the City, and the waterfront.  The City should promote the designation of 
historic landmarks that reflect elements of the region’s culture, social, economic, 
political and architectural history as “landmarks’ to be protected. These landmarks 
should be renovated, when possible, and promoted in the community.  All possible 
efforts should be undertaken to minimize the loss of historic resources or the 
historic character of the resources when it is not possible to completely preserve 
the resource.  The City of Binghamton protects local landmarks and significant 
historical buildings through their Landmarks Ordinance. All regulations and 
procedures outlined in the ordinance apply to all applicable historical buildings 
within the LWRP waterfront revitalization area boundaries.  The current City of 
Binghamton Landmarks Ordinance guidelines and regulations are consistent with 
the policies stated herein. 
 
In order to take full advantage of the city’s historical assets, appropriate public 
improvements should be completed.  Funds, in the form of existing grants or low 
interest loans, are available and should be sought for these types of improvements 
and enhancements. The City should continue to work with the State of New York  
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to promote the area’s history through the Heritage New York Trails program and 
apply for designation as a trail site / gateway.   
 
In order to avoid potential adverse impacts of development on adjacent or nearby 
historic resources, land use controls should be implemented which control the 
development size, scale, proportion, materials and features in order to ensure 
compatibility with nearby historic resources.   
 
Policy 13.2 Protect and preserve archaeological resources in the LWRP 

waterfront revitalization area. 
 
The City of Binghamton has a long and important history.  The area served as a 
site of the Revolutionary War, as a stop on the Underground Railroad and its 
location along the Chenango Canal was instrumental in the areas development.  
To ensure archeological remains of the historical aspects of the City are protected,  
the location of archaeological resources in the review of proposed actions should 
be considered by the City of Binghamton by consulting any archaeological 
resources inventory mapping prepared by the State Department of Environment or 
private consultants when reviewing proposed actions.  If impacts are anticipated 
on a significant archeological resource, potential adverse impacts should be 
minimized by redesigning the project, reducing direct impacts on the resource 
and/or documenting and recovering data and artifacts prior to construction.
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DSI: Hazardous Waste / Contaminated Materials P.I.N. 9753.16 
Front Street Gateway Improvement Project  June 2015 
 

iii 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Ravi Engineering & Land Surveying, P.C. (RE&LS), as a sub-consultant to Clark 
Patterson Lee – Design Professionals, has been retained by City of Binghamton, to 
perform a Hazardous Waste / Contaminated Materials, Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) 
for the Front Street Gateway Improvement Project in the City of Binghamton, Broome 
County, New York. This DSI included a geophysical investigation and subsurface 
sampling at locations of concern identified during the Hazardous Waste / Contaminated 
Materials Screening.   
 
Based on the findings of this DSI the following is recommended:  
 
1. The results of this DSI should be given to the NYSDEC for their review and 

consideration. 
 

2. A specification be added to the construction documents for the removal and 
disposal of an underground storage tank (UST) at Site 4 (329 Front Street).  
Payment for the UST removal should be a line item per tank fee, to be utilized 
only if an UST is encountered.  Special notes should be added to plans 
identifying the location of the possible UST.  The assumed capacity range for the 
suspected tank is between 2,500 and 5,000 gallons. 
 

3. A specification be added to the construction documents for screening, 
segregating, sampling and disposal of petroleum contaminated soil.  A special 
note should be added to the plans identifying the two areas where the petroleum 
contamination may be encountered (see Attachment A: Figure 3A, 3B and 3C). 

 
4. A specification be added to the construction documents for screening, 

segregating, sampling and disposal of soil contaminated with arsenic.  A special 
note should be added to the plans indicated that the soils at Site 10 (283 Front 
Street) may contain arsenic at hazardous waste levels in addition to non-
hazardous waste levels of other metals (see Attachment A: Figure 3A). 

 
5. A special note should be added to the plan indicating that any soil beyond the 

extent of the assumed petroleum and arsenic contamination may be reutilized as 
fill at this site.  If the soil is to be removed from Site 6 (305 Front Street), Site 7&8 
(301 Front Street) or Site 10 (283 Front Street) it should be disposed of properly 
and shall not be transported off site to be reutilized as fill (see Attachment A: 
Figure 3A, 3B and 3C).   

 
6. In addition, a worker protection plan should be developed for identifying the soil 

as a concern due to the concentrations of lead, petroleum, and arsenic 
contamination detected.  
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 

Division of Environmental Permits & Pollution Prevention 
625 Broadway. 4th Floor. Albany, New York 12233-1750 

P: (518) 402-91671 F: (518) 402-9168 I deppermitting@dec.ny.gov 

www.dec.ny.gov 

January 22, 2016 

Mr. Thomas J. King 
Governor's Office of Storm Recovery 
99 Washington Avenue 
Suite 1224 
Albany, NY 12260 

RE: City of Binghamton Front Street Gateway 
Town of Binghamton, Broome County 

Dear Mr. King: 

Based upon our review, we offer the following comments: 

PROTECTION OF WATERS 

The following waterbodies are located within or near the site you indicated: 

Name Class DEC Water Index Number Status 
[8J Chenango River B SR-44 Protected 

~~~~~~~----"~~~-

lliJ A Protection of Waters permit is required to physically disturb the bed or banks (up 
to 50 feet from stream) of any streams identified above as "protected." A permit is not 
required to disturb the bed or banks of "non-protected" streams. 

lliJ A Protection of Waters permit is required for any excavation or filling below the mean 
high water line of any waterbodies and contiguous wetlands identified above as 
"navigable." 

If a permit is not required , please note, however, you are still responsible for ensuring that 
work shall not pollute any stream or waterbody. Care shall be taken to stabilize any 
disturbed areas promptly after construction, and all necessary precautions shall be taken 
to prevent contamination of the stream or waterbody by silt, sediment, fuels , solvents, 
lubricants, or any other pollutant associated with the project. 

4 EWYORK Departnlentof 
~rUHITY Environmental 

Conservation 



WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION 

[8] Pease contact your town officials and the United States Army Corps of Engineers in 
New York City, telephone (315) 255-8090 (Buffalo District, Auburn Field Office) for any 
additional permitting they might require. 

ST ATE-LISTED SPECIES 
[8] DEC has reviewed the State's Natural Heritage records. This site is in close 
proximity to known occurrences of the following state-protected species: 

Name Status 

Common Name Scientific Name State Status Federal Status 
Yellow Lamomussel Lampsil is cariosa Unlisted 
Brook Floater Alasmidonta varicosa Threatened 

All threatened or endangered species are subject to regulation under Article 11, Title 5 of 
the Environmental Conservation Law and a permit is required for a taking of that species 
pursuant ~o 6 NYCRR Part 182. Besides death of individuals, taking includes 
harassment, interference with essential behaviors, and adverse modification of habitat. 
Additional information on the proposal will be required for a determination on the need for 
a permit. If work is proposed to disturb the bed of either waters, concerns would arise for 
both these species. No work or disturbance in the river or on its banks were identified in 
the project information. The work appears to be under/in the roadway and as such we 
would not have concerns about the natural resouces. 

The absence of data does not necessarily mean that any other rare or state-l isted species, 
natural communities or other significant habitats do not exist on or adjacent to the 
proposed site. Rather, our files currently do not contain information which indicates their 
presence. For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted. We 
cannot provide a definitive statement on the presence or absence of all rare or state-l isted 
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 sources 
may be required to fully assess impacts on biological resources. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
[8] We have reviewed the statewide inventory of archaeological resources maintained 
by the New York State Museum and the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation. These records indicate the following: 

• the project is located within an area considered to be sensitive with regard to 
archaeological resources. 

• the Trinity Memorial Church (98NR01412) and the Emmanuel Church of the 
Evangelical Association (USN 007.40.001436) and located within the Court Street 
Historic District. 



For more information, please visit the New York State Office of Historic Preservation 
website at http://www.nysparks.com/shpo/. 

OTHER 
NYS Department of State - Office of Planning & Development: 
This project is within a Significant Coastal Fish & Wildlife Habitat Area designated by the 
NYS DOS. If the project requires a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, then a Section 401 Water Quality Certification will 
also be required. Issuance of these certifications in NYS has been delegated to DEC. 
Although the DEC has a Blanket Water Quality Certification that covers many Army Corps 
NationWide Permits, it is not applicable to this project as it does not cover any activities 
in NYSDOS Significant Coastal Fish & Wildlife Habitat Areas. Therefore an individual 
Water Quality Certification will be required. 

This project is within a Local Waterfront Revitalization program (LWRP) which is pursuant 
to Title 19 of NYCRR Part 600, 601, 602, and 603 which provide the provisions of the 
Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways Act including but not 
limited to the required content of an LWRP, the processes of review and approval of an 
LRP, and LWRP amendments. 

Please note that this letter only addresses the requirements for the following permits from 
the Department: 

[&] Protection of Waters [&] State-listed Species 
Other permits from this Department or other agencies may be required for projects 
conducted on this property now or in the future. Also, regulations applicable to the location 
subject to this determination occasionally are revised and you should , therefore, verify 
the need for permits if your project is delayed or postponed. This determination regarding 
the need for permits will remain effective for a maximum of one year unless you are 
otherwise notified. Applications may be downloaded from our website at www.dec.ny.gov 
under "Programs" then "Division of Environmental Permits." 

Please contact this office if you have questions regarding the above information. Thank 
you. 

[&] Map attached 

Sincerely, 

«k;;. ¥t/JL<1 
MayO' ey (;/ 
Division of Environmental Permits 
may.omalley@dec.ny.gov 
518-402-9154 



Cc: 
USFWS 
NYS Department of State - Office of Planning & Development 

NOTE: Regarding erosion/sedimentation control requirements: 
Stormwater discharges require a State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) 
Stormwater permit from this Department if they either: 

• occur at industrial facilities and contain either toxic contaminants or priority 
pollutants OR 

• result from construction projects involving the disturbance of 5000 square feet or 
more of land within the NYC Department of Environmental Protection East of 
Hudson Watershed or for proposed disturbance of 1 acre or more of land outside 
the NYC DEP Watershed 

Your project may be covered by one of two Statewide General Permits or may require 
an individual ·permit. For information on stormwater and the general permits, see the 
DEC website at http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/8468.html. 
For construction permits, if this site is within an MS4 area (Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System), the stormwater plan must be reviewed and accepted by the municipality 
and the MS-4 Acceptance Form must be submitted to the Department. If the site is not 
within an MS4 area and other DEC permits are required, please contact the regional 
Division of Environmental Permits. 
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Floodplain 5-Step Process  

in accordance with Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management 

New York Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery 

Front Street Gateway Highway Project 

Thomas J. King – Certifying Environmental Officer 

February 2016 

 

The City of Binghamton is requesting funding from the New York State Governor’s Office 

of Storm Recovery (GOSR) for the replacement and separation of storm and sanitary 

sewers along an approximately 1-mile stretch of Front Street (Route 11) from Main Street 

to Prospect Street (the “Front Street Corridor”) in the West Side neighborhood of 

Binghamton, NY (see Figure 1).  

 

Improvements to be funded with up to approximately $1,082,182 in funding from the 

Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program would 

include the replacement of approximately 1,600 linear feet of combined sewers and the 

separation of approximately 2,560 linear feet of storm and sanitary sewers. The proposed 

project is part of a larger project being undertaken by the U.S. Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA). The FHWA project proposes the full reconstruction of the Front 

Street Corridor by narrowing pavement width, installing new curb lines, incorporating 

shared use travel lanes and parking lanes, installing new street lighting and signage, 

installing new bus shelters, and replacing existing water mains. The FHWA project is 

intended to improve overall safety for pedestrians, bikers, and drivers while also providing 

better riverfront recreational access, improving neighborhood aesthetics, and creating a 

new gateway to the City. The proposed project and its associated improvements are 

proposed in conjunction with the FHWA project, in part so that no disruption of new 

pavement is needed at a later date. Thus, the proposed stormwater separation project, while 

not dependent on the FHWA project, is an integral part of the FHWA project. 

 

Pursuant to 24 CFR §55.12(a)(4), steps 2, 3, and 7 of the 8-step process for floodplain 

management do not apply to projects involving the improvement of existing nonresidential 

buildings and structures, in communities that are in the Regular Program of the National 

Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and are in good standing, provided that the action does 

not meet the thresholds for “substantial improvement” under §55.2(b)(10) and that the 

footprint of the structure and paved areas is not significantly increased. The City of 

Binghamton is in the NFIP (CID 360038#) and in good standing and the proposed project 

does not constitute a substantial improvement.  Therefore, the abbreviate 5-step process for 

floodplain management is herein followed. 

 

Step ONE: Determine if a Proposed Action is potentially in a wetland or a floodplain 

 

GOSR is proposing to fund the proposed action within the 100-year and 500-year 

Floodplain, as indicated by preliminary Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) 

36007C0356F (see Figure 2). Wetlands are not located within the proposed project area.   
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Figure 1

Project Area - Aerial View



 
 

            
    

 
 
 

 
   

                       
Figure 2

FEMA Preliminary Floodplain Map

Project Area
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Step TWO: Identify and evaluate the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed 

Action  

 

The proposed project involves the in-kind replacement of approximately 1,600 linear feet 

of combined sewers and the separation of approximately 2,560 linear feet of storm and 

sanitary sewers along the Front Street Corridor. Construction would involve digging, pipe 

installation/removal, and replacement of storm drains. No work would be conducted along 

the river edge, river bed, or within the Chenango River and the proposed project would not 

change the flooding characteristics of the project area. Therefore, no direct or indirect 

adverse impacts to the floodplain are anticipated as a result of this project. At a minimum, 

the project would result in positive impacts to the floodplain by replacing and separating 

storm and sanitary sewers, reducing the potential for overflows during a flood event.  

 

Step THREE:  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 project involves the in-kind replacement of approximately 1,600 linear feet 

of combined sewers and the separation of approximately 2,560 linear feet of storm and 

sanitary sewers along the Front Street Corridor. These improvements would help protect 

the Binghamton sewer system from sewage back-ups, which may detrimentally affect the 

quality of surrounding water bodies such as the Susquehanna River, and minimize adverse 

impacts on the floodplain. The proposed project would not include any additional adverse 

impacts to and from the 100-year Floodplain. The project would improve the Front Street 

roadway.   

 

Step FOUR: Re-evaluate the Proposed Action 

 

The only identified alternative to the proposed project is the No Action Alternative. Under 

the No Action alternative, the replacement and separation of existing sewer lines would 

not occur. Without the proposed project, the existing combined sewer system along the 

Front Street Corridor would remain in poor condition with partially blocked and 

deteriorated areas. The sewer system in this area of Binghamton would continue to operate 

at a reduced capacity, remaining susceptible to not only local flooding incidents but also 

system-wide overflows and backups during future periods of heavy rainfall and storms. 

 

Step FIVE: Implement the Action 

 

GOSR has determined that the proposed project will have no direct or indirect adverse 

impacts to the Floodplain and has evaluated and eliminated project alternatives in favor of 

proceeding with the proposed project.  
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MDS Address or 
No. 

First Known 
Identification 
(Map) 

Approximate 
Dates 

Building Name or 
Use 

Inside 
Project 
APE? 

Current 
conditions/Comments 

City Railway 
(Binghamton 
Street Railroad, 
Binghamton 
Railroad 

1901 Bird’s 
Eye  1884-1932 Trolley Line Y Under current street 

Dickinson Creek Tower 1838  
also called Trout 
Creek Y 

Channelized about 1855, 
appears to run completely 
below ground by c. 1918 

 

Historic Site Sensitivity  
There are approximately 40 map-documented buildings or structures in or adjacent to the Front Street 
Gateway Project area, between Clinton Street and Prospect Street.  Previous archaeological surveys have 
identified at least 7 additional historic sites or groups of sites.  In addition there several former streets, 
including the east end of Clinton Street, Dickinson Street, and the original alignment of Prospect Street 
(west of Front Street) that are no longer present.  Also documented on historic maps is Dickinson Creek, 
parallel to and north of Winding Way, and crossing Front Street at about #237-240 Front Street.  Below 
the present asphalt of Front Street, the City Railway (trolley) line once ran as far as Gains Street and the 
remains of the Binghamton to Chenango Forks plank road (c. 1855) may be present.  Monitoring and data 
recovery at other cites in Upstate New York has shown that historic remains can be surprisingly intact, 
despite substantial later development. Historic site sensitivity is considered to be high. 
 

5. Phase IA Archaeological Recommendations 
Archaeological recommendations for the Front Street Gateway Projects address the following: 

1. Historic resources potentially present within fill soils below the pavement 
2. Prehistoric and historic resources potentially present in undisturbed soils along the roadside 

where sidewalks will be replaced or installed 
3. Prehistoric and historic resources potentially present in undisturbed soils below the pavement 

where utilities will be replaced or installed 
 
Previous archaeological surveys have shown that both prehistoric and historic resources have the potential 
to be present and largely intact where undisturbed soils exist below later fill.  Numerous important sites 
have been identified in areas along the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers, particularly near the 
confluence of the rivers, and along the banks on the first terrace above the rivers, where later filling and 
leveling for construction have protected them.  The Front Street Gateway Project area is considered to be 
highly sensitive for the possible presence of both prehistoric and historic sites in undisturbed soils below 
fill soils. 
 
In addition, historic maps indicate the possible presence of two resources under the existing pavement:  
the City Railway Trolley line and the Binghamton to Chenango Forks Plank Road.  Archaeological 
monitoring in the City of Utica identified the largely intact of the Utica Beltline Trolley lines directly 
below the modern asphalt.  Evidence of the map-documents plank road was not recovered.  The potential 
for portions of the Binghamton City Railway to remain below the modern pavement is considered to be 
high. 
 
The Front Street Gateway Project proposes a full depth roadway reconstruction including sidewalks and 
curbing, from McDonald Avenue and Winding Way to Prospect Street.  Review of the Project Maps 
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(plans and sections) in Appendix C indicates that the horizontal limits will be held at the outside (building 
side) or back of the existing sidewalks in most cases.  Sections indicate that the average vertical depth of 
impact in the roadway would be less than 2 ft. (60cm).  Soil borings (2010, 2014) showed the depth of 
pavement and subbase to average about 45-50cm (18-20 inches).  Impacts below the existing subbase in 
the pavement section should generally be less than 15cm (6 inches).  Vertical impacts for sidewalks 
(installation or replacement) will be about 30cm (12 inches).  Sections indicate that cuts for sidewalks 
will generally be less than 15cm (6 inches) although a few areas near Franklin Street may have cuts of 
about 30cm (12 inches).  Total vertical impacts for sidewalks should be 45cm (18 inches) or less. 
 
Utility Plans for the infrastructure improvements indicate that the existing 18, 15 and 10 inch sanitary 
main is located along the centerline of Front Street at depths between 10 and 18 feet.  This sanitary line 
will be replaced in kind on the same footprint, at depths from 14 to 18 feet.  A new 8 inch water line will 
be installed on the west side of the pavement at a depth of approximately 6 feet.  All of the associated 
water services will be replaced up to the proposed curb stops located just beyond the proposed curb lines. 
Water services will be installed approximately 6 feet below existing pavement.  A new 24 and 36 inch 
storm sewer will be installed on the east side of the pavement. The depth of the trench for the new storm 
main will vary from 7 feet to 11 feet deep.  All of the associated storm water receiving basins and laterals 
will also be replaced. The trenches for the receiving basins and the associated laterals will be 
approximately 5 feet deep. 
 
Recommendation 1. 

1.  Historic resources potentially present within fill soils below the pavement 
 
Soil borings (2010, 2014) include the presence of brick and concrete and some wood fragments 
immediately below the existing asphalt.  Similarities with the stratigraphy and materials recovered in the 
City of Utica monitoring (Morton, 2012) suggest that the trolley lines may still be present below Front 
Street.  Trolleys were a common and important element in the development of city infrastructure during 
the 19th and early 20th centuries, but have been infrequently documented archaeologically.  Additionally, 
potential for the plank road also exists.  It is recommended that a Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan for 
the Binghamton City Railway and Binghamton to Chenango Forks Plank Road be prepared for review 
and concurrence by the Agencies prior to completion of final project design. 
 
Recommendation 2. 

1. Prehistoric and historic resources potentially present in undisturbed soils along the roadside 
where sidewalks will be replaced or installed 

 
Soil borings (2014, 2015) indicate that between 76cm (2.5 ft.) and 4.4m (14.5 ft.) of fill soils are present 
below the surfaces on either side of Front Street.  These soils are likely the result of dumping and leveling 
for building activities, and similar profiles were identified in previous archaeological surveys.  Below the 
fill, an undisturbed soil profile appears to be present.  Total vertical impacts for sidewalks should be 45cm 
(18 inches) or less.  The proposed limits of the vertical APE for the pavement and sidewalks should not 
reach below fill soils at any point. No further archaeological work is recommended for possible 
prehistoric or historic deposits that may be present in undisturbed soils below the pavement or in the 
ROW where the sidewalks will be installed or replaced as long as the proposed horizontal and vertical 
limits are maintained, and excavations do not reach below fill soil levels.  Should those limits be altered, a 
plan for deep testing to evaluate the soils below the fill level is recommended. 
 
Recommendation 3. 

1. Prehistoric and historic resources potentially present in undisturbed soils below the pavement 
where utilities will be replaced or installed 
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Soil borings (2014, 2015) indicate that between 76cm (2.5 ft.) and 4.4m (14.5 ft.) of fill soils are present 
below the surfaces on either side of Front Street.  Below the fill, an undisturbed soil profile appears to be 
present.  Interpolation of the results from the 2015 geomorphology study suggests that intact buried A and 
B horizons have some potential to be present, discontinuously, below the fill.  These deposits have some 
potential to contain historic or prehistoric deposits, although that potential is considered limited, because 
of frequent flooding that could have removed deposits, and/or made the area less desirable for settlement. 
 
Profile plans indicate that the storm sewer installation, waterline installation and sanitary sewer 
replacement will reach below the anticipated depth of fill into potentially intact soils below.  Since there 
is some potential for historic and prehistoric deposits to be present, monitoring of the utility work during 
construction is recommended.  It is recommended that a Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan for potential 
prehistoric and historic resources be prepared for review and concurrence by the Agencies prior to 
completion of final project design. 
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 July 7, 2015 
 

        

 Mr. James Darlington 
Cultural Resource Coordinator 
NYS DOT Region 9 
44 Hawley Street 
Binghamton, NY 13901      

 

        

 Re: 
 

 FHWA 
Front St Gateway Project PIN 9753.16 
Front St north of Main St 
11PR06413 

 

        

 Dear Mr. Darlington: 
 

 
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). 
 
SHPO has reviewed the latest submissions for this project – Phase IA Cultural Resource 
Reconnaissance Survey (Archaeology, 2nd Revised) PIN 9753.16, Front Street Gateway Project, Route 
11, City of Binghamton, Broome County (Morton Archaeological Research Services, 19 May 2015), and 
Finding Documentation, PIN 9753.16, Front Street Gateway Project, Route 11, City of Binghamton, 
Broome County (DOT, 4 June 2015). SHPO has the following comments.  

1. There appear to be discrepancies regarding depiction of the APE’s southern terminus in written 
and graphical representations. Please revise these documents for consistency.  

2. Based on the information provided, SHPO concurs that the project will have an Adverse Effect 
on historic properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Therefore, we recommend that an MOA be developed that addresses the adverse effects.  

 
If you have any questions please don't hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Philip A. Perazio, Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit 
Phone:  518-268-2175 
e-mail:  philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov      via e-mail only 
 
cc: Tom King, GOSR  

mailto:philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov


WYORK 
TEOF 
ORTUNITY 

Department of 
Transportation 

Lisa Bova-Hiatt 
Executive Director, Interim 
Governor's Office of Storm Recovery 
25 Beaver Street, 5th Floor 
New York, New York 1 0004 

Dear Ms. Bova-Hiatt: 

January 14, 2016 

RE: PIN 9753 

ANDREW M. CUOMO 
Governor 

MATTHEW J. DRISCOLL 
Commissioner 

JOHN R. WILLIAMS, P.E. 
Regional Director 

Front Street Gateway Improvement Project 
US Rte 11 
City of Binghamton, Broome County 

Enclosed please find for your records a signed copy of the Memorandum of 
Agreement for the above referenced, federally funded local project. 

Should you have any questions or need further clarification, please contact me at 
(607) 721-8246, or at James.Darlington@dot.ny.gov or at the State Office Building, 44 
Hawley Street, Binghamton, NY 13901 -3200. Thank you for your time and consideration 
on this project. 

JWD/kc 

Enclosure 

cc: R. Coleman, NYSDOT - LPL 
CRS File 

Sincerely, 

James W. Darlington, Ph.D. 
Regional Cultural Resource Coordinator 

50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 I www dot.ny gov 



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN 

The Federal Highway Administration, 
The New York State Housing Trust Fund Corporation as responsible entity for the United States 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
The New York State Historic Preservation Office, 

The New York State Department of Transportation, 
The Delaware Nation, 
The Delaware Tribe, 

The Oneida Indian Nation, 
The Onondaga Nation, 

The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe, 
The Seneca Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma, 

The Tuscarora Nation, 

And 

The City of Binghamton, New York 

PERSUANTTO 
36 CFR 800 

FOR THE 
RECOVERY OF SIGNIFICANT ARCHAEOLOGICAL INFORMATION 

IN CONNECTION WITH 

The Front Street Gateway Improvement Project 
PIN 9753.16 

Route 11, City of Binghamton, 
Broome County, New York 

PR# 11PR06413 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in coordination with the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) and City of Binghamton propose a federally-funded 
project on Route 11 (Front Street) in the City of Binghamton to undertake a full-depth reconstruction of 
Front Street from Winding Way and McDonald Avenue to Franklin Street including sidewalk and curb 
replacement and installation, water main installation and replacement, and separation of combined sewers 
(the "Undertaking"); and 

WHEREAS, the City of Binghamton is the sponsor of the locally-administered Federal-aid 
transportation project, will be responsible for implementation of the project, has participated in 
consultation and has been invited by FHWA to be a signatory to the Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Binghamton, in coordination with NYSDOT has established the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) for the Undertaking, as the term is defined in 36 CFR 800. l 6(d), as an estimated 
2650 ft. in total project length and an estimated 60 ft. in total project width, and approximately 2 ft. to 18 
ft. total depth, beginning at the intersection of Front Street with Winding Way and McDonald Avenue and 
ending approximately 65 ft. north of the intersection of Front Street and Franklin Street; and 
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WHEREAS, the City of Binghamton in coordination with NYSDOT and FHW A have conducted 
cultural resource studies and determined pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(c) in consultation with the New York 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); and 

WHEREAS the City of Binghamton in coordination with NYSDOT and FHW A and in consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), have determined that physical constraints 
(impervious surfaces and depth of fill soi ls) within the Undertaking APE preclude field investigations 
prior to construction; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Binghamton in coordination with NYSDOT and FHW A and in consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), have determined based on alternative evidence 
presented that the following historic properties are or are highly likely to be contained within the 
Undertaking APE (as illustrated in Appendix 3); 

• the Binghamton City Railway street car line (c. 1868-1932) 
• the Binghamton to Chenango Forks plank road (c. 1855) 
• site(s) that may be identified that are part of prehistoric site NYSM 5334; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Binghamton in coordination with NYSDOT and FHW A in consultation with 
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), has determined that these historic properties within the 
APE are listed or eligible for listing the National Register of Historic Places; and 

WHEREAS, FHWA and NYSDOT, and the City of Binghamton in consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), have applied the Criteria of Adverse Effect, as defined by 
800.5(a)(I), and determined the project will have an adverse effect on the Binghamton City Railway 
street car line, the Binghamton to Chenango Forks plank road and site(s) that may be identified that 
are part of prehistoric site NYSM 5334 whose limits lie within the APE; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 101 (d)(6)(B) of the National Historic Preservation Act, the 
FHW A and the NYSDOT have contacted the fo llowing federally-recognized tribal nations in New York 
State that have identified interest in Broome County, and ensured a reasonable opportunity for 
consultation in the Section I 06 process 

• The Delaware Nation, 
• The Delaware Tribe, 
• The Oneida Indian Nation, 
• The Onondaga Nation, 
• The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe, 
• The Seneca Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma, 
• The Tuscarora Nation; and 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013 (Public Law 11 3-2) and the 
Housing and Community Development Act (42 U.S.C. § 5301 et seq.), The Governor's Office of Storm 
Recovery ("GOSR") is acting under the auspices of New York State Homes and Community 
Renewal's Housing Trust Fund Corporation as a recipient of Community Development Block Grant -
Disaster Recovery ("CD BG-DR") funds from the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development ("HUD") and is the entity responsible for compliance with the HUD environmental review 
procedures set forth in 24 CFR Part 58 and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
("NHPA" 16 USC§ 470f) ; 

2 
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WHEREAS, The City of Binghamton has applied to GOSR for funding associated with the 
Undertaking; 

WHEREAS, GOSR has concurred that funding the Undertaking would have an Adverse Effect on the 
Binghamton City Railway street car line, the Binghamton to Chenango Forks plank road and site(s) 
that may be identified that are part of prehistoric site NYSM 5334 within the APE and be subject to 
NHP A and its implementing regulations; and 

WHEREAS, after public notice and response thereto, the public has been made aware of the proposed 
Undertaking; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, the FHW A and the NYSDOT ensure that Conditions 
I through 12 outlined in the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's (Council) "Recommended 
Approach for Consultation on the Recovery of Significant Information from Archaeological Sites," and 
attached as Appendix I to this document shall be satisfied; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section IOI (d)(6)(B) of the National Historic Preservation Act, FHWA 
and NYSDOT have contacted The Delaware Nation, The Delaware Tribe, The Oneida Indian 
Nation, The Onondaga Nation, The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe, The Seneca Cayuga Tribe of 
Oklahoma, and The Tuscarora Nation, federally-recognized tribal nations in New York State that have 
identified aboriginal territory in Broome County, and engaged the tribal nations in consultation to 
evaluate archaeological properties and to consider measures that would avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
effects on site(s) that may be identified that are part of prehistoric site NYSM 5334 within the APE; 
and 

WHEREAS, FHW A, in consultation with The Delaware Nation, The Delaware Tribe, The Oneida 
Indian Nation, The Onondaga Nation, The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe, The Seneca Cayuga Tribe of 
Oklahoma, and The Tuscarora Nation, has determined that the site(s) that may be identified that are 
part of prehistoric site NYSM 5334 within the APE have religious and cultural significance to the Tribal 
Nations, and 

WHEREAS the FHWA, the NYSDOT, the SHPO, and GOSR agree that the Binghamton City 
Railway street car line, the Binghamton to Chenango Forks Plank road and site(s) that may be 
identified that are part of prehistoric site NYSM 5334 are significant and of value also for the information 
on prehistory or history that they are likely to yield through archaeological, historical, and scientific 
methods of information recovery, including archaeological excavation; and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA, the NYSDOT, the SHPO, The Delaware Nation, The Delaware Tribe, The 
Oneida Indian Nation, The Onondaga Nation, The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe, The Seneca Cayuga 
Tribe of Oklahoma, The Tuscarora Nation and GOSR agree that recovery of significant information 
from the archaeological sites listed above may be done in accordance with the published guidance; and 

WHEREAS, the FHW A, the NYSDOT, the SHPO, The Delaware Nation, The Delaware Tribe, The 
Oneida Indian Nation, The Onondaga Nation, The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe, The Seneca Cayuga 
Tribe of Oklahoma, The Tuscarora Nation and GOSR agree that it is in the public interest to expend 
funds to implement this project through the recovery of significant information from the Binghamton 
City Railway street car line, the Binghamton to Chenango Forks plank road and site(s) that may be 
identified that are part of prehistoric site NYSM 5334 and mitigate the adverse effects of the project; 
and 

3 
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WHEREAS, based on available information, no human remains, associated or unassociated funerary 
objects or sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony as defined in the Native American Graves · 
Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001), are expected to be encountered in the archaeological 
work; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the FHWA, the NYSDOT, the SHPO, The City of Binghamton, The 
Delaware Nation, The Delaware Tribe, The Oneida Indian Nation, The Onondaga Nation, The 
Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe, The Seneca Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma, The Tuscarora Nation and 
GOSR agree that execution of this agreement evidences that the FHW A has taken into account the 
effects of this undertaking on significant archeological properties and fulfilled its responsibilities under 
Section I 06 of the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act (as amended). 

STIPULATIONS: 

FHW A, in coordination with NYSDOT and the City of Binghamton, shall ensure the following 
stipulations are carried out: 

GOSR Authorization. GOSR shall condition any grant of funding issued regarding the Undertaking to 
ensure implementation of the stipulations of this Agreement. 

I. RECORDATION 

A. Monitoring and Data Recovery investigations shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved Archaeological Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan attached as Appendix 2, 
including Policies and Procedures for humans remains discovery, accepted by the NYSDOT, 
FHW A and SHPO. 

B. Investigation and documentation shall be conducted in accordance with the Standards in the 
current New York State Education Department's (SEO) Cultural Resource Survey Program Work 
Scope Specifications for Cultural Resource In vestigations for NYSDOT Projects, which 
incorporates the New York Archaeological Council's [NYAC's] "Standards for Cultural Resource 
Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections in New York State", 1994 (NYAC 
Standards) . 

II. MITIGATION 

As partial mitigation for disturbance of the site(s) may be identified that that are part of prehistoric site 
NYSM5334: . 

4 

A. The Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe, Oneida Indian Nation, Onondaga Nation, Saint Regis 
Mohawk Tribe, Seneca Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma, and Tuscarora Nation Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer(s), Tribal Historic Preservation Representatives, Historic Resource 
Specialists, Directors of Cultural Preservation, or other representative designated by the Nations 
or Tribes will be afforded the opportunity to visit the Front Street Gateway project during the 
fieldwork portion of the monitoring and data recovery process. 

B. The Delaware Nation, The Delaware Tribe, The Oneida Indian Nation, The Onondaga Nation, 
The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe, The Seneca Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma, The Tuscarora Nation 
will be provided copies of any and all academic and professional presentations and publications 
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that arise from information gathered in full or in part from the site(s) that may be identified that 
are part of prehistoric site NYSM 5334. 

III. DURATION 

This MOA will be null and void if its stipulations are not carried out within five (5) years from 
the date of its execution. At such time, and prior to work continuing on the Undertaking, 
NYSDOT shall either (a) execute a MOA pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.6, or (b) request, take into 
account, and respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 C.F.R. § 800.7. Prior to such time, 
NYSDOT may consult with the other signatories to reconsider the terms of the MOA and amend 
it in accordance with Stipulation V below. FHW A shall notify the signatories as to the course of 
action it will pursue. 

IV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

Should any signatory or concurring party to this MOA object at any time to any actions proposed or the 
manner in which the terms of this MOA are implemented, the FHW A shall consult with such party to 
resolve the objection . If the FHW A determines that such objection cannot be resolved, the FHW A will : 

A. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including the FHW A's proposed resolution, 
to the ACHP. The ACHP shall provide the FHW A with its advice on the resolution of the 
objection within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate documentation. Prior to reaching a final 
decision on the dispute, the FHW A shall prepare a written response that takes into account any 
timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP, signatories and concurring 
parties, and provide them with a copy of this written response. The FHW A will then proceed 
according to its final decision. 

B. If the ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty (30) day time 
period, the FHWA may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed accordingly. Prior to 
reaching such a final decision, the FHW A shall prepare a written response that takes into account 
any timely comments regarding the dispute from the signatories and concurring parties to the 
MOA, and provide them and the ACHP with a copy of such written response. 

C. The FHWA and NYSDOT's responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of 
this MOA that are not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged. 

V. AMENDMENTS 
This Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in 
writing by all signatories. The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the 
signatories is filed with the ACHP. 

VI. TERMINATION 

If any signatory to this MOA determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out, that party 
shall immediately consult with the other parties to attempt to develop an amendment per 
Stipulation V, above. If within thirty (30) days (or another time period agreed to by all 
signatories) an amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may terminate the MOA upon 
written notification to the other signatories . 
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Once the MOA is terminated, and prior to work continuing on the undertaking, the FHW A must 
either (a) execute an MOA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6, or (b) request, take into account, and 
respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7. The FHW A shall notify the 
signatories as to the course of action it will pursue. 

GOSR and HUD Compliance. The signatories agree that by execution and implementation of this 
Agreement, GOSR, and therefore by operation of law HUD, have satisfied their requirements for 
compliance with Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended ( 16 U.S.C. 
470f), with regard to funding the Undertaking. 

EXECUTION of this MOA by the FHW A and the NYSHPO and implementation of its terms evidence 
that FHWA, with cooperation from NYSDOT, has taken into account the effects of this Undertaking on 
historic properties and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment. 

CIT~HAMTON • 

By ~ ua£;Q Date 
Richard C. David, Mayor 

NEW YORK ST ATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

By U~ Date 1o/~fs-
n R. Williams, Regional Director, Region 9 

NEW YORK ST ATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

By e ,~~~ Plu1f?:~ Date/Op?J/tS 
Ruth ·erpont, Deputy Commissioner I Deputy SHPO 

HO ORATION 

By -r-;-,._'<;:--:~___.,O""'<il'f-t-i v-e-D-ir-ec_t_o_r -of ~::l1 l~lJ~ 
FEDERAL ~~ISTRATION 

By ~ Date -.} lq) I.\ 
RobeftM:Davies, District Engineer 

6 



PIN 9753. 16 Front Street Gateway Improvement Project Memorandum of Agreement 

Attachments: 

Appendix I : Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Conditions: Recommended Approach for 
Consultation on Recovery of Significant Information from Archaeological Sites. 

Appendix 2: Archaeological Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan (Morton Archaeological Research 
Services, 7/23/2015) 

Appendix 3: Location of Archaeological Sites contained in the Memorandum of Agreement. 
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Appendix 1 

1. The archaeological site(s) should be significant and of value chiefly for the information on 
prehistory or history they are likely to yield through archaeological , historical , and scientific 
methods of information recovery, including archaeological excavation. 

2. The archaeological site should not contain or be likely to contain human remains, associated or 
unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, or items of cultural patrimony as those terms are 
defined by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S .C. 3001). 

3. The archaeological site should not have long-term preservation value, such as traditional cultural 
and religious importance to an Indian tribe or a Native Hawaiian organization. 

4. The archaeological site should not possess special significance to another ethnic group or 
community that historically ascribes cultural or symbolic value to the site and would object to the 
site ' s excavation and removal of its contents. 

5. The archaeological site should not be valuable for potential permanent in-situ display or public 
interpretation, although temporary public display and interpretation during the course of any 
excavations may be highly appropriate. 

6. The Federal Agency Official should have prepared a data recovery plan with a research design in 
consultation with the SHPO and other stakeholders that is consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, the Secretary of the Interior' s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation 's Treatment of Archaeological Properties: A Handbook. The Plan should 
specify: 

(a) The results of previous research relevant to the project; 
(b) research problems or questions to be addressed with an explanation of the ir 

relevance and importance; 
(c) the field and laboratory analysis methods to be used with a justification of their cost

effectiveness and how they apply to this particular property and these research 
needs; 

( d) the methods to be used in artifact, data and other records management; 
(e) explicit provisions for disseminating the research findings to professional peers in a 

timely manner; 
(f) arrangements for presenting what has been found and learned to the public, focusing 

particularly on the community or communities that may have interests in the results; 

(g) the curation of recovered materials and records resulting from the data recovery in 
accordance with 36 CFR part 79 (except in the case of unexpected discoveries that 
may need to be considered for repatriation pursuant to NAGPRA); and 

(h) procedures for evaluating and treating discoveries of unexpected remains or newly 
identified historic properties during the course of the project, including necessary 
consultation with other parties. 

7. The Federal Agency Official should ensure that the data recovery plan is developed and will be 
implemented by or under the direct supervision of a person, or persons, meeting at a minimum the 
Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-44739). 
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8. The Federal Agency Official should ensure that adequate time and money to carry out all aspects 
of the plan are provided, and should ensure that all parties consulted in the development of the 
plan are kept informed of the status of its implementation. 

9. The Federal Agency Official should ensure that a final archaeological report resulting from the 
data recovery will be provided to the SHPO. The Federal Agency Official should ensure that the 
final report is responsive to professional standards, and to the Department of the Interior's Format 
Standards for Final Reports of Data Recovery Programs ( 41 FR 5377-79). 

I 0. Large, unusual, or complex projects should provide for special oversight, including professional 
peer review. 

11 . The Federal Agency Official should determine that there are no unresolved issues concerning the 
recovery of significant information with any Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization that 
may attach religious and cultural significance to the affected property. 

12. Federal Agency Officials should incorporate the terms and conditions of this recommended 
approach into a Memorandum of Agreement or Programmatic Agreement, file a copy with the 
Council per§ 800.6(b)(iv), and implement the agreed plan. The agency should retain a copy of 
the agreement and supporting documentation in the project files. 
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Archaeological Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan 
(Revised) 

Front Street Gateway Highway Project 
PIN 9753.16 

Route 11, 
City of Binghamton, Broome County 

OPRHP 11PR06413 
 

1. PROJECT HISTORY AND ARCHAEOLOGY 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Archaeological Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan revises the draft Plan dated March 19, 2015.  
This revision includes updated project scope and project plans incorporating public utility improvements 
and provides revised monitoring and data recovery recommendations.  
 
The Archaeological Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan (Revised) summarizes the Phase IA Cultural 
Resource Reconnaissance Survey (2nd Revised, May 19, 2015) for the Front Street Gateway Highway 
Project, PIN 9753.16, Route 11, City of Binghamton, Broome County, and outlines protocols and 
procedures for professional archaeologists to follow for archaeological monitoring and data recovery.  
The purpose of the monitoring will be to identify cultural resources and to perform data recovery should 
significant cultural deposits be identified. Clark Patterson Lee and the City of Binghamton are the 
responsible party for the implementation of this Monitoring Plan. 
 
The Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey (1st revised report) was completed March 5, 
2014 and was reviewed May 13, 2014 by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) of the New York 
State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Office (OPRHP) in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  A copy of the OPRHP response is attached (Appendix A).  
Based upon this review, the OPRHP offered the following comments: 
 

Results of the Phase IA Cultural Resources Survey provide the following summary of 
archaeological recommendations for the Front Street Gateway Project: 
• The report indicates that historic resources are potentially present within fill soils below 

pavement. 
• Prehistoric and historic resources potentially present in undisturbed soils below the 

pavement and along the roadside where sidewalks will be placed or installed. 
 
As the Front Street Gateway Project area is considered to be highly sensitive for the possible 
presence of both prehistoric and historic sites in undisturbed soils below fill soils, our office 
makes the additional following recommendations: 
• Due to the lack of deep testing and core sampling in potentially intact archaeologically 

sensitive areas, geomorphological analyses should be conducted prior to project 
construction. These analyses should be coordinated with the project archaeologist to 
ensure an adequate understanding of geomorphological conditions of the project area 
prior to disturbance of potentially intact archaeological deposits. 
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• It is unclear where the original stream location is of the mechanically channelized stream in 
the northern area of the proposed undertaking that crosses beneath current road. If 
excavation occurs in the vicinity of the existing stream and to depths below that of current 
fill and into undisturbed soils, this excavation should be archaeologically monitored for 
potentially significant archaeological deposits. 

• Considering the likelihood of intact historic trolley tracks being located beneath the 
current roadbed, removal and excavations (i.e., the extant road, road base, and sub-base) 
should be archaeologically monitored, Identified trolley tracks and associated 
infrastructure should be photo documented in-place and its location and extent mapped 
prior to removal. 

• Removal of the existing sidewalks (especially those on the western side of the current road) 
and associated infrastructure, and excavation and preparation for new sidewalks should 
be archaeologically monitored. This will help to ensure that potential intact 
archaeological deposits in these areas are not adversely affected as a result of the 
proposed work. 

Should intact deposits be identified by the monitoring archaeologist, sufficient time and access 
should be afforded for appropriate hand excavation, analyses, and assessment of site 
significance. If any identified site is determined to be potentially eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, potential effects need to be assessed and our office 
contacted for further consultation. 

 
Soil borings and geomorphological investigation of the Front Street Gateway Project location were 
carried out by John M. Stiteler, Soil Scientist, on February 16, 2015. The full report is included in the 
Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey (2nd Revised, May 19, 2015) and a summary of 
conditions in the project area provided in Section 1.4.3 (edited, from Stiteler, 2015). The results of this 
study have been incorporated into the archaeological sensitivity assessment and recommendations. 
 
The Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey (2nd revised report) was completed May 19, 2015 
and was reviewed July 7, 2015 by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) of the New York State 
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Office (OPRHP) in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  A copy of the OPRHP response is attached (Appendix A).  
In addition to minor editorial revisions, the SHPO provided the following concurrence: 
 

Based on the information provided, SHPO concurs that the project will have an Adverse 
Effect on historic properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places. Therefore, we recommend that an MOA be developed that addresses the 
adverse effects.  

 
This Archaeological Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan (Revised) has been developed as an attachment 
to the Memorandum of Agreement (date) and is incorporated into it. 

1.2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Front Street Gateway Project, PIN 9753.16, is located in the City of Binghamton, Broome County, 
New York.  The proposed project is located on Front Street (Route 11) on the west side of the Chenango 
River, between Main Street and Franklin Street.  The total original project length was approximately 1 
mile (1609m, 5280 ft.) and project width is approximately 21m (60ft.).  The revised project APE 
incorporates the northern section of the project, from Winding Way and McDonald Avenue to Franklin 
Street.  The total revised project length is approximately 922m (2650 ft.) and project width is 
approximately 21m (60ft.). 
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The preferred alternative for Front Street consists of full depth reconstruction of the roadway with 
improvements to roadside delineation by narrowing the pavement width, installing new curb lines, 
sidewalks, and incorporating shared use travel lanes and parking lanes.  Also included are improvements 
to utilities and landscaping enhancements. 

• This alternative includes altering the cross slope of the existing pavement from 4% to 3%. 
• This alternative does not provide super elevation at horizontal curves. 
• This alternative includes narrowing the current pavement width to provide 12-foot and 14-foot 

wide shared use travel lanes from Winding Way to Prospect Street to accommodate bicycle 
traffic. 

• This alternative would provide sidewalks on both sides of Front Street for the entire length of the 
project. 

• The alternative would create a substantial amount of green space by reducing pavement width and 
by providing wider curb lawns in residential areas. 

• This alternative would provide an 8-foot wide on-street parking lane on the west side of Front 
Street between Winding Way and Gaines Street. 

• This alternative would provide sharrow lane markings on both sides of Front Street for the entire 
length of the project to accommodate Bike Routes 3, 11 and 17. 

 
All existing sidewalks will be replaced to the full depth of sidewalk and subbase, and new concrete 
sidewalks and granite curbs will be added in areas where there are no sidewalks at present.   
 
1.2.1 PUBLIC UTILITY AND LANDSCAPING IMPROVEMENTS  
The Final Design Report, July 2014, indicated that there are several problem areas along the aging water 
mains and combined sewer system on Front Street. These utilities are in the pavement and it makes sense 
to replace these portions in conjunction with this project to prevent the disruption of the new pavement to 
replace the water main or existing combined sewer at a later date.  Table 1 (Exhibit 2.3.3.9, Final Design 
Report, July 2014) outlines the identified utilities in the project APE. 
 
TABLE 1.  EXHIBIT 2.3.3.9 LISTS THE UTILITIES THAT EXIST ALONG THE PROJECT CORRIDOR 

 

AT&T Telephone East side of Clinton towards Front 
Street with right turn towards the 
railroad and another right turn 
through a parking lot and into Clinton 

0.4 ± 
miles 

All AT&T utilities located 
inside Verizon conduits 

City of 
Binghamton 

Water 
Mains 

8" main in pavement (east side) 
20" in pavement east side) from Main 
to Clinton and 20" main under east 
sidewalk from Clinton to Valley 

l ± 
mile 
1 ± 
mile 

Cast iron portions of the 20" 
main are old and in poor 
condition. 

City of 
Binghamton 

Sewers Combination sewer in center of 
pavement 

l ± 
mile 

Tile sections are old and in 
poor condition. 
System has reached 
maximum capacity and 
cannot accept any additional 
storm water inflow. 

NYSEG Gas Main in west side of pavement, moves 
to west curb lawn near Gaines and 
Franklin 

1 ± 
mile 

Impacts will be determined 
during final design 
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NYSEG Electric Overhead lines attached to utility 
poles 

1 ± 
mile 

Impacts will be determined 
during final design 

Fibertech 
Networks 

Fiber  
Optic 

Conduit in pavement (east of center) 
from Main to the just past the 
railroad 
Conduit in pavement (west of center) 
just north of North St. 

0.4 ± 
miles 
280 ± 
feet 

Impacts will be determined 
during final design 

Elantic 
Telecom 

Fiber  
Optic 

Conduit in pavement (west of 
center) from Main to Clinton 

0.4 ±  
miles 

Impacts will be determined 
during final design 

Verizon Telephone  
& Fiber  
Optic 

South side of Main Street 

East side of Front Street from 
Main Street to McDonald 
Avenue 

250 ± 
feet 

0.4 ±  
miles 

Some conduit has been 
retired in place (and removed 
from previous electric work) 
Fiber Optic is located in the 
vicinity of Front & Clinton; 
the remaining is copper 

Time  
Warner 

Cable 
TV 

West side of Front Street in the 
vicinity of McDonald Ave & 
Clinton Street 

200 ± 
feet 

Impacts will be determined 
during final design 

 
Since the Final Design Report was completed (in July 2014), these public utility improvements have been 
incorporated into the Front Street project and will be funded with a combination of federal, state and local 
sources.  The following sections of water main and combined sewer will be considered for replacement as 
part of the Front Street Gateway project due to poor condition or based on the desire separate combined 
flows: 
 
Public Utility Improvements 

• Replacement of the existing 8” ductile Iron water main with a new 8” PVCO water main on a 
new parallel alignment from Winding Way to Prospect Street for a total of approximately 2600 
feet. The depth of the water main trench will be approximately 6 feet below existing pavement 
providing 4.5 feet of cover above the top of the main. 

• All of the associated water services will be replaced up to the proposed curb stops located just 
beyond the proposed curb lines. Water services will be installed approximately 6 feet below 
existing pavement providing 4.5 feet of cover. 

• Installation of a new PVC storm sewer (varies in diameter from 36” at the south end to 24” at 
Franklin Street) from 300 feet north of Winding Way to Franklin Street. The depth of the trench 
for the new storm main will vary from 7 feet to 11 feet deep. 

• All of the associated storm water receiving basins and laterals will also be replaced. The trenches 
for the receiving basins and the associated laterals will be approximately 5 feet deep. 

• The replacement in-kind of the existing 18” sanitary sewer from Winding Way to Gains Street for 
a total of approximately 950 feet. The depth of the trench for the new sanitary main will vary 
from 14 feet to 18 feet deep. 

• The replacement in-kind of the existing 15”to 10” sanitary sewer from approximately 400 feet 
south of Franklin Street to Prospect Street for a total of approximately 620 feet. The depth of the 
trench for the new sanitary main will vary from 12 feet to 14 feet deep. 

• The utility work is being funded with a combination of federal, state and local funding. 
• The City’s contractor will complete all of the utility work in the early phases of the construction 

process and then turn his attention to the roadway reconstruction by replacing the roadway 
pavement, stone subbase and curbs. 

 



 

 
 

8 

Landscaping Improvements 
• The landscape improvements along the project will consist of the following: 
• Planting approximately 30 major deciduous trees at a 2.5” caliper which will grow to a mature 

height of approximately 40 feet. These trees will be placed of the side of the road where there are 
no overhead power lines. 

• Planting approximately 25 minor deciduous trees at a 2.0” caliper which will grow to a mature 
height of approximately 20 feet. These trees will be placed of the side of the road where there are 
overhead power lines that would conflict with a larger tree’s growth. 

• Topsoil and seeding will be performed along the project to restore the disturbed front yards and 
curb lawns. 

 
Appendix C. Project Maps illustrate the proposed horizontal and vertical impacts to the Front Street 
Gateway Project area. Project maps are color coded to indicate the APE in red, proposed waterline 
installation in blue and proposed new storm sewer installation in green.  Profile plans indicate the existing 
and proposed final ground surface, and depth of utilities installation. Profiles are color-coded based on the 
results of the geomorphological study (Stiteler, 2015) to indicate approximate depths of fill (brown) and 
potential intact A and B horizons (orange).   

1.3. ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND 
Previous archaeological surveys in the vicinity of the Front Street Gateway Project have shown that both 
prehistoric and historic resources have the potential to be present and largely intact where undisturbed 
soils exist below later fill.  Numerous important sites have been identified in areas along the Chenango 
and Susquehanna Rivers, particularly near the confluence of the rivers, and along the banks on the first 
terrace above the rivers, where later filling and leveling for construction have protected them.  The Front 
Street Gateway Project area is considered to be highly sensitive for the possible presence of both 
prehistoric and historic sites in undisturbed soils below fill soils. 
 
In addition, historic maps indicate the possible presence of two historic resources in fill soils under the 
existing pavement:  the Binghamton City Railway Trolley line and the Binghamton to Chenango Forks 
Plank Road.  Archaeological monitoring in the City of Utica identified the largely intact of the Utica 
Beltline Trolley lines directly below the modern asphalt (Phase IA Report, 2nd Rev. pp. 31-34).  
Correspondence form NYSDOT Region 9 CRC James Darlington indicates that: … I have one point of 
information to add, which is that evidences of the former street car line were found when the section of 
Front Street immediately south of the area of the present project were found when that section of street 
pavement was removed. Ann may want to make reference to this in her findings. (Darlington, pers. comm. 
May 15, 2015).  Evidence of the map-documents Plank road was not recovered.  It is likely that further 
evidence of the Binghamton City Railway trolley line will be encountered in the project APE.  It is 
possible that evidence of the plank road may be encountered in the project APE. 
 
1.3.1 PREHISTORIC SITE SENSITIVITY 
Within a 1.5 mile radius of the project area at least 13 prehistoric sites have been documented. Prehistoric 
sites include the remains of at least two villages, seasonal camps, and unidentified traces of occupation. 
Diagnostic artifacts suggest these occupations range from the Late Archaic (4500-1500 BC) through the 
Late Woodland (AD 800-1650). At least 16 previous archaeological surveys have been conducted in a 1.5 
mile radius of the project location.  These surveys represent a thirty-year span of investigations, from 
1978 through 2009.  Two-thirds of these investigations have identified previously unrecognized 
archaeological sites, both prehistoric and historic. Figure 1 illustrates the location of archaeological 
surveys within a 1.5 mile radius of the project location.  Figure 2 illustrates previously identified 
prehistoric and historic sites in a 1.5 mile radius of the proposed project area.  Figure 3 is a screen shot 
from the NYSOPRHP CRIS database illustrating recent archaeological surveys (in black outline) along 
with NYSM sites and areas. Figure 1 and Figure 2 are taken from the Phase IA Cultural Resource 
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Reconnaissance Survey (2nd revised report) and Tables 1 and 2 of that report list the illustrated sites.  
Table 2 below lists the additional surveys illustrated in Figure 3. 
 
Review of the identified prehistoric sites indicates that despite substantial development in and around the 
City of Binghamton, the potential for intact prehistoric deposits is high (see Phase IA Report, 2nd Rev. pp. 
41-43).  Those areas where important prehistoric evidence was recovered; Temple Concord, Chenango 
Point, Roberson, are located along the first terrace above the Susquehanna and Chenango Rivers, 
particularly near the confluence, and have been protected by deposition of substantial quantities of fill 
soils, for later building activities.  At Roberson and Chenango Point, fill varied in depth from 70 – 100 cm 
(2.5-4 feet), while at Temple Concord, upward of 2.7m (9 ft.) of fill was identified.  Only at the John 
Moore Farm Site, on the south bank of the Susquehanna, were deposits recovered from relatively shallow 
contexts, approximately 30 cm (12 inches) and quantities of later fill were not present.  The potential to 
encounter further prehistoric activities along the first terrace above the Susquehanna and Chenango 
Rivers (c. 850 ft. ASL), particularly where filling and leveling for construction activities were prominent 
during the historic and modern periods, is considered to be high. 
 
1.3.2 HISTORIC SITE SENSITIVITY  
There are approximately 40 map-documented buildings or structures in or adjacent to the Front Street 
Gateway Project area, between Clinton Street and Prospect Street.  Previous archaeological surveys have 
identified at least 7 additional historic sites or groups of sites.  In addition there are several former streets, 
including the east end of Clinton Street, Dickinson Street, and the original alignment of Prospect Street 
(west of Front Street) that are no longer present.  Also documented on historic maps is Dickinson Creek, 
parallel to and north of Winding Way, and crossing Front Street at about #237-240 Front Street.  Below 
the present asphalt of Front Street, the City Railway (trolley) line once ran as far as Gains Street and the 
remains of the Binghamton to Chenango Forks plank road (c. 1855) may be present.  Monitoring and data 
recovery at other cites in Upstate New York has shown that historic remains can be surprisingly intact, 
despite substantial later development. Historic site sensitivity is considered to be high. 
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FIGURE 1.  PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS WITHIN A 1.5 MILE RADIUS 
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FIGURE 2. PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES WITHIN A 1.5 MILE RADIUS 

 
Prehistoric sites are identified in green, historic sites in blue.  Three large green areas represent general 
site locations identified by A.C. Parker (Parker, 1920) and not investigated in detail. 
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FIGURE 3. RECENT ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS (FROM CRIS) WITHIN A 2.5 MILE RADIUS 

 
 
TABLE 2.  RECENT ARHCAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS FROM CRIS DATABASE 
OPRHP# Project Name 

00SR51029 
STAGE 1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECONNAISSANCE, MANLEY MIGHTY MART 
PROJECT, TOWN OF DICKINSON, BROOME COUNTY, NEW YORK 

01SR51548 
REPORT OF FIELD RECONNAISSANCE, STAGE I CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY, 
ROCKBOTTOM BRIDGE PROJECT, CITY OF BINGHAMTON, BROOME COUNTY 

01SR51563 
REPORT OF FIELD RECONNAISSANCE STAGE I CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY, 
OTISININGO PARK TRAIL, TOWNS OF DICKINSON AND CHENANGO, BROOME CO. 

04SR55883 
Cultural Resource Management Addendum Survey, I-81/NY 17 Interchange, City of 
Binghamton, Montgomery Street, Broome County, New York 

06SR56672 
Report of Field Reconnaissance, Phase 1 Archaeological Survey, East Hill Senior Housing 
Project, City of Binghamton, Broome County, Albany County, New York 

07SR57591 
Phase 1 Cultural Resource Survey, BU ITC/NYSEG Property Project, Binghamton University, 
Town of Vestal, Broome County, New York. 

09SR60317 
Phase IA Cultural Resource Investigation for the Proposed Susquehanna North Bank Trail 
Development Project, City of Binghamton, Broome County, New York. 

11SR60656 Phase 1 Cultural Resource Survey, Cynthia Drive Housing Development Project, Town of 
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OPRHP# Project Name 
Binghamton, Broome County, New York. 

11SR61101 
Phase 1A Cultural Resource Assessment, Broome Community College Science Building Project, 
Town of Dickinson, Broome County, New York. 

11SR62350 

Life at the Confluence: Archaic and Woodland Occupations of the Chenango Point Site (SUBi-
1274) Data Recovery Excavations for the Downtown Academic Center Project, City of 
Binghamton, Broome County, New York 

12SR61422 
Phase 1 Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey, Otsiningo Farmers Market Project, Town of 
Dickinson, Broome County, New York 

12SR61786 
Cultural Resource Management Report: Phase 1 Cultural Resource Survey, MacArthur 
Elementary School Reconstruction Project, City of Binghamton, Broome County, New York 

14PR04323 Boesenberg Rehab 
14PR05053 23 Franklin St Rehab 
14PR05066 Access to Home: Elaine Miller 
14PR05326 Rehabilitation of 88 Carroll Street Binghamton 

14SR62831 
Phase 1 Cultural Resource Survey, Broome County Farmers Market Project (CCE Parcel), Town 
of Dickinson, Broome County, New York 

14SR63055 

The Otsiningo Market Site (SUBi-3041; A00706.000048), Phase 3 Archaeological 
Investigations, Otsiningo Farmers Market Project, Town of Dickinson, Broome County, New 
York 

14SR63076 
Phase 2 Site Examination, CCE Site (SUBi-3081), Broome County Farmer's Market Project, 
(Cornell Cooperative Extension Parcel), Town of Dickinson, Broome County, New York 

15PR00545 Binghamton Streetscape Improvement Project 
15PR00547 71 Court St Windows 
15PR01949 PIN 950080 Bevier St and Broad Av Street Rehabilitation 
15PR02300 Columbus Learning Center Improvements 
15PR02597 Binghamton High School Improvements 
15PR02603 S Washington St Bridge Rehab Find Doc Binghamton PIN 975396  
15PR02890 50 Front Street Redevelopment 
15PR02960 Front Street Gateway Project PIN 9753.16 / 11PR06413 
15PR03134 Renovations at 100 Chenango Place (ABC Housing) 

15SR00194 
Phase 1 Cultural Resource Survey, Our Space Park Project, Recreation Park, City Of Binghamton 
(MCD 00740) Broome County, New York 

15SR00389 Phase 1 Archeological Survey 
 

1.4. SOILS AND GEOMORPHOLOGY 
Three sets of soil borings were taken for the Front Street Gateway Project.  The results are summarized 
below.  Complete reports, location maps and soil boring logs are contained in the Phase IA Cultural 
Resource Reconnaissance Survey (2nd revised report), Appendix D. 
 
1.4.1 SJB SOIL BORINGS (2010) 
The first soil borings were taken in April 2010 by SJB Contract Drilling and Testing Services Inc.  
Borings were located in the pavement section of Front Street, between Main Street and Prospect Street.  
Borings B-11 to B-30 are located in the proposed Front Street Gateway Project area (see Phase IA Report, 
2nd Rev. Appendix D). 
 
The borings indicated that asphalt pavement thickness ranged from 1 inch to about 13 inches thick. At 
some locations the pavement cores indicates possible placement of more than one layer of asphalt. 
Directly below the asphalt, concrete or brick pavement were encountered in some of the test locations. 
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 The soils encountered beneath the pavement and the underlying subbase generally consisted of various 
mixtures of clay, silt, sand, and gravel type soils. These soils are generally described as silty sand and 
gravel, silty gravel and sand, sandy gravelly silt, sandy silt, silty sand, silt, clayey silt and silty clay soils. 
Zones containing cobbles, shale material, brick, wood and organics were also encountered at various 
depths and locations.  
 
Materials identified in soil borings (B-11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23, 26, 27, 29) may indicate the 
presence of remains from the City Railway trolley line on Front Street. This line began with horse-drawn 
trolley cars in 1873, as Binghamton and Port Dickinson Railroad Company, along Court and Main 
Streets. The City Railway Company was incorporated in 1883, to build a line from the corner of Court 
and Washington Streets, through Washington, Ferry, Front and Clinton Streets, to Berkshire Road. This 
line was incorporated into the Binghamton Street Railroad Company in 1890, and finally the Binghamton 
Railroad, from 1892 to 1932.  The trolley line ran north along Front Street to Gaines Street, where it 
turned west along Gaines Street.  Materials from the soil borings indicate brick, concrete and some wood.  
 
Boring B-11 included wood fragments beginning at about 1.5m (5 ft.) below ground surface and 
continuing to completion at 4.2m (14 ft.).  The boring log notes that this boring was moved about 8 ft. to 
the south of the original location due to existing utilities and is therefore on the east side of Front Street, 
near the curb.  It is possible that the wood encountered at this depth are remnants of the Binghamton to 
Chenango Forks Plank Road illustrated on the 1855 map of Broome County (and discussed in more detail 
below).  However, many other 19th and 20th century roadway improvements also utilized wood in their 
construction, for drainage structures and utilities installations (see Morton, 2012: 70-75). 
 
1.4.2 SJB SERVICES INC. SOIL BORINGS (2014) 
The second set of soil borings were taken February 25, 2014 by SJB Services Inc./Empire Geo-Services, 
Inc.  Five locations in lawn and driveway/parking lot areas in the ROW were examined for subsurface 
conditions and geomorphology.  The report summary is included below. 
 
1.4.2.1 Site Geomorphology  
Front Street between Winding Way and Prospect Street generally represents two widely separated phases 
of near surface landform development, one caused by fluvial-geologic processes and the other being from 
man-made operations. Geologic techtonic developments of bedrock geology and ancient river/glacial 
developments were not researched in great detail as part of this study nor were individual man-made 
occurrences on each property along Front Street researched. Therefore, we have focused on the 
geomorphology origin of the present day near surface conditions, in general, along Front Street based 
upon subsurface data collected from soil borings and researched topographic maps and available geologic 
publications.  
 
Most of the present-day deposits in the Chenango River valley are the result of deposits made during the 
last glacier (Wisconsinan) retreat, which occurred about 14,000 years ago. These sediments include 
glacial till, ice-contact deposits, lacustrine deposits, and outwash. Coarse-grained glacio-fluvial deposits 
are buried beneath and overlie bedrock in the deep portions of the river valley and, in some places, are 
present along the valley walls which consist of ice-contact deposits that settled in front of, next to, or 
beneath the ice during transport by glacial meltwater. In the low areas on the river valley floor, there has 
been subsequent alluvial deposition by postglacial streams.  
 
Front Street mimics its orientation with the Chenango River situated to its east. The Chenango River 
begins near in the Morrisville Swamp southwest of Utica and meanders generally south-southeast and 
south-southwest and is joined by canals (Erie Canal System) and rivers (Sangerfield River and the 
Tioughnioga River). It flows southward through Binghamton where it joins the Susquehanna River. The 
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Front Street Gateway Improvement Project is located just north of this junction between the Chenango 
and Susquehanna Rivers. By the mid 1860’s, the Chenango River just east of or along Front Street 
consisted of several pool channels and tributary Castle Creek, which flowed just south of Gaines Street 
and north of Winding Way. Winding Way’s layout mimics/parallels the meandering pattern of Castle 
Creek. The Chenango River had formed depositional pools on either side of its main channel, forming 
“Lewis Island” to the River’s east, west of the Chenango Canal and north of the NY and Erie Railroad 
Bridge at the time. On the west side of the river near Front Street, two depositional pools had formed and 
channels formed around these pools, likely eroding through and depositing sediments on the opposite 
sides of each of these smaller channels. The main river channel and smaller channels surrounding the 
pools, during flood events would typically deposit sediments onto their banks or onto the flood plain 
along Front Street and to the river’s east. Early drawings of Binghamton show marsh-like vegetation and 
floodplain terrain between Front Street and the Chenango River.  
 
On the Topographic Atlas of Broome County, New York in 1866, Front Street is shown as undeveloped 
near the locations of borings B-31, B-32, and B-35. By the late 1890’s, the east side of Front Street began 
to develop. From review of Sanborn Maps published in 1952, a concrete slope, dike, and earth slope had 
been constructed along the east side of Front Street along the west bank of the Chenango River. Only the 
main Channel exists today as the pools were removed/re-graded and the small channels have been filled. 
Development is present at each of the boring locations. 
 
From the soils encountered by the borings and review of the Sanborn Maps, the east side of Front Street 
underwent significant landform changes by man-made filling and grading operations along with 
straightening of the Chenango River. Site grades were raised. Based upon the soils encountered by the 
borings, discussed in more detail in the following section, sand and gravel was generally used to raise the 
site grades and level the ground between the river and Front Street. It is assumed that prior to 1866, 
similar filling and grading was used to construct Front Street and the NY and Erie Railroads. Subsequent 
development occurred on these lands, changing the landscape to primarily pavement, concrete, and 
building structures, along with associated lawns and landscape.  
 
1.4.3 GEOMORPHOLOGY INVESTIGATION (2015) 
Soil borings and geomorphological investigation of the Front Street Gateway Project location was carried 
out by John M. Stiteler, Soil Scientist, on February 16, 2015. A summary of conditions in the project area 
is given below (edited, from Stiteler, 2015).   
 
Ten cores were taken at the following Front Street addresses: 233; 240; 244; 256; 272; 273; 274; 286; 
294; and 329. Analysis of cores revealed the presence of fill throughout the APE.  Thickness of the fill 
ranged from 5 or 6 feet (at five locations) to as much as 12 feet (329 Front Street).  The fill generally 
consisted of gravelly sand, loamy sand, or sandy loam.  In some cases the fill included brick fragments 
and coal cinder.  In general, the intact sediments beneath the fill consistently showed weak or no soil 
development and minimal or no evidence of weathering.  No evidence of profile development or 
landscape stability was seen in Cores 240, 244, 273, 294, or 329.  Thin or weakly expressed A horizons 
with little or no associated subsoil horizon development were seen in Cores 256, 272, 274, and 286.  A 
minimally developed A/Bw sequence was identified at around 9 feet below surface in Core 233, 
postulated to have been located on the former south wall of the Glenwood/Dickerson Creek hollow.  
 
The lack of a weathering zone in the upper sediment profile suggests the possibility that the soils in the 
APE may have been truncated prior to filling.  Truncation may have been accomplished mechanically or 
may have been the result of scouring by large Historic floods.  The thin A horizons seen in Cores 256, 
272, 274, and 286, with no associated subsoil development are interpreted to be of Historic age, possibly 
developed in part as a result of human activity that introduced and incorporated organic material.  The 
thick, weakly expressed A horizon seen at 9 feet bs in Cores 272 and 274 is interpreted to have formed in 
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a swale or other depression on the low floodplain adjacent to the Chenango River side channel depicted 
on the 1855 Gifford map.  The weakly expressed A/Bw sequence seen at 9 feet bs within the 
Glenwood/Dickerson Creek hollow is interpreted to be of Late Holocene age.  Preservation of this 
sequence may be due in part to ponding at the mouth of Glenwood/Dickerson Creek during high flows, 
sparing this surface from scouring.   
 
The possibility cannot be categorically ruled out that prehistoric cultural material is contained within the 
Holocene overbank sediments underlying the APE.  However, it may be argued that frequent flooding of 
the area would have made it an undesirable setting for other than short-term use.  As noted above, the 
sediments appear to have accumulated quickly within the Late Holocene.  Aside from the weakly 
developed A horizon seen in Core 233 no stable land surfaces with the potential to contain in-situ 
prehistoric cultural material were identified.  Likewise, no evidence was found to mark the presence of 
Historic features or well-developed surfaces that might be associated with Historic middens or yard 
deposits. 
 
In summary, the sediments seen beneath fill in the Front Street Gateway Project APE are of Late 
Holocene age and appear to have accumulated in an area subject to frequent flooding.  The weathered 
upper zone of the sediments appears to have been largely truncated.  No evidence was seen of stable 
surfaces with a high potential to contain prehistoric or Historic cultural material.  
 

1.5 PROPOSED PROJECT IMPACTS 
The Front Street Gateway Project proposes a full depth roadway reconstruction including sidewalks and 
curbing, from McDonald Avenue and Winding Way to Prospect Street.  Review of the Project Maps 
(plans and sections) in Appendix C indicates that the horizontal limits will be held at the outside (building 
side) of the existing sidewalks in most cases.  Sections indicate that the average vertical depth of impact 
in the pavement (roadway) would be less than 2 ft. (60cm).  Soil borings (2010, 2014) showed the depth 
of pavement and subbase to average about 45-50cm (18-20 inches).  Impacts below the existing subbase 
in the pavement section should generally be less than 15cm (6 inches).  Vertical impacts for sidewalks 
(installation or replacement) will be about 30cm (12 inches).  Sections indicate that cuts for sidewalks 
will generally be less than 15cm (6 inches) although a few areas near Franklin Street may have cuts of 
about 30cm (12 inches).  Total vertical impacts for sidewalks should be 45cm (18 inches) or less. 
 
Soil borings (2014, 2015) indicated that general subsurface conditions consisted of either asphalt 
pavement or topsoil underlain by fill soils and indigenous silts and clay sediments intermixed with 
varying percentages of sand. Beneath the surface materials, fill soils were encountered consisting of silts, 
clayey silts, fine to coarse sand, gravel, organics, ash, bricks, bitumen, and coal. Fill thickness ranged 
between 2.5 feet to at least 14.5 feet. The indigenous soils encountered below the fills were generally 
consistent throughout the borings, consisting of tan-brown silt or clayey silts, with occasional layers of 
sand and clay grading to gray-brown in color.  
 
Utility Plans for the infrastructure improvements indicate that the existing 18, 15 and 10 inch sanitary 
main is located along the centerline of Front Street at depths between 10 and 18 feet.  The sanitary line 
will be replaced in kind on the same footprint, at depths from 14 to 18 feet.  A new 8 inch water line will 
be installed on the west side of the pavement at a depth of approximately 6 feet.  All of the associated 
water services will be replaced up to the proposed curb stops located just beyond the proposed curb lines. 
Water services will be installed approximately 6 feet below existing pavement.  A new 24 and 36 inch 
storm sewer will be installed on the east side of the pavement. The depth of the trench for the new storm 
main will vary from 7 feet to 11 feet deep.  All of the associated storm water receiving basins and laterals 
will also be replaced. The trenches for the receiving basins and the associated laterals will be 
approximately 5 feet deep. 
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1.6 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
Archaeological recommendations for the Front Street Gateway Project address the following: 

1. Historic resources potentially present within fill soils below the pavement 
2. Prehistoric and historic resources potentially present in undisturbed soils along the roadside 

where sidewalks will be replaced or installed 
3. Prehistoric and historic resources potentially present in undisturbed soils below the pavement 

where utilities will be replaced or installed 
 
Previous archaeological surveys have shown that both prehistoric and historic resources have the potential 
to be present and largely intact where undisturbed soils exist below later fill.  Numerous important sites 
have been identified in areas along the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers, particularly near their 
confluence, and along the banks on the first terrace above the rivers, where later filling and leveling for 
construction have protected intact deposits.  The Front Street Gateway Project area is considered to be 
highly sensitive for the possible presence of both prehistoric and historic sites in undisturbed soils below 
fill soils. In addition, historic maps indicate the possible presence of two resources under the existing 
pavement:  the City Railway Trolley line and the Binghamton to Chenango Forks Plank Road. 
 
1.6.1 HISTORIC RESOURCES POTENTIALLY PRESENT WITHIN FILL SOILS BELOW THE PAVEMENT 
Soil borings (2010, 2014) include the presence of brick and concrete and some wood fragments 
immediately below the existing asphalt.  Similarities with the stratigraphy and materials recovered in the 
City of Utica monitoring (Morton, 2012) and information from adjacent roadwork indicates that the 
trolley lines are still present below Front Street.  Trolleys were a common and important element in the 
development of city infrastructure during the 19th and early 20th centuries, but have been infrequently 
documented archaeologically.  Additionally, potential for evidence of the Chenango Forks plank road also 
exists.  It is recommended that a Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan for the Binghamton City Railway 
and Binghamton to Chenango Forks Plank Road be prepared for review and concurrence by the involved 
Agencies. 
 
1.6.2 PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC RESOURCES POTENTIALLY PRESENT IN UNDISTURBED SOILS ALONG 
THE ROADSIDE WHERE SIDEWALKS WILL BE REPLACED OR INSTALLED 
Soil borings (2014, 2015) indicate that between 76cm (2.5 ft.) and 4.4m (14.5 ft.) of fill soils are present 
below the surfaces on either side of Front Street.  These soils are likely the result of dumping and leveling 
for building activities, and similar profiles were identified in previous archaeological surveys.  Below the 
fill, an undisturbed soil profile appears to be present.  Total vertical impacts for sidewalks should be 45cm 
(18 inches) or less.  The proposed limits of the vertical APE for the pavement and sidewalks should not 
reach below fill soils at any point. No further archaeological work is recommended for possible 
prehistoric or historic deposits that may be present in undisturbed soils in the ROW where the sidewalks 
will be installed or replaced as long as the proposed horizontal and vertical limits are maintained, and 
excavations do not reach below fill soil levels.  Should those limits be altered, a plan for deep testing to 
evaluate the soils below the fill level is recommended. 
 
1.6.3 PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC RESOURCES POTENTIALLY PRESENT IN UNDISTURBED SOILS BELOW 
THE PAVEMENT WHERE UTILITIES WILL BE REPLACED OR INSTALLED 
Soil borings (2014, 2015) indicate that between 76cm (2.5 ft.) and 4.4m (14.5 ft.) of fill soils are present 
below the surfaces on either side of Front Street.  Below the fill, an undisturbed soil profile appears to be 
present.  Interpolation of the results from the 2015 geomorphology study suggests that intact buried A and 
B horizons have some potential to be present, discontinuously, below the fill.  These deposits have some 
potential to contain historic or prehistoric deposits, although that potential is considered limited, because 
of frequent flooding that could have removed deposits, and/or made the area less desirable for settlement. 
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Profile plans indicate that the storm sewer installation, waterline installation and sanitary sewer 
replacement will reach below the anticipated depth of fill into potentially intact soils below.  Since there 
is some potential for historic and prehistoric deposits to be present, monitoring of the utility work during 
construction is recommended.  It is recommended that a Monitoring and Data Recovery Plan for potential 
prehistoric and historic resources be prepared for review and concurrence by the involved Agencies. 
 

2. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
A research design is an integral part of any professional archaeological project.  The preparation of an 
archaeological monitoring and data recovery plan “should reflect a knowledge of the existing 
archaeological/historic database and research questions considered important at the local, regional 
and/or national level. The data recovery plan must provide a detailed discussion of the research topics 
and questions to be addressed...” (NYAC Standards, 1994: 7) 
 
Generally some level of field investigation (Phase IB field reconnaissance, Phase II site examination) is 
conducted prior to monitoring and data recovery on a construction project.  However the combination of 
impervious surfaces (pavement, sidewalks, driveways and parking lots) and the depth of fill soils, 
between 76cm (2.5 ft.) and 4.4m (14.5 ft.), rendered field investigations impractical.  Alternative lines of 
evidence, presented in Section 1, indicate that four resources may be present, and are eligible or 
potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register.  SHPO has concurred with the evidence as 
presented.  These four resources are:  prehistoric sites, historic features, namely the Binghamton City 
Railway and the Plank Road to Chenango Forks, and historic sites (as yet unidentified). 
 
Procedures for archaeological monitoring for these resources, and possible data recovery, as necessary are 
outlined in Sections 3,4 and 5.  Section 2 provides a brief background to these four resources and suggests 
some research topics to be considered. 
 

2.1 PREHISTORIC SITES 
A discussion of previously identified prehistoric sites in the vicinity of the Front Street project location 
was included in the Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey (2nd revised report, see pp. 38-
43).  Archaeological investigations in the region dominated by the confluence of the Susquehanna and 
Chenango Rivers have identified numerous important sites.  A number of these sites are discussed in 
detail by Knapp, et.al. in Life at the Confluence:  Archaic and Woodland Occupations of the Chenango 
Point Site ((Knapp, 2011: 15-20).  The volume of information recovered is sufficient to consider 
discussing individual sites in terms of their place in the larger pattern of settlements, both spatial (how to 
sites of the same time period relate to one another) and temporally (what is the sequence of site use over 
time).  Knapp notes that: 
 
Within the general vicinity of the Chenango Point Site, there is a minimum of 20 recorded prehistoric 
sites (Figure 2.5). Castle Gardens, Roberson, Temple Concord, and John Moore Farm are characterized 
by significant Late Archaic and Transitional components, while the Broome Tech, Boland and Castle 
Creek sites upstream from Chenango Point, and Roundtop east along the Susquehanna produced 
significant Late Woodland occupations. Regional sites will be discussed in the following sections. 
 
The sites selected for this discussion of Chenango Point’s near neighbors serve as the basis for a general 
context within which to view the cultural components identified during our excavations. In particular, 
sites such as Castle Gardens demonstrate the existence of a thriving local Late Archaic community 
(distinct from Lamoka and Brewerton) a few miles downstream from Chenango Point. Of equal interest is 
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the Brewerton component at Temple Concord, which could have been created by the same people as 
those who dug the large pit feature at Chenango Point and filled it with Brewerton points and other 
associated tools. Also of interest is the presence of an extensive Late Archaic community at Roberson, just 
across the river from Chenango Point. Here, an abundance of Lamoka points, mixed with some Vestal 
and Brewerton, speaks to the issue of co-occurrence of multiple “diagnostics” in the same stratigraphic 
level, and the potential for distinct local communities of hunter-gatherers. The absence of a significant 
Transitional component at Chenango Point is possibly explained by the large occupation a short distance 
away at the John Moore Farm site, with what seems to be an outpost at Roberson. Finally, glimpses of 
the Middle and Late Woodland land use are apparent at nearby sites, and full-blown agricultural 
communities are present at Roundtop, Boland, and Castle Creek. Of these three, Boland seems to be the 
closest to Chenango Point in terms of similarity of pottery styles. It may be that the same group created 
both sites, or fissioned into two communities at these two locations. In all, this context of neighboring 
sites prompts archaeologists to think in terms of linkages, continuities, and gaps in settlement within a 
whole subregion rather than treating sites as isolates on the landscape. 
 
Noticeable in Knapp’s Figure 2.5 is the distinctly water-based distribution of sites, and also their 
discontinuous distribution across watersheds.  A brief inspection indicates a preference for locations at the 
confluence of one or more rivers/streams.  A logical conclusion for populations where transportation was 
either by foot or water would be that confluence sites offer the opportunity to bring water transport (e.g. 
boats) up to settlement sites on higher ground (camps, villages, etc.) and yet provide easy access to the 
larger streams and rivers. 
 
The extent to which flooding influenced both land use choices, particularly settlement, and preservation 
of prehistoric activities, is also considered: 
 
A geomorphological study performed upstream in the Chenango Valley characterized the valley as once 
having a series of braided streams that are now in-filled (Cremeens 1998). Recent geomorphological 
evidence derived from a series of soil borings in the next (southern) block, indicated areas with deep silt 
deposits that resembled in-filled former channels (O’Donovan and B. Grills in progress). This suggests 
that the current channel and confluence may not reflect the former, and that meander patterns may have 
made areas adjacent to the confluence unstable land surfaces for settlement, at least during parts of 
prehistory. Even during more recent history (mid-twentieth century), major flooding events (1935-36) had 
reshaped the confluence area, requiring large quantities of fill and flood walls to stabilize the bank areas. 
Figure 2.2 illustrates where current estimates of the 500-year and 100-year flood areas occur in relation 
to the project. These maps support the potential for unstable land surfaces, but also demonstrate that land 
beyond these catastrophic flood zones are present and that the project area occurs in one of these 
minimal flood zones. (Knapp, 2011: 5). 
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Figure 2.5. Archaeological sites near Chenango Point (Knapp, 2011: 29) 
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Figure 2.2. Chenango Point/Binghamton Mall site on a map of the 100 and 500 year flood plains (Knapp, 
2011: 6) 
 
Discontinuity may be the result of several factors, either alone or in combination:  the location of 
archaeological surveys and research, topography and climatic cycles, particularly annual flooding, and 
relationships between different clan, tribe or family groups living near one another at the same time, or 
the land-use patterns of one clan/tribe/family group over time. 
 
An updated plan of the previously identified prehistoric sites within a 2.5 mile radius of the Front Street 
project area (see Figure 4) is similarly discontinuous in distribution and oriented around the Susquehanna 
and the Chenango Rivers and their tributaries (see also Appendix B for an updated list of sites within a 
2.5 mile radius of the project location). 
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FIGURE 4.  UPDATED MAP OF KNOWN PREHISTORIC SITES WITHIN A 2.5 MILE RADIUS 

 
 
Plotting the known prehistoric sites in an approximately 1.5 mile radius of the project vicinity on the 
FEMA 100 and 500 year Flood Map for the City of Binghamton (see Figure 5) generates an interesting 
distribution. 
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FIGURE 5. KNOWN PREHISTORIC SITES ON FEMA 100 AND 500 YEAR FLOOD MAP 
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Most of the identified sites, including the Chenango Point site, are located in Flood Zone B (100 year 
flood).  The Front Street Gateway Project is also located in Zone B.  
 
Questions to consider in terms of possible prehistoric deposits include: 
 

• First, can any prehistoric deposits or features be identified? 
• If so, what is their nature (type of activity, time period and duration of activity, degree of 

intactness)? 
• What is the relationship of any identified prehistoric deposits or features to other known sites in 

the project vicinity, spatially and temporally? 
• How do the identified sites fit together to describe the history of the population(s) who lived in 

the area during the prehistoric period? 
• What do the gaps in distribution indicate?  Are these the artifact of the distribution of previous 

survey locations, do they indicate flood patterns in the prehistoric past, or do they relate to how 
populations interacted with one another, or other? 

  

2.2 HISTORIC FEATURES 
2.2.1 THE PLANK ROAD TO CHENANGO FORKS 
From Binghamton, its Settlement (Lawyer, 1900: 266) comes the following description of the early roads 
in the city of Binghamton, including the Chenango Forks plank or corduroy road (refer to Figure 6 to 
identify the roads described in the account): 
 

The road most frequently used in reaching this village settlement followed down the north side 
of the Susquehanna to a point just below the dry bridge across Brandywine creek, and then 
turned northwestward in an almost direct line to Lyon's Ferry, near the present Ferry street 
bridge. When the site of the settlement was removed from Chenango village to Chenango Point, 
soon after 1800, a new road was opened from the angle near the Brandywine creek to the ferry 
at the twin elms, or substantially on the route of Court street. Another trail and subsequent road 
much used by travelers into the region was that on which the old State road to Catskill was 
afterward laid out, reaching across the country from the upper Susquehanna valley to the old 
road on the east bank of the Chenango near Sawtell's tavern stand. At this point a ferry carried 
travelers across the river to the main road leading from Chenango Forks to Owego, the latter 
road being laid substantially on the route of Prospect Street, as now known. At the foot of 
Mount Prospect, near the river, the road forked and a branch led down the west side of the 
Chenango nearly on the line of Front street to the river road, and thence to Owego on the north 
side of the Susquehanna. Indeed, the street called Riverside Drive is one of the oldest 
thoroughfares in the city and at one time in its history it was in part built as a corduroy road. 
From Lyon's Ferry, on the west side of the Chenango, a branch road led northwest to the 
highway skirting Prospect hill on the north. 

 
By 1855, the City of Binghamton had developed considerably, although the area north of Clinton Street 
was still very rural. Figure 7 shows the New York and Erie Railroad, and the basic street pattern in the 
Front Street Gateway project area.  Daniel Dickinson’s estate is marked.  Dickinson Creek, labeled as 
Trout Creek, has been re-routed and now runs near to Dickinson’s home, with a large loop south between 
Gaines Street and Dickinson Street.  Also notable is the presence of a Plank road on Front Street, from 
Clinton Street north to Chenango Forks.  Plank roads are more common after the legislation of 1848, and 
are often, but not necessarily indicative of areas with wetter conditions and substantial traffic. 
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FIGURE 6. FRONT STREET GATEWAY PROJECT LOCATION (APPROXIMATE) ON 1797 SKETCH MAP (NTS) 
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FIGURE 7. FRONT STREET GATEWAY PROJECT LOCATION ON GIFFORD 1855 MAP OF BROOME COUNTY 
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Questions to consider with regard to the Chenango Forks Plan Road include: 
 

• Can elements of the plank road still be identified? 
• If so, what is the state of preservation, and how does that relate to later roadway reconstruction 

practices (as opposed to neglect and decay of the plank road)? 
• What can be determined about the date of construction and methods of construction (materials, 

labor source, etc.)? 
• How does that relate to the ideal from historic statutes, and historic manuals on plank roadway 

construction, management and maintenance? 
2.2.2 THE BINGHAMTON CITY RAILWAY 
Mass transit in Broome County officially began in 1868 when the Binghamton and Port Dickinson 
Railroad Co was chartered by the legislature to provide the first street railway service. The earliest 
vehicles of mass transit were multi-passenger wagons on rails pulled by horses. Broome County made its 
mark in mass transit history with the Washington Street and State Asylum Railroad Company operating 
the first electric trolley in New York State in 1887 (see Figure 8). In 1932 Triple Cities Traction was the 
first transit organization to end the use of street railcars and use buses exclusively in a major metropolitan 
area in New York State. 
 
The street railroad system began with horse-drawn trolley cars in 1868, with the Binghamton and Port 
Dickinson Railroad Company, chartered to build and operate a line through Court and Main Streets from 
the Kirkwood town line on the east to the Union line on the west.  The line began operation in 1873.  The 
Washington Street and State Asylum Railroad was chartered in 1871, the Park Avenue Railroad Company 
in 1881, and these lines consolidated in 1887.  The City Railway Company was incorporated in 1883, to 
build a line from the corner of Court and Washington Streets, through Washington, Ferry, Front and 
Clinton Streets, to Berkshire Road.  “This road was the result of the individual enterprise of Rozelle H. 
Meagley, and therefore became known as the “Meagley road,” (Lawyer, 1900: 282).  This line was 
incorporated into the Binghamton Street Railroad Company in 1890.  Electricity replaced horse power on 
June 25, 1893, although the Front Street section of the line was not electrified until October 10, 1896 
(Lawyer, 1900: 280-286). 
 
Questions to consider with regard to the Binghamton City Railway include: 

• Can elements of the Binghamton City Railway be identified? What is the stratigraphic sequence? 
• If so, what is their state of preservation and how is that impacted by subsequent roadway 

reconstruction (as opposed to general neglect and decay)? 
• How was the trolley constructed?  How does this compare to the drawings and manuals of the 

period? 
• What comparison can be made between the trolley in Binghamton, and other professionally 

excavated trolley lines, for instance, the City of Utica Belt Line? 
• What was the source of materials for the Binghamton City Railway? 
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FIGURE 8. FRONT STREET GATEWAY PROJECT LOCATION ON 1901 BIRD’S EYE VIEW OF THE CITY OF BINGHAMTON 
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PHOTO 1.  ELECTRIC TROLLEY CARS ON COURT STREET1 

 
 

2.3 HISTORIC SITES (MAP-DOCUMENTED AND UN-DOCUMENTED) 
Approximately 40 map documented buildings and structures have been identified in or immediately 
adjacent to the Front Street Gateway Project area.  These are detailed in Table 3 and located on the 
Project Maps in Appendix C.  
 
The majority are residential buildings dating to the early 20th century.  There are a small number of 
commercial buildings, notably the Barnes-Smith Cigar Factory and the Cutler Ice Company, and several 
gas stations.  Also identified were at least one alignment of Dickinson Creek. 
 
Questions to consider regarding possible significant historic sites: 

• What is the nature, period, and duration of the historic site?  Was it map-documented? 
• How does it relate to the previously identified historic features? 
• How does it expand the information on the nature of the communities that developed along Front 

Street in the historic period? 
 
                                                        
1 Baldwin, 1920, pp. 11 
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TABLE 3. MAP DOCUMENTED STRUCTURE (MDS) AND STRUCTURES SUMMARY TABLE2  

MDS Address or 
No. 

First Known 
Identification 
(Map) 

Approximate 
Dates 

Building Name or 
Use 

Inside 
Project 
APE? 

Current 
conditions/Comments 

225 Front Street Everts 1876 1876-1950 

Dwelling 2 1/2, 
filling Station 
(1950) N  Parking lot (asphalt) 

231 Front Street Everts 1876  1876-1950 

Dwelling 2 1/2, 
Italian Christian 
Apostolic Church 
(1950) N Lawn 

233 Front Street Sanborn 1891   1891-1950 Dwelling 2 1/2 N  Gravel parking area 

260 Front Street Sanborn 1898  1898-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N 
 Under existing building, 
pavement 

262 Front Street Sanborn 1898  1898-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N 
 Under existing building, 
pavement 

264 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N 
 Under existing building, 
pavement 

266 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N 
 Under existing building, 
pavement 

268 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N 
 Under existing building, 
pavement 

270 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N 
 Under existing building, 
pavement 

279A Front 
Street  Sanborn 1918 1918  

Barnes-Smith 
Cigar Factory, 
Shed N 

 Under existing building, 
pavement 

279B Front 
Street  Sanborn 1950  1950 

Barnes-Smith 
Cigar Factory, 
Warehouse N 

 Under existing building, 
pavement 

280 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N  Gravel parking area 
281a Front 
Street Beers 1866 1866-1900 Dwelling  N  Under Karlada Drive 
281b Front 
Street 

Sanborn 1918 
(USGS 1904) 1918-1950  Glass Factory  N  Under Karlada Drive 

285 Front Street Sanborn 1950  1950 Filling Station N  
Under existing building, 
pavement 

286 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 Y Parking lot (asphalt) 
288 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Flat 2 1/2 N Parking lot (asphalt) 
290 Front Street Beers 1866 1866-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N Under existing building 
292 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Flat 2 1/2 N Under existing building 
294 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 N Under existing building 
295 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N  Lawn 

301 Front Street Sanborn 1950  1950 

Truckman's 
Garage and 
Warehouse Y Under existing building 

                                                        
2 See Appendix C. Project Maps for locations of MDS 
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MDS Address or 
No. 

First Known 
Identification 
(Map) 

Approximate 
Dates 

Building Name or 
Use 

Inside 
Project 
APE? 

Current 
conditions/Comments 

302 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 N Under existing building 
304 (Auto) Front 
Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Auto 1 Y  Gravel parking area 

304 (Shed) Front 
Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Shed 1 N  Gravel parking area 
304 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N  Gravel parking area 
306 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 N  Gravel parking area 
307 Front Street Sanborn 1950  1950 Filling Station N Parking lot (asphalt) 

308 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  

Dwelling, Glass & 
Mirror shop 
(1951) N  Gravel parking area 

308a Front 
Street Sanborn 1951 1951  

Glass & Mirror 
shop (1951) 

N 
 Gravel parking area 

310a Front 
Street Beers 1866 1866-1918 Dwelling N  Gravel parking area 
310b Front 
Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  

Cutler Ice Co., Ice 
House N  Gravel parking area 

335/337 Front 
Street Sanborn 1918 1918 

Feed Mill (Not in 
Operation) N  Under existing building 

341 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2 1/2 N Parking lot (asphalt) 
342 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Flat 2 N Parking lot (asphalt) 
345 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Flat 2 Y Parking lot (asphalt) 
347 Front Street Sanborn 1918 1918-1950  Dwelling 2-1 N  Gravel parking area 

351 Front Street Beers 1866 1866-1950  

Dwelling 2, Hotel 
(1876) Filling 
Station (1950) N  Under Prospect Street 

MDS A Sanborn 1918  1918 Public Bath House Y 
 Under concrete retaining 
wall 

City Railway 
(Binghamton 
Street Railroad, 
Binghamton 
Railroad 

1901 Bird’s 
Eye  1884-1932 Trolley Line Y Under current street 

Dickinson Creek Tower 1838  
also called Trout 
Creek Y 

Channelized about 1855, 
appears to run completely 
below ground by c. 1918 
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3. OUTLINE OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING AND DATA RECOVERY PROCESS 
1. Archaeological monitors will be present for pavement removal and excavation between 

McDonald Street and Gaines Street (approx. 24+00 to 37+00), and for infrastructure removal and 
replacement, or new construction (water, sewer and others) where excavations will potentially 
reach below documented fill levels.   

2. Archaeological monitors will look for the presence of remains of the historic trolley line 
(Binghamton City Railway) and the plank road to Chenango Forks, and for the presence of other 
significant prehistoric and historic deposits. 

3. Examples of significant deposits include prehistoric features or artifact concentrations, historic 
structures (MDS), substantial and varied historic artifact concentrations, and human remains* 

4. If remains of the Binghamton City Railway or Chenango Forks plank road are encountered, these 
features and their associated infrastructure will be photo-documented and recorded in place, prior 
to removal.  This will require temporary construction stop(s). 

5. If any other potentially significant deposits are encountered (except human remains), the 
archaeologist will inform the Engineer in Charge (EIC) and will initiate Consultation with the 
Reviewing Parties.  Construction in the vicinity of the archaeological deposit will stop for the 
duration of Consultation. 

6. If the Reviewing Parties determine that the archaeological deposit is significant, Data Recovery 
will take place.  The data recovery plan will include a timeline and cost estimate.  If the deposit is 
not significant, construction can proceed.  

7. If *human remains are encountered, construction in the vicinity of the remains will stop.  OPRHP 
Human Remains Discovery Protocol and Haudenosaunee Archaeology and Burial Policy (or 
other as determined through Consultation) as required by the Nations and the Tribes will be 
implemented. 

8. Upon completion of archaeological monitoring and data recovery (if required) an end of field 
letter will be prepared.  The archaeological discoveries will be analyzed and a final report 
completed. 

3.1 CONSIDERATIONS FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING OF CONSTRUCTION  
The implementation of this plan requires the full cooperation of the City of Binghamton and its Agents 
and the contractor selected for this project. The contractor must be informed that:  
 

a. The archaeologists have the authority to stop or delay the excavation when cultural resources 
are encountered, and that  

b. The archaeologists will require a set amount of time in the trenches at certain points to 
evaluate and record the stratigraphy in excavated areas.  

 
Should cultural resources be encountered that require recording or data recovery operations, the 
archaeologists need to be provided safe sites in which to work.  Construction activities may need to be 
adjusted to accommodate archaeological work. 
 

1. Archaeological monitoring will occur concurrently with construction.  
2. Professional archaeologists will examine the excavations to identify any prehistoric or 

historic deposits based on artifacts and features (e.g., soil stains, wooden planks, trolley lines, 
etc.) that are uncovered.  

3. Cultural deposits discovered may be subjected to data recovery procedures, following the 
consultation procedures outlined in Section 4.  
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4. Archaeologists may enter the excavations to inspect and record soil profiles and any cultural 
features identified. 

 
The contractor is also responsible for supplying the necessary labor and machinery to conduct the 
monitoring, such as heavy equipment and qualified operators, and for conducting and maintaining the 
excavations in accordance with OSHA safety standards. 
 
The Engineer in Charge (EIC) is the primary point of contact between the archaeologists and all other 
involved parties. 
 
 

3.2 MONITORING PROCEDURES 
Prior to the beginning of the construction phase of the project, the City of Binghamton, its contractor, and 
the professional archaeologists will meet to discuss planned construction activities within the area 
covered by this monitoring plan.  The City of Binghamton and/or its contractor will provide the 
archaeologists with a full set of up to date construction plans (electronic and paper copies) for the 
archaeologist’s use. 
 
During the construction phase, professional archaeologists must be present at the construction site. This 
will require the contractor and City of Binghamton to keep professional archaeologists informed of the 
construction schedule. The City of Binghamton or its contractor will provide the professional 
archaeologist as much notice as is possible, preferably 48-72 hours prior notice, of any construction 
activities, to allow for the scheduling of archaeological personnel. 
 
Professional archaeologists will monitor the removal of all soils from the monitoring area. All soils 
removed during construction will be hauled away by the City of Binghamton or its contractor.  
 
Within the asphalt covered roadway, the City of Binghamton or its contractor will remove the asphalt 
road surface, underlying roadway material and the sub-base under the supervision of a professional 
archaeologist monitor. The City of Binghamton or its contractor will remove any obvious fill soil in 
vertical increments determined in conjunction with the monitoring archaeologists, or until a new soil layer 
is evident to the archaeologist.  Intact, non-fill soils, if encountered, will be removed in the same manner. 
 
The monitoring archaeologist will examine all soils for evidence of prehistoric or historic deposits (based 
on concentrations of artifact or the presence of features).  Examination may include but is not limited to: 
 

a. Visual inspection of soils from outside the excavation trench 
b. Visual inspection of soils from inside the excavation trench 
c. Sampling of soils, involving removal of a portion of excavation soils from the excavation 

trench for examination outside the trench, either mechanically or by hand 
 

If examination of soils will require the monitoring archaeologist to be inside the trench, the City of 
Binghamton or the contractor will be informed in advance and will be provided with a timeframe for the 
examination (generally 5-10 minutes).  Examination inside the trench will not occur while soils are being 
mechanically removed from the trench.  The monitoring archaeologist will adhere to OSHA safety 
standards for working in trenches, and the City of Binghamton or the contractor will provide shoring or 
trench box as necessary.  If soils are to be removed, they must be placed in a safe location away from the 
trench were they can be examined by the archaeologist.  
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If prehistoric or historic deposits are not identified in the excavation trench then construction work can 
proceed in that section and the contractor can subsequently move to the next planned excavation section. 
This process will be repeated for each excavation section. 
 
If the archaeologists identify prehistoric or historic deposits during monitoring the archaeologists will 
immediately notify the Engineer in Charge (EIC). The archaeologists will then follow the procedures in 
Section 4 for Consultation and Data Recovery. 
 
The level of recording at each excavation location will be determined by archaeologists and may include 
cleaning, examination, and documentation of soil profiles and other features through photographs and 
field drawings. Artifact samples may also be taken during recording of the excavations to provide 
chronological information on the depositional sequence. 
 
The discovery of prehistoric or historic sites or features and implementation of data recovery procedures 
may require that the excavations remain open until the consultation and data recovery is complete. The 
City of Binghamton or its contractor is responsible at all times for securing the excavation area and 
adequately covering or otherwise protecting the excavation area. 

4. PROTOCOL AND PROCEDURES FOR CONSULTATION AND DATA RECOVERY 
4.1 CONSULTATION 
Consultation with the Reviewing Parties (as identified in Section 4.1.1, item 2) will be implemented if 
archaeologists determine that a prehistoric or historic archaeological deposit identified during 
construction monitoring is potentially significant.  
 
In general, potentially significant archaeological discoveries would be from non-fill contexts and include: 

a. prehistoric artifacts and/or features,  
b. a high frequency and diversity of historic artifacts,  
c. structural remains, and  
d. historic features that have the potential to yield important information 

 
Specifically, the project area has the potential to contain prehistoric sites and burials3 and historic features 
related to the to map-documented structures in the project area (Table 3, above) as well as unknown 
historic features. 
 
4.1.1 CONSULTATION PROTOCOLS 
If a potentially significant prehistoric or historic deposit (not including potential Human Remains) is 
identified the monitoring archaeologist will: 
 

1. Immediately notify the Engineer in Charge (EIC) regarding the nature of the archaeological 
deposits found (including time period, type and extent).  The EIC is the primary point of contact 
and will notify the City of Binghamton and the contractor and others as necessary. The EIC will 
notify the Lead Agency, who in turn will notify the SHPO and Nations and Tribes as necessary to 
alter them to the need for Consultation. 

2. Provide a preliminary estimate of the expected time needed for the reviewing parties to determine 
if Data Recovery is warranted.  The reviewing parties for the Front Street Gateway Project are the 
OPRHP, NYSDOT Region 9, the City of Binghamton, FHWA, and for prehistoric deposits, the 
Onondaga, Tuscarora, Oneida and Delaware Nations and the Delaware Tribe, St. Regis Mohawk 

                                                        
3 Potential Human Remains will be handled under Human Remains Discovery Protocols  
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Tribe and Seneca Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma. 

3. Contact the EIC, City of Binghamton, the NYSDOT and FHWA, the SHPO and as necessary the 
Nations and the Tribes, and provide information to them regarding the potential significance of 
the prehistoric or historic deposit.  This information should include, but is not limited to type of 
deposit, date or date range, potential extent of deposit (horizontal and vertical), integrity, potential 
research questions that the deposit could answer, whether the same information could be obtained 
by other means 

4. Provide the Reviewing Parties with an estimate of the type and amount of excavation needed to 
recover data from the deposit and the timeframe necessary to complete the work.  

The City of Binghamton and/or the contractor are responsible for:  

1. Securing the area of the archaeological deposit and protecting the excavation until 
consultation and/or data recovery is complete. 

2. Discussing with the EIC and other parties how the potential data recovery will affect the 
construction schedule. 

If data recovery is authorized by the Reviewing Parties: 
 

1. The archaeologist will provide City of Binghamton and the EIC a preliminary scope of work 
(Data Recovery Plan) and budget for the data recovery for their review and approval. 

2. If data recovery will not begin immediately, the contractor or City of Binghamton will be 
responsible for securing the site and the EIC will inform the City of Binghamton or its 
contractor of this and of the expected delays and how to proceed.  

3. If data recovery does begin immediately, the EIC will inform the City of Binghamton or its 
contractor of this and the City of Binghamton or its contractor will be required to make any 
modifications deemed necessary by the EIC to complete the construction in a timely manner 
while insuring the safety of the archaeologists. It is estimated, given the size of the 
excavations, that data recovery operations will generally require no more than 1-2 working 
days in each location.  

4.2 DATA RECOVERY 
Data Recovery excavations may involve several methods and procedures: 

1. For large area historic features, for example historic trolley lines, the feature will be cleaned, 
measured, electronically mapped and photographed, and left in situ.  Samples may be 
recovered, as warranted 

2. For smaller deposits, for example a historic midden or prehistoric features, systematic hand 
excavation using standard excavation units (e.g. a 1m x 1m test unit), excavating in layer and 
levels, screening soils to recovery artifacts, and standards measuring and recording 
techniques will be preferred 

4.2.1 DATA RECOVERY PROTOCOLS:  EXCAVATION 
1. A systematic grid with a standard grid coordinate system will be established for the site for 

excavation and recording electronically (e.g. GPS, total station). 
2. All excavation will proceed using hand tools, such as shovels and trowels.  
3. Soil will be screened through 1/4 in mesh.  
4. Excavation units will generally be 1 x 1 m (3 x 3 ft.) square, although linear trenches of 

different configurations may be practical in some circumstances.  
5. Excavations will follow natural soil layers, and will use arbitrary levels of 10 cm (4 in) within 

natural soils unless disturbance warrants an increase in this interval. 



 

 
 

36 

6. Layers, levels and features will be recorded including measurements, soil types and colors, 
artifacts recovered, and other relevant information. 

7. Artifacts will be bagged, labeled and taken to the laboratory for processing.  
8. Soil profiles will be drawn and photographed for all units.  
9. All features will be defined horizontally, plan mapped and photographed.  
10. Profiles and photographs will be done for features during the excavation process and/or upon 

completion. 
11. Subsurface features such as pits or post molds will be sectioned and profiled during 

excavation.  
12. Soil samples will be taken for flotation and analysis from appropriate features. 

4.2.2 OTHER DATA RECOVERY PROTOCOLS 
In the event that data recovery operations are necessary, there are other specific protocols that 
will be followed for recovery of artifacts, curation of the resulting collections, and analysis of 
cultural material, public outreach, and generation of a final report. 

4.2.2.1 Laboratory Processing 

All artifacts recovered will be washed, inventoried and catalogued according to standard practices 
for state reviewed projects (NYAC Standards: March 1994). Cataloging protocols will be 
dependent on the types of materials that result. All prehistoric artifacts will be cataloged 
according to current professional archaeological standard systems. Historic artifacts are classified 
according to general functional groups that are accepted by most historical archaeologists. 
Specialist catalogs (e.g., faunal, lithic, ceramic, botanical) will be generated according to the 
types of data derived from the excavations and analyses. 

4.2.2.2 Curation of Collections 

Curation and access to artifacts will have to be arranged in conjunction with the professional 
archaeologist prior to testing. All artifacts, notes and other documentation of the data recovery 
will be curated according to federal and state guidelines in a facility that complies with federal 
standards (36 CFR Part 79). 

4.2.2.3 Final Report 

At the conclusion of the Monitoring and Data Recovery, the principal archaeologist will 
summarize applied methods and findings in a report that will comply with New York State 
Standards (NYAC 1994, NYSDOT-SED 2004). The principal archaeologist will submit copies to 
the City of Binghamton and to the reviewing agencies. If no cultural deposits requiring data 
recovery are found, then a monitoring report can generally be completed within four to six weeks 
of the end of field operations. If data recovery is necessary, the required analysis could result in 
submission of a final report within 12 months of the completion of field investigations. 

4.2.2.4 Public Outreach 

Dissemination of information to the archaeological community and the public is part of the 
requirements of data recovery (NYAC Standards, 1994: 8, Section 4.4).   

In consultation with City of Binghamton, press releases may be made available to the local media 
if significant discoveries are made. These releases will be restricted to updates on results and 
major finds and will not involve discussions of project specifics.  No media coverage will be 
provided in the event that potential Human Remains are discovered. 

After excavations and analyses are complete, the archaeologists will suggest to the City of 
Binghamton potential public outreach projects, such as a pamphlet for local schools, a web page, 
and/or a small exhibit for schools and local historical societies. Once the outreach potential of the 
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data is known, a final decision can be made by the City of Binghamton as to the most effective 
presentation and the target audience for that presentation. 

In addition, once the quality of results is known, presentations may be made at professional 
and/or amateur meetings such as the annual NYSAA conference, NEAA and NYAC. Depending 
on the results of analysis, findings and interpretations may be prepared for publication in 
scholarly journals and presentations at national meetings, such as the annual Society for 
Historical Archaeology, and the Society for American Archaeology.  Any presentation will be 
made with the knowledge and approval of the City of Binghamton, prior to the presentation. 

 

4.3 HUMAN REMAINS DISCOVERY PROTOCOL 
In the event that potential human remains are discovered during archaeological monitoring, at a minimum 
the SHPO Human Remains Discovery Protocol will be implemented and as appropriate the policies and 
procedures of the Nations and Tribes.   A copy of the Haudenosaunee Archaeology and Burial Policy, as 
developed by the Haudenosaunee Development Committee is included below for reference.  Also 
included is an example of a NAGPRA Action Plan developed by the Delaware Tribe of Indians and the 
Delaware Nation that specified treatment of human remains.   
 
Prior to construction, the Nations and Tribes who are reviewing parties will be consulted for appropriate 
procedures should potential Native human remains be encountered. 
 
4.3.1 STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE/ NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF PARKS, RECREATION AND 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION HUMAN REMAINS DISCOVERY PROTOCOL (AUGUST 2014) 
In the event that human remains are encountered during construction or archaeological investigations, the 

New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) recommends that the following protocol is 
implemented: 

1. At all times human remains must be treated with the utmost dignity and respect. Should human 
remains or suspected human remains be encountered, work in the general area of the discovery 
will stop immediately and the location will be immediately secured and protected from damage 
and disturbance. 

2. If the services of a skeletal biologist are necessary to determine if the remains are human, we 
recommend that this work take place on site and no bone leave the site. 

3. Human remains or associated artifacts will be left in place and not disturbed. No skeletal remains 
or materials associated with the remains will be collected or removed until appropriate 
consultation has taken place and a plan of action has been developed. 

4. The county coroner/medical examiner, local law enforcement, the SHPO, the appropriate Indian 
Nations, and the involved agency will be notified immediately. The coroner and local law 
enforcement will make the official ruling on the nature of the remains, being either forensic or 
archaeological. 

5. If human remains are determined to be Native American, the remains will be left in place and 
protected from further disturbance until a plan for their avoidance or removal can be generated. 
Please note that avoidance is the preferred choice of the SHPO and the Indian Nations. The 
involved agency will consult SHPO and appropriate Indian Nations to develop a plan of action 
that is consistent with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 
guidance. Photographs of Native American human remains and associated funerary objects 
should not be taken without consulting with the involved Indian Nations. 

6. If human remains are determined to be non-Native American, the remains will be left in place and 
protected from further disturbance until a plan for their avoidance or removal can be generated. 
Please note that avoidance is the preferred choice of the SHPO. Consultation with the SHPO and 
other appropriate parties will be required to determine a plan of action. 
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Additional notes on Potential Human Remains.  If soils have already been removed from around potential 
Human Remains (e.g. placed in a dump truck), those soils will be placed in a separate location and 
protected until a determination has been made and a plan of action developed. 
 
4.3.2 HAUDENOSAUNEE ARCHAEOLOGY AND BURIAL POLICY 

1.Within this policy the following definitions apply: 
1. The “Project” is any impact or disturbance. 
2. “Burial” includes not only human remains but also funerary objects, and includes 

unintentional as well as intentional burials, and burials of part of a human being as well 
as of entire bodies. 

3. “Haudenosaunee Law and Customs” 
4. “Funerary objects” means objects that have been buried with a person. 
5. “Registrar” means the Registrar of the Cemeteries Branch of the Ontario Ministry of 

Government Services. 
6. “Respected” in the context of a burial, means that once it is located it shall not be 

subjected to further disturbance. 
7. “Site Disposition Agreement” a landowner may register an agreement concerning the 

protection of any burial site pursuant to the Ontario Cemeteries Act. 
8. Ontario Cemeteries Act. In acknowledgment of this, we will seek to ensure that their 

conduct and processes pursuant to this agreement meet or exceed the standards and 
requirements of that statute. 

 
2. In the Haudenosaunee view, protecting burials is a matter of rights and obligations: the 

obligations are to the ancestors and in accordance with Haudenosaunee law and custom; 
the rights are matters of law and also exist in the context of Haudenosaunee Treaty 
relations with the Crown. The ancestors are considered to be an integral part of the 
people, and they are acknowledged and provided for in the annual cycle of ceremonies. In 
Haudenosaunee law, it is fundamentally wrong to interfere with burials. 

 
3. In order to protect, avoid and respect any burials that might be affected, we agree that there 

should be prior investigation by professional archaeologists, with the assistance of an 
osteologist, to determine the extent and location of any burials. This Agreement governs 
the conduct of that archaeological investigation. 

 
4. We intend that the archaeological investigations will be completed far enough in advance of 

any construction that construction plans will be adjusted to accommodate the integrity 
and dignity of any burials, or Haudenosaunee protocols. 

 
5. The Haudenosaunee will develop a list of licensed archaeological firms and archaeologists they 

consider suitable for the archaeological work to be undertaken pursuant to this 
agreement. 

 
6. Each future contract for archaeological work in the right-of-way of the Project shall require 

that a person designated by the Haudenosaunee shall be hired as part of the 
archaeological team. This person shall have the same authority as the archaeologist in 
charge to stop work on a site if a burial is found, or in situations where Haudenosaunee 
protocols differ greatly from that of the Ontario Ministry guidelines. Where a contract 
involves simultaneous work at several separate sites, enough workers shall be hired to 
ensure consistent monitoring of the archaeological work. 

7. In addition to the workers referred to in Paragraph 7, the Haudenosaunee may designate 
persons who shall have the right to monitor or inspect any archaeological site during the 
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time that work on that site is being conducted. The Haudenosaunee will notify the 
persons so designated. 

 
8. Where an isolated human bone or tooth is found, we will immediately discuss whether the find 

is a burial, and whether it will be dealt with pursuant to this agreement.  
 
9. If a burial is found during archaeological or construction work in connection with the Project:  
a.) All archaeological or construction on that site will stop immediately. 
b.) The person in charge of the archaeological or construction work, as the case may be, shall 

immediately provide notice both by telephone and by facsimile to the Haudenosaunee 
Development Institute, contact information provided at the beginning of the policy. The 
notice will include the location of the burial and any information available to the person 
giving notice at the time. 

c.) The person in charge of the work shall immediately notify the police or the coroner, as 
provincial law requires. 

d.) The person in charge of the work shall immediately notify the Registrar. 
e.) Whether the Registrar orders it or not, and if the coroner or police have determined that a 

human burial is not the result of a recent crime, then in consultation with the 
Haudenosaunee an investigation shall be made to define the origin of the burial. The 
investigation shall be carried out by the archaeologist contracted to the site investigation. 
In conducting the investigation, the archaeologist shall not exceed any authority not 
expressed in this protocol. 

f.) If the Haudenosaunee request it, the investigation shall be carried out jointly by an 
archaeologist contracted and one contracted by the Haudenosaunee. 
g.) The investigator or investigators shall, as soon as practicable, provide a written report 
containing the following information: 
i) a determination of the possible cultural origin and religious affiliation of the persons 

whose remains are interred and the basis upon which the determination is made; 
ii) a description of the boundaries of the burial site, and of any village or 
communal site with which the burials may be associated; 

iii) details of the style and manner in which the human remains are interred; 
iv) a description of any artifacts that, in the opinion of the investigator, form part of the 

burial; 
v) an opinion as to whether the burial site was set apart with the apparent intention of 

interring human remains in accordance with cultural affinities and the basis on 
which the opinion is made; 

vi) an opinion as to whether there are likely to be other burials in the immediate vicinity; 
vii) a description of the methodology used in the investigation; and, 
viii) any information which, in the opinion of the investigators, may assist in arriving at 

an agreement concerning the future protection of the remains. 
h) The information required pursuant to subparagraph 10(g)(1) will be provided within five days 

after the investigation has begun. 
i) Reports of investigations made pursuant to Paragraph 10 (g) shall be delivered to the 

Haudenosaunee at the same time. 
j) If the investigation conducted pursuant to Paragraph 10 (g) concludes that the remains were not 

burial sites, work stopped shall resume once the report has been received. 
k) An investigation conducted pursuant to Paragraph 10(g) shall be conducted with a minimum of 

interference with the burial. Human remains and funerary artifacts shall not be removed 
from the site during the investigation. The remains and funerary artifacts shall not be 
photographed without Haudenosaunee consent. 
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l) We will as soon as possible make every reasonable effort to arrive at an agreement providing 
for the protection of the burial. These efforts will include, with respect to construction, 
finding practical design or construction solutions aimed at ensuring the burial site is 
respected. If a burial is found in right-of-way of the Project, the Haudenosaunee, or any 
aboriginal people they notify in accordance with Paragraph 11, will have the opportunity 
immediately to perform ceremonies at the site in accordance with their laws and customs. 

m) Many human cultures place objects with their dead, to accompany them to the next world. As 
a matter of respect for the dead and for the people who buried them, artifacts found with 
burials shall be treated as funerary objects and shall remain with the burial unless the 
Haudenosaunee consent otherwise in writing. 

 
10. Where an indigenous burial in the right-of-way of the Project is not clearly that of an ancestor 

of the Haudenosaunee, the Haudenosaunee accept responsibility for ensuring that 
representatives of other indigenous nations are appropriately involved in discussions and 
decisions with respect to that burial. 

 
11. The Haudenosaunee will advise of the kinds of objects, that if discovered require under 

Haudenosaunee custom that they be treated ceremonially. 
 
12. All artifacts recovered as a result of archaeological or construction work and which are 

identified as Haudenosaunee, or associated with peoples linked to the Haudenosaunee, 
and are not funerary objects shall be delivered to the Haudenosaunee as soon as 
practically possible, subject to Haudenosaunee customs and good archaeological practice. 

 
13. The Haudenosaunee will have access on a continuing basis to all artifacts found in connection 

with the Project, until the final disposition of the artifacts is agreed upon. 
 
14. The Parties and the archaeologists hired will discuss ways in which the results of 

archaeological work referred to in this Agreement may be used to help produce 
educational facilities or materials that will enhance understanding of the past. 

 
15. The provisions of an Agreement shall govern the conduct of any archaeological work 

remaining to be conducted. 
 
16. If the Haudenosaunee or other Party has a concern about the fulfillment of any part of this 

Agreement, that concern shall be addressed in the same manner as the resolution of issues 
is provided for in the Protocol. 

 
17. Neither the Haudenosaunee nor other Party will seek to have any issue relating to burials 

resolved by way of arbitration.  
 
18. Notice to pursuant to this Agreement shall be provided in the same manner as provided in the 

Protocol.  
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5. CONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE AND CONSIDERATIONS 
Contractors should be provided with a copy of this Archaeological Monitoring Plan prior to bidding, so it 
can be reviewed thoroughly to determine how archaeological requirements may affect construction 
operations and bidding. An outline of archaeological procedures that will affect the construction is 
provided below and should be made part of the special notes to contractors. 

5.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING AND CONTRACTOR SPECIAL NOTES 
1. Archaeologists have the authority to halt construction at any time if archaeologically sensitive 

materials are encountered. 

2. Archaeologists may require the equipment operator to slow excavation in selected areas to 
evaluate soils or the presence of potentially sensitive archaeological materials.  

3. Archaeologists may also need to enter the excavations to record and inspect soils and 
deposits. Most recording may be done at the completion of excavation in an area but 
archaeologists may need to enter the excavations at other times to inspect soils and deposits. 
Short term interruptions in construction have been estimated at approximately 15 to 20 
minutes for every 6 m (20 ft.) of excavation (Fisher 1997). 

4. If shoring of the excavations or a trench box is necessary, archaeologists may require a 
temporary halt to construction at 1.5 m (5 ft.) to document and record the excavation prior to 
any damage that may occur during shoring or placing of a trench box. 

5. The discovery of significant prehistoric or historic remains may require the construction to 
halt for longer periods of time for data recovery. The time frame for data recovery will 
depend on the nature of the archaeological remains and the required level of documentation. 
Data recovery procedures are discussed in Section 3 of this plan. 

6. In general, the City of Binghamton or its contractor should expect delays due to the discovery 
of archaeological remains during monitoring. 

5.2 CITY OF BINGHAMTON AND CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITIES 
1. The City of Binghamton or its contractor is required to maintain a safe work area for the 

archaeologists in compliance with OSHA standards. Archaeologists will be provided with a 
copy of the City of Binghamton or its contractor's health and safety plan prior to construction 
and will be allowed to comment on said plan. 

2. The discovery of significant archaeological remains may initiate data recovery. If data 
recovery is required, it may be necessary to leave excavations open overnight or for longer 
periods of time. It is the City of Binghamton or its contractor's responsibility to secure the 
excavations during this period and provide adequate covering. 

3. The City of Binghamton or its contractor will provide labor and equipment necessary for 
archaeological monitoring.  Minimally, this would include heavy machinery for excavation 
and competent operators. In addition, if excavation needs to proceed below 1.5 in (5 ft.) 
below the surface, the City of Binghamton or its contractor will provide shoring or a trench 
box. 

4. The contractor and/or City of Binghamton will provide a construction plan and schedule to 
the principal archaeologist that conforms to the requirements of the Archaeological 
Monitoring Plan and contains sufficient detail on operations, materials, equipment and 
excavation support systems to allow archaeologists to plan for the implementation of the 
Archaeological Monitoring Plan. 

5. Archaeologist’s request that at least 72 hour notice will be given prior to construction starts, 
and as much notice as possible (preferably 24 hour) to changes in the construction schedule. 
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5.3 ARCHAEOLOGIST RESPONSIBILITIES 
1. Archaeologists will comply with the City of Binghamton or its contractor's health and safety 

plan for the project and will be required to wear appropriate personal protective equipment 
required by this plan, including, but not limited to, hard hats, safety vests, eye and hearing 
protection, and appropriate clothing and footwear. 

2. Archaeologists will only enter excavations deemed safe by the City of Binghamton or its 
contractor's qualified excavation personnel. 

3. Archaeologists will conduct their monitoring and data recovery in a time-efficient manner so 
that undue delays in construction are not incurred. 

4. Archaeologists will conduct all field operations in a professional manner in accordance with 
the professional standards of the New York Archaeological Council and the New York State 
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation. 
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APPENDIX A:  OPRHP CORRESPONDENCE 



NEW YORK STATE 2

New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189
518-237-8643
wwwnysparks,com

Dr. James W. Darlington
NYS DOT Region 9
44 Hawley Street
Binghamton,  New York 13901

Re: T H W A
Revised Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey (Archaeology): PIN 9753.16 Front
Street Gateway Project, Route 11 City giBinghamton, Broome County, OPRHP 11PR06413
11PRO6413

Dear Dr. Darlington:

May 13, 2014

Andrew M. Cuomo
Governor

Rose Harvey
Commissioner

Thank you for requesting the comments of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHP0). We have
reviewed the submitted report Revised Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey
(Archaeology,): PIN 9753.16 Front Street Gateway Project, Route 11 City of Binghamton, Broome
County, OPRHP 11PR06413 and reviewed the project in accordance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHP() and relate only to
Historic/Cultural resources.

Results of the Phase IA' Cultural Resources Survey provide the following summary of archaeological
recommendations for the Front Street Gateway Project:

• T h e  report indicates that historic resources are potentially present within fi ll soils below
pavement.

• Prehistoric and historic resources potentially present in undisturbed soils below the pavement and
along the roadside where sidewalks will be placed or installed.

As the Front Street Gateway Project area is considered to be highly sensitive for the possible presence of
both prehistoric and historic sites in undisturbed soils below fi ll soils, our office makes the additional
following recommendations:

• D u e  to the lack of deep testing and core sampling in potentially intact archaeologically sensitive
areas, geomorphological analyses should be conducted prior to project construction. These
analyses should be coordinated with the project archaeologist to ensure an adequate
understanding of geomorphological conditions of the project area prior to disturbance of
potentially intact archaeological deposits.



Dr. James W. Darlington
May 13, 2014
11PRO6413
Page 2

• I t  is unclear where the original stream location is of the mechanically channelized stream in the
northern area of the proposed undertaking that crosses beneath current road. If excavation occurs
in the vicinity of the existing stream and to depths below that of current fi ll and into undisturbed
soils, this excavation should be archaeologically monitored for potentially significant
archaeological deposits.

• Considering the likelihood of intact historic trolley tracks being located beneath the current
roadbed, removal and excavations (i.e., the extant road, road base, and sub-base) should be'
archaeologically monitored. Identified trolley tracks and associated infrastructure should be photo
documented in-place and its location and extent mapped prior to removal.

• Removal of the existing sidewalks (especially those on the western side of the current road) and
associated infrastructure, and excavation and preparation for new sidewalks should be
archaeologically monitored. This will help to ensure that potential intact archaeological deposits
in these areas are not adversely affected as a result of the proposed work.

Should intact deposits be identified by the monitoring archaeologist, sufficient time and access should be
afforded for appropriate hand excavation, analyses, and assessment of site significance. If any identified
site is determined to be potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, potential
effects need to be assessed and our office contacted for further consultation.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me directly at (518) 237-8643, Extension 3288
or via electronic mail at BrianNatesparks.ny.gov Please be sure to refer to the OPRHP Project Review
(PR) number noted above with all future correspondence.

Sincerely,

Wm. Brian Yates, M.S., RPA
Historic Preservation Specialist

cc: J ona t han  McDade, FHWA
Ian Weibel, FHWA
Peter thinleavy, NYSDOT
Mazy Santangelo, NYSDOT
Ron Coleman, NYSDOT Region 9
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 July 7, 2015 
 

        
 Mr. James Darlington 

Cultural Resource Coordinator 
NYS DOT Region 9 
44 Hawley Street 
Binghamton, NY 13901      

 

        
 Re: 

 

 FHWA 
Front St Gateway Project PIN 9753.16 
Front St north of Main St 
11PR06413 

 

        
 Dear Mr. Darlington: 

 

 
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). 
 
SHPO has reviewed the latest submissions for this project – Phase IA Cultural Resource 
Reconnaissance Survey (Archaeology, 2nd Revised) PIN 9753.16, Front Street Gateway Project, Route 
11, City of Binghamton, Broome County (Morton Archaeological Research Services, 19 May 2015), and 
Finding Documentation, PIN 9753.16, Front Street Gateway Project, Route 11, City of Binghamton, 
Broome County (DOT, 4 June 2015). SHPO has the following comments.  

1. There appear to be discrepancies regarding depiction of the APE’s  southern terminus in written 
and graphical representations. Please revise these documents for consistency.  

2. Based on the information provided, SHPO concurs that the project will have an Adverse Effect 
on historic properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Therefore, we recommend that an MOA be developed that addresses the adverse effects.  

 
If you have any questions please don't hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Philip A. Perazio, Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit 
Phone:  518-268-2175 
e-mail:  philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov      via e-mail only 
 
cc: Tom King, GOSR  
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APPENDIX B.  UPDATED SITE LIST (FROM CRIS DATABASE)  
 
USN Name Status 
702.000001 CHUGNUTS ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
702.000019 Cynthia Drive Farmstead Site (SUBi-2592) Not Eligible 

702.00002 Cynthia Drive Precontact Site Not Eligible 
703.000004 UNAMED ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SUBI 454 Undetermined 
703.000008 UNMANED ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SUBI 265 Undetermined 
703.000013 PRESCOTT APARTMENTS PREHISTORIC SITE Undetermined 

703.00003 SUBI 464 Undetermined 
703.000153 HOCKEY SHOP PREHISTORIC SITE (SUBI-2240, NYSM #111 Eligible 

703.00016 Millennium Pipeline BRO-0509, Historic Site Undetermined 
706.000002 SUBI 466 ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
706.000003 SUBI 467 ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
706.000004 SUBI 252; THE COMFORT ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
706.000005 SUBI 1004; THE CUTLER ICE CO ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
706.000006 SUBI 1005 ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Eligible 
706.000015 GARDEN PLOTS ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE (SUBI-1189) Not Eligible 
706.000016 PAUPER'S CEMETERY SITE (SUBI-1755) Undetermined 
706.000035 LOTHAR SITE Not Eligible 
706.000041 LIVERMORE PRIVY SITE/SUBI2062/20TH C. PRIVY Undetermined 
706.000042 BEECHER PREHISTORIC SITE/SUBI-2063 Undetermined 
706.000049 CCE Farmer's Market Precontact Site (SUBi-3081) Eligible 
707.000002 SUBI 186; THE CHENANGO 1 ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
707.000053 MILLENNIUM PIPELINE-BRO-010, HISTORIC CANAL Undetermined 
707.000054 MILLENNIUM PIPELINE-BRO-128, PREHISTORIC Undetermined 
707.000055 MILLENNIUM PIPELINE-BRO-129, PREHISTORIC Undetermined 

708.00005 MILLENNIUM PIPELINE-BRO-137, PREHISTORIC Undetermined 
708.00006 MILLENNIUM PIPELINE, BRO-9803 Undetermined 

714.000005 SUBI 465 ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
715.000031 Ridge Trail Site (SUBi-2624) Undetermined 
715.000033 BU/ITC Prehistoric Site (SUBi-2648) Not Eligible 
740.000022 Roberson Center, Roberson Mansion & K. Martin Bldg Listed 
740.000078 SUBI 887 TEMPLE CONCORD ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
740.000079 SUBI 1065 ROGAN ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE Undetermined 
740.000529 MDS A BINGHAMTON HOE & TOOL COMPANY Undetermined 
740.000556 CHENANGO POINT ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE (SUBI-1274) Eligible 
740.000621 HARVEY JUSTICE SITE Eligible 
740.000697 ROBERSON II SITE (SUBI-2148) Undetermined 
740.000699 ROCKBOTTOM GROCERY SITE (SUBI-2151) Undetermined 
740.000708 Court Street Site (NYSM 11257, SUBi-2244) Eligible 
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USN Name Status 
740.0014 Chenango Point South Precontact Site (SUBi-2776) Eligible 

740.001401 Binghamton Mall South Historic Archaeological Dist Eligible 
740.001419 John Moore Farm Precontact Site (SUBi-2821; NYSM-12178) Undetermined 

740.00142 Chenango Canal Extension Historic Site (SUBi-2822; NYSM-12179) Undetermined 
740.001421 Binghamton Intermodal Historic Site (SUBi-2851) Undetermined 
740.001515 MacArther School Precontact Site (SUBi-3030) Undetermined 
740.001518 Binghamton Incubator Historic Site (SUBi-3044) Undetermined 
745.000001 SUBI-1073 RIVER CROSSING SITE Undetermined 
745.000003 SAWTELL'S TAVERN SITE Undetermined 
745.000004 MILLENNIUM PIPELINE-BRO-134, HISTORIC SCATTER Undetermined 
745.000005 MILLENNIUM PIPELINE-BRO-135/186, HISTORIC Undetermined 



 

 
 

51 

APPENDIX C. PROJECT PLANS AND PROFILES 





















Pl 9753. 16 Front Street Gatewa I y mprovement p . fOJeCt 

Appendix 3 

-- City Railway -$-z 

- PlankRoad 

~YSMSit . 
--- c Location 

10 

Memorandum of A greement 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

APPENDIX G 
SOLE SOURCE AQUIFER REVIEW 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



June 23, 2015 

Mr. Thomas J. King 
Assistance General Counsel 
Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery 
25 Beaver Street 
New York, NY 10004 

Dear Mr. King: 

This is in response to your letter dated May 29, 2015 requesting a Sole Source Aquifer review of 
the proposed “Front Street Gateway” project located in Binghamton, Broome County, New 
York. The project is to receive funding from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development’s Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery program. The 
proposed project is located in the Clinton Street Ballpark Aquifer System, designated by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a Sole Source Aquifer on January 14, 1985 (citation 
50 FR 2025). Therefore, our review has been conducted in accordance with Section 1424(e) of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). 

The proposed project involves the reconstruction of a one-mile stretch of Front Street (Route 11) 
between Main and Prospect Streets, and the replacement of a sanitary sewer line and a water 
main along the same stretch. Front Street runs north-south, along the Chenango River in the 
project area. Our review indicates that there are potential sources of groundwater contamination 
(e.g., from leaky underground storage tanks). Our records show that the following sites should be 
looked at for possible underground fuel storage: 

 341 Front Street – Hess Gas Station 
 339 Front Street – Aamco Transmissions 
 307 Front Street – A&M Auto Service and Repair 
  301 Front Street – Auto service and repair, Michael Kapogiannatos
  297 Front Street – Auto service and repair, Kaden & Michael Pratt 

        283-5 Front Street – One-stop groceries, convenience store 
  216 Front Street – Auto service, Raymond Weiss 
  191 Front Street – Gardiner Motors 
  179 Front Street – Botnick Chevrolet  

We understand that the aforementioned sources will be investigated prior to the start of the 
project. In addition, we note that A Storm Water Pollution Prevention plan will be developed and 
enforced according to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) stormwater regulations. With respect to construction equipment and vehicles, we 



 

 

 

- 2 - 

expect that the appropriate precautions will be taken both to avoid and to address leaks and spills 
should they occur, and that a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) will be 
in place for this project. We recommend the planting of native vegetation to the extent feasible 
upon project completion. Please see our recommendations below on environmentally-friendly 
landscaping. We also recommend the use of porous paving material if feasible in order to 
minimize effective imperviousness and create additional drainage. 
 
Based on the information provided, the project satisfies the requirements of Section 1424(e) of 
the SDWA. Please be advised that meeting the requirements of 1424(e) does not preclude the 
need to meet National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements to address direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts. This review does not constitute a review under Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act; EPA therefore reserves the right to review additional environmental 
documents on this project.   
 
At this time, EPA offers the following additional comments to minimize environmental impacts 
and create a more sustainable project. 
 
Clean Diesel:  
Implement diesel controls, cleaner fuel, and cleaner construction practices for on-road and off-
road equipment used for transportation, soil movement, or other construction activities, 
including:  

• Strategies and technologies that reduce unnecessary idling, including auxiliary power 
units, the use of electric equipment, and strict enforcement of idling limits; and 

• Use of clean diesel through add-on control technologies like diesel particulate filters and 
diesel oxidation catalysts, repowers, or newer, cleaner equipment. 

For more information on diesel emission controls in construction projects, please see:  
http://www.northeastdiesel.org/pdf/NEDC-Construction-Contract-Spec.pdf 
 
Stormwater: 
We emphasize the importance of Low Impact Development (LID) principles such as minimizing 
effective imperviousness to create site drainage, and the planting of native and non-invasive 
vegetation on the project site for stormwater management purposes. Other LID practices can 
include bioretention facilities, rain gardens, vegetated rooftops, rain barrels, and permeable 
pavements. For further information, please see the following website: 
http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/green/ 
 
Encourage cost-efficient, environmentally friendly landscaping:   
EPA's GreenScapes program provides cost-efficient and environmentally friendly solutions for 
landscaping. For additional information, please see: 
http://www.epa.gov/wastes/conserve/tools/greenscapes/index.htm 
  

http://www.northeastdiesel.org/pdf/NEDC-Construction-Contract-Spec.pdf
http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/green/
http://www.epa.gov/wastes/conserve/tools/greenscapes/index.htm
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If you have any questions concerning this matter or would like additional information, please 
feel free to contact Rajini Ramakrishnan of my staff at (212) 637-3731. 

Sincerely yours, 

Grace Musumeci, Chief 
Environmental Review Section 

 
 

 

 



 

 

25 Beaver Street  |  New York, NY 10004  |  Recovery Hotline: 1-855-NYS-SANDY  |  www.stormrecovery.ny.gov 

May 29, 2015 
 
Ms. Grace Musemeci 
Chief of the Environmental Review Section 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2 Main Regional Office 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
 
RE: Sole Source Aquifer Analysis - CDBG-DR Funding Application for the Front Street Gateway  
 
Dear Ms. Musemeci: 
 

The New York State Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR) received a funding 
application for the Front Street Gateway project, located in the Binghamton, Broome County, New 
York.  The project area includes Front Street (Route 11) from Main Street to Prospect Street (Front 
Street Corridor).  Front Street parallels the Chenango River. The project proposes a full-depth 
roadway reconstruction, improvements to roadside delineation by narrowing pavement width, 
installing new curb lines, incorporating shared use travel lanes and parking lanes, and replacement 
of water main and sanitary sewers. For additional information please see enclosed submission. 
 

Pursuant to the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013 (Public Law 113-2) and the 
Housing and Community Development Act (42 U.S.C. § 5301 et seq.), GOSR is acting under the 
auspices of New York State Homes and Community Renewal’s Housing Trust Fund Corporation as a 
recipient of Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (“CDBG-DR”) funds from the 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) and is the entity responsible 
for compliance with the HUD NEPA environmental review procedures set forth in 24 C.F.R. Part 58. 
24 C.F.R. Part 58 requires GOSR to review projects for conformance with the Safe Drinking Water 
Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 201, 300(f) et seq., and 21 U.S.C. 349) as amended, and Environmental 
Protection Agency (“EPA”) regulations pertaining to Sole Source Aquifers found at 40 C.F.R. Part 
149. 

 
In accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) between EPA and HUD 

dated August 24, 1990, GOSR hereby requests an Initial Screen/Preliminary Review for the Front 

Street Gateway project. Please review the attached documentation, including Attachment 2.B and 3 
to the MOU. Responses can be sent to me via email at Thomas.King@stormrecovery.ny.gov. In 
accordance with the MOU, a non-response within fifteen days shall constitute a favorable review of the 

project/activity. If you have any questions, please call me at (518) 473-0015. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Thomas J. King 
Assistant General Counsel



 

 

25 Beaver Street  |  New York, NY 10004  |  Recovery Hotline: 1-855-NYS-SANDY  |  www.stormrecovery.ny.gov 

Attachments
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Sole Source Aquifers
Sole Source Aquifer designation is one tool to protect drinking water supplies in areas with
few or no alternative sources to the ground water resource, and where if contamination
occurred, using an alternative source would be extremely expensive. The designation protects
an area's ground water resource by requiring EPA to review all proposed projects within the
designated area that will receive federal financial assistance. All proposed projects receiving
federal funds are subject to review to ensure they do not endanger the ground water source.

EPA defines a sole or principal source aquifer as one which supplies at least fifty percent (50%) of the drinking water
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physically, legally, and economically supply all those who depend upon the aquifer for drinking water. For convenience, all
designated sole or principal source aquifers are referred to as "sole source aquifers" (SSA).
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NJ Buried Valley Aquifers, Central Basin, Essex and Morris Counties    45 FR
30537 05/08/80 Yes Yes

NJ Upper Rockaway River Basin    49 FR 2946 01/24/84 Yes Yes

NJ Ridgewood Area Aquifers    49 FR 2943 01/24/84 Yes Yes

NJ/NY Highlands Aquifer System Passaic,Morris & Essex Co's NJ;
Orange Co. NY

   52 FR
37213 10/05/87 Yes Yes

NJ/DE/PA New Jersey Coastal Plain Aquifer System    53 FR
23791 06/24/88 Yes Yes

NJ/NY New Jersey Fifteen Basin Aquifers    53 FR
23685 06/23/88 Yes Yes

NJ/NY Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems    57 FR
39201 O8/28/92 Yes Yes

NY Nassau/Suffolk Co., Long Island    43 FR
26611 06/21/78 Yes Yes

NY Kings/Queens Counties    49 FR 2950 01/24/84 Yes Yes

NY Schenectady/Niskayuna    50 FR 2022 01/14/85 Yes Yes

NY Clinton Street-Ballpark Valley Aquifer System, Broome and
Tioga Co's    50 FR 2025 01/14/85 Yes Yes

NY Cattaraugus Creek Basin Aquifer, WY & Allegany Cos.    52 FR
36100 09/25/87 Yes Yes

NY Cortland-Homer-Preble Aquifer System    53 FR
22045 06/13/88 Yes Yes

NY Northern Tug Hill Glacial Aquifer   71 FR
64524 11/02/06 Yes Yes
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ATTACHMENT 2.A 

 

NON-HOUSING/PROJECT ACTIVITY INITIAL SCREEN CRITERIA 

FRONT STREET GATEWAY PROJECT 

 

The following list of criteria questions are to be used as an initial screen to determine which non-

housing projects/activities should be forwarded to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

for Preliminary Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Review.  (For housing projects/activities see 

Attachment 2.B)  If any of the questions are answered affirmatively,  Attachment 3, SSA 

Preliminary Review Requirements, should also be completed.  The application/final statement, 

this Attachment, Attachment 3, and any other pertinent information should than be forwarded to 

EPA at the address below. 

 

Any project/activity not meeting the criteria in this Attachment, but suspected of having a 

potential adverse effect on the Sole Source Aquifer should also be forwarded.  Contact EPA if 

you have any questions.  

 

 Chief, Environmental Impacts Branch 

 USEPA Region II  

 26 Federal Plaza, Room 500 

 New York, New York  10278 

 (212) 264-1840 

 

 

CRITERIA QUESTIONS 

 

 

YES NO N/A 

 1.Is the project/activity located within a currently designated or proposed 

groundwater sensitive area such as a special Ground Water Protection Area, 

Critical Supply Area, Wellhead Protection Area etc.?  [This information can  

be obtained from the County or Regional planning board, the local health  

department, the State health department or the State environmental agency.]  No, but it is 

located  – Sole Source Aquifer – Cortland-Homer-Preble – Binghamton NY (Attachment A) 

 

 2. Is the project/activity located within a one half mile radius (2640 feet)  

of a current or proposed public water supply well or wellfield?  [This  

information can be obtained from the local health department, the State  

health department or the State environmental agency.]    No 
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  3.  Will the project/activity include or directly cause:  (check appropriate items) 

 

- construction or expansion of solid waste disposal, recycling or 

   conversion facilities       No 

- construction or expansion or closure of landfills    No 

- construction or expansion of water supply facilities [ define ]  No 

- construction or expansion of on-site wastewater treatment plants or 

  sewage trunk lines [define]      No 

- construction or expansion of gas or petroleum trunk lines greater 

   than 1320 feet        No 

- construction or expansion of railroad spurs or similar extensions No 

- construction or expansion of municipal sewage treatment plants No 

 

 

 4. Will the project/activity include storage or handling of any hazardous  

constituents as listed in Attachment 4, Hazardous Constituents?  No 

 

5. Will the project/activity include bulk storage of petroleum in  

underground or above ground tanks in excess of 1100 gallons?   

(Please give what assurance they are done in a proper manner)  No 

 

6. Will the project/activity require a federal or state discharge  

elimination permit or modification of an existing permit?  No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This attachment was completed by: 

 

 Name:   _Thomas J King_   

 

 Title:   Assistant General Counsel 

 

 Address:  Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery 

 

    99 Washington Avenue Suite 1224 

Albany, New York 12260 

 

 Telephone number: _518 473 0015____________ 

 

 Date:   ____05/11/2015___________ 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

 

SSA PRELIMINARY REVIEW INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS 

FRONT STREET GATEWAY PROJECT 

 

 

Where currently available, the information in this Attachment should be provided to the 

Environmental Protection Agency (see address below) along with the application/final statement; 

Attachment 2.A, Non-Housing Initial Screen Criteria or Attachment 2.B, Housing Initial Screen 

Criteria; and any other information which may be pertinent to a Sole Source Aquifer review.  

Where applicable, indicate the source of your information. 

 

 Chief, Environmental Impacts Branch 

 USEPA Region II 

 26 Federal Plaza, Room 500 

 New York, New York  10278 

 (212) 264-1840 

ENCLOSED 

YES  NO 

I.  Project/Activity Location 

 

1. Provide the geographic location and total acreage of the project/activity site.   

Include a site location map which identifies the site in relation to the surrounding  

area.  [Examples of maps which can be used include:  1:24,000 or 1:25,000  

U.S. Geological Survey quadrangle sheet, Hagstroms Street Map.]  _Yes ___ 

 

The project area includes roadway safety improvements and water main and sanitary sewer 

replacement along Front Street (Route 11) from Main Street to Prospect Street (Front Street 

Corridor) in Binghamton, NY (see Attachment B).  A review of the EPA designated Sole 

Source Aquifer map for Region 2 shows that Broome County is within the Clinton Street-

Ballpark Valley Aquifer System.  The project is approximately 1 mile along Front Street 

between Main Street and Prospect Street, encompassing approximately 6 acres.  This 

assumes 1 mile length and a 50 foot road width including the sidewalks.   

 

The Front Street Gateway project is located near the east edge Binghamton’s West Side 

Riverside District which is principally defined as the neighborhoods bounded by Main Street, 

the Chenango River, the Susquehanna River and the western municipal boundary.  

 

 

2. If applicable, identify which groundwater sensitive areas (Special Ground  

Water Protection Area, Critical Supply Area, Wellhead Protection Area etc.)  

the project/activity is located within or adjacent to.  [This information may be  

obtained from the County or Regional planning board, the local health  

department, the State health department or the State environmental agency.] ___ ___ 

 



A review of the EPA designated Sole Source Aquifer map for Region 2 shows that Broome 

County is within the Clinton Street-Ballpark Valley Aquifer System, Sole Source Aquifer.   

 

II. Nature of Project/Activity 

 

3. Provide a general narrative describing the project/activity including but  

not limited to: type of facility; type of activities to be conducted; number  

and type of units; number of residents etc.  Provide the general layout of the  

project/activity site and a site-plan if available.     ___ ___ 

 

The project area includes Front Street (Route 11) from Main Street to Prospect Street (Front 

Street Corridor).  The project proposes a full-depth roadway reconstruction, improvements 

to roadside delineation by narrowing pavement width, installing new curb lines, 

incorporating shared use travel lanes and parking lanes, and replacement of water main and 

sanitary sewers. 
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III.  Public Water Supply  

 

 4.  Provide a description of plans to provide water supply.   ___ ___ 

  

Not applicable.  The project is located in the City of Binghamton. The City of 

Binghamton obtains drinking water from Susquehanna River and provides the city with water 

supplies.  The project is a road and sewer system rehabilitation 

 

4. Provide the location of nearby existing or proposed public water  

supply wells or wellfields within a one half mile radius (2640 feet) of the  

project/activity.  Provide the name of the supplier(s) of those wells or  

wellfields.  This information should be available from the local health  

department, State health department or the State environmental agency. ___ ___ 

 

The project is located in the City of Binghamton. The City of Binghamton obtains 

drinking water from Susquehanna River and provides the city with water supplies.  No 

drinking water supply wells are known to be located in the area of the project.  A search for 

wells using the NY DEC well search database identified wells in Broome County, none are 

located within 2640 feet of the project area 

(http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfmx/extapps/WaterWell/index.cfm).      

 

 

V. Wastewater and Sewage Disposal 

 

5. Provide a description of plans to handle wastewater and sewage disposal.   

If the project/activity is to be served by existing public sanitary sewers provide  

the name of the sewer district.       ___ ___ 

 

The project is served by an existing public sanitary sewer (City of Binghamton’s Water & 

Sewer Department).   Storm water runoff from Front Street enters an existing combined 

sewer via storm inlets along the curb.  A storm sewer along Front Street currently flows to an 

outlet to the Chenango River.  A Storm Water Pollution Prevent (SWPP) plan will be 

developed and enforced by the NYSDEC/SPDES storm water regulations.   

 

 7.  Provide a description of plans to handle storm water runoff.   ___ ___ 

 

A SWPP plan will be developed and enforced by the NYSDEC/SPDES storm water 

regulations.   

 

8. Identify the location, design, size of any on-site recharge basins,  

dry wells, leaching fields, retention ponds etc.     ___ ___ 

 

None.   

 

 

 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfmx/extapps/WaterWell/index.cfm


VI. Use, Storage, Transport of Hazardous or Toxic Materials 

(Applies only to non-housing projects/activities) 
 

9. Identify any products listed in Attachment 4, Hazardous Constituents,  

of the Housing and Urban Development-Environmental Protection Agency  

Memorandum of Understanding which may be used, stored, transported,  

or released as a result of the project not related to construction.   ___ ___ 

 

None.  No hazardous waste sites have been identified within the project area.  Several 

gas stations and auto repair shops are located nearby.  These possible sources of ground 

water contamination will be investigated prior to initiation of activities.  Any possible ground 

water plumes will not be disturbed by the project. This consultation will be revised if sources 

of ground water contamination are identified in the project area or may be impacted by the 

project. 

 

10. Identify the number and capacity of underground storage tanks (USTs) at the  

project/activity site.  Identify the products and volume to be stored, and the  

location on the site.        ___ ___ 

 

None. No USTs have been identified within the project area.  Several gas stations and 

auto repair shops are located nearby.  These possible sources of ground water contamination 

will be investigated prior to initiation of activities.  Any possible ground water plumes will 

not be disturbed by the project. This consultation will be revised if sources of ground water 

contamination are identified in the project area or may be impacted by the project. 

 

11. Identify the number and capacity of above ground storage tanks at the  

project/activity site.  Identify the products and volume to be stored, and the  

location on the site.        ___ ___ 

 

None.  No above ground storage tanks have been identified within the project area.  

Several gas stations and auto repair shops are located nearby.  These possible sources of 

ground water contamination will be investigated prior to initiation of activities.  Any possible 

ground water plumes will not be disturbed by the project. This consultation will be revised if 

sources of ground water contamination are identified in the project area or may be impacted 

by the project. 
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This form was completed by: 

 

  

 Name:   _Thomas J King_   

 

 Title:   Assistant General Counsel 

 

 Address:  Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery 

 

    99 Washington Avenue Suite 1224 

Albany, New York 12260 

 

 Telephone number: _518 473 0015____________ 

 

 Date:   ____05/11/2015___________ 
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