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Summary 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared pursuant to 
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act. The United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (Department), acting in concert with the objectives of the North 
American Waterfowl Management Plan, have developed a land conservation and 
management proposal known as the Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project. This 
project, located just north of Cayuga Lake in Seneca, Wayne, and Cayuga 
Counties, will consolidate and unify management efforts and land ownerships at 
the federal, state, and private level to achieve specified objectives 
developed for this project regarding wetland protection, creation, 
restoration, and enhancement for migratory waterfowl and other wetland­
dependent species of wildlife. 

The Service and the Department have identified four alternatives for 
accomplishing specified objectives along with a No Action alternative. The No 
Action alternative would involve only the application of legislatively 
mandated land use regulations respective to wetlands in the project area, and 
the continuance of planned management and maintenance of existing public 
lands. There would be no additional purchases of land by the Service or the 
Department and no extraordinary efforts or public expenditures to manage land. 
Human uses of project area lands would likely follow current land use trends, 
possibly resulting in further wetland resource loss or degradation and 
wildlife impacts. 

The Proposed Action describes measures the Service and the Department would 
take to purchase lands and real property interests on a negotiated basis from 
willing sellers on approximately 36,050 acres, exclusive of existing state and 
federal land, and manage these lands for wildlife habitat and public 
recreational and educational uses. The Proposed Action as described would 
consolidate and tie together existing federal, state, and private lands into a 
cooperative effort to protect, restore, and enhance wetlands and associated 
upland habitats specifically for waterfowl. Compatible public recreational 
uses on lands acquired would be permitted in accordance with adopted public 
use regulations for these categories of land areas, and educational 
opportunities for research and demonstration areas would be enhanced. 

An alternative encompassing a larger area than the Proposed Action is also 
described. It includes additional wetlands in the Montezuma Marsh Complex and 
associated uplands, totalling approximately 50,979 acres, exclusive of 
existing state and federal land. Elements of land purchases and management 
would be identical to those described for the Proposed Action, but would be 
implemented on a larger scale. Correspondingly, the benefits and impacts of 
this alternative would also be greater than that of the Proposed Action. 

A scaled-down alternative, involving only acquisition and management of 
existing wetlands and reduced upland associations, also is examined. This 
alternative would basically be a wetland preservation and management project 
and would not include restoration or creation of wetland habitats. Remnant 
wetlands that now exist in the Montezuma Marsh Complex would be purchased in 
the same manner as described in the Proposed Action, along with a very narrow 
strip of upland adjacent to these wetlands to provide limited administrative 



access, limited wildlife management opportunities, and a s mall buffer from 
adjacent land uses. This alternative includes an area of 11,200 acres 
exclusive of existing state and federal lands. The benefits and impacts of 
this alternative would correspondingly be less than those of the Proposed 
Action, and substantially less than would accrue from the larger alternative. 

A non-governmental alternative is also presented. This alternative involves 
the participation of only the private sectors in implementing conservation 
measures and management practices to meet the stated purposes of this project. 
This alternative does not involve the Department or the Service, but may 
include private individuals and organizations such as The Nature Conservancy, 
Ducks Unlimited, Audubon Society, and others. 

Other alternatives are analyzed and dismissed as not being reasonable, 
practical, or viable and are identified in this document along with reasons 
for not elaborating on them. 

Through Service and Department informational meetings, news releases, formal 
contacts, and the scoping process, several major environmental impacts have 
been identified and are addressed in detail in this document . 

Major concerns include the impact on the tax base of affected towns as a 
result of Service and Department land acquisition efforts. Proposed wetland 
management, enhancement, restoration, and creation activities raised 
significant issues regarding the area's hydrology and possible exacerbation of 
downstream flooding, as well as the impacts on adjoining land uses by 
impounding water. The project area is located in a major agricultural region 
of New York, and significant issues regarding this project's impact on 
agricultural resources and agribusinesses were identified. 

Other environmental impacts and issues identified early in the project's 
development were increased crop damage potential from wildlife, especially 
from blackbirds, protection of sensitive archaeological sites known to exist 
in the project area, and the impact the project would have on recreational use 
and educational opportunity in the area. Potential conflicts i dentif ied 
include wetland / agriculture coexistence, proposed airport and 
nuclear/hazardous waste disposal siting, Indian land claims, and wetland 
management conflict potential with transportation and utility corridors. 

Mitigation measures are identified that are positive measures that can be 
undertaken to reduce or eliminate the magnitude of the i mpact on human or 
natural resources. Secondary or spin-off impacts such as increased tourism, 
increased development pressure on lands in the project periphery, and 
increased demand for leased hunting and guide services in the project 
periphery are also discussed . 

Significant beneficial environmental, social, and natural resource impacts 
will occur with all but the No Action alternative. Implementation of land 
conservation and management programs will dramatically benefit wetland-related 
wildlife, especially waterfowl, shorebirds, and endangered and threatened 
species. Public use of and access to natural resources for controlled 
recreational and educational uses will be realized. The natural functions and 
benefits of freshwater wetlands, such as flood control, pollution abatement, 



and water resource improvement, will be protected and enhanced in this 
watershed. The benefits derived from this project will be realized not only 
locally, but on a statewide and regional basis. 

Coordination and consultation has occurred throughout the development of this 
project. Personal staff contacts have been made with the town supervisors and 
county chairmen, state senators and assemblymen, congressional 
representatives, individual landowners, the news media, and private groups and 
organizations. An advisory group consisting of representatives of the towns, 
counties, landowners, Farm Bureau, Agriculture and Markets Department, The 
Nature Conservancy, Ducks Unlimited, the Federation of New York State Bird 
Clubs, educational institutions, and the New York State Conservation Council 
has been formed and has taken an active role in the development of this 
project. Presentations at several civic groups and environmental management 
councils have been made to discuss the project. Media coverage of agency News 
Releases, meetings, and interviews with staff has been extensive. 
Consultation with utility companies, town boards, agricultural agencies, the 
U.S. Geological Su rvey, and other involved groups, agencies, and individuals 
has also occurred (refer to Coordination and Consultation Section). It has 
been the intent and commitment on the part of both of the sponsoring agencies 
to be open, forthright, and sincere in these and in future public discussions 
about this project. 

The five alternatives were presented to the public through a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS ) released in May 1990. A review period 
of approximately 9 0 days was provided during which written comments were 
received. Public hearings were held in Waterloo, Weedsport and Savannah on 
June 19, 2 0 & 21, respectively at which 64 individual or group statements were 
given and recorded. All of the comments have been analyzed and where possible 
have been incorporated into the currently proposed action presented in this 
FEIS. Responses to the comments received on the DEIS are given at the end of 
this FEIS . 
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I. Purpose and Need 

Purpose of the Project 

The Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project has been jointly developed by the 
Department and the Service to protect, enhance, and restore one of New 
York's premier wetland complexes. This area once contained over 40,000 
acres of contiguous wetland, which provided resting, feeding, nesting, 
and brood rearing habitat for numerous migratory birds and resident 
wildlife. This wetland complex, if under state and federal ownership, 
would provide one of the most active migration staging areas in central 
New York and the best opportunity in the state to protect, restore, and 
manage extensive habitat for the benefit of both society and wildlife . 

This project was developed to accomplish certain objectives. They 
include: 

1 . Provide increased protection and enhancement of wetland habitats and 
adjacent lands within the project area in recognition of the area's 
significant value as a major waterfowl and migratory bird staging 
area in the Atlantic Flyway. 

2 . Provide increased protection of existing nesting and feeding 
habitats of endangered, threatened, and special concern species of 
wildlife, and create and enhance additional habitats for these 
species to help ensure the viabi lity of these species' populations 
in New York State. 

3. Restore drained wetlands to their original wetland state whenever 
and wherever it is feasible, legal, and practical to do so within 
the project area . 

4 . Improve accessibility to this wetland complex for compatible 
wildlife- related public recreation, education, and research . 

5 . Maximize the production of waterfowl and other selected wetland 
wildlife through implementation of proven management techniques to 
provide additional nesting and breeding habitat in the project area. 

6. Foster the continued private involvement in the protection, 
management, and enhancement of the area's wildlife resource. 

7 . Provide protection for rare biotic communities existing within 
project boundaries . 

Need for the Project 

The Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project has been developed jointly 
between the Service and the Department, pursuant to the North American 
Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP) . This plan is an agreement between the 
United States and Canada to address habitat protection and manage ment 
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needs for waterfowl on the North American continent. Waterfowl 
populations are experiencing significant long- term declines which are 
directly attributable to declining quality and quantity of wetland 
habitats and production areas. 

The NAWMP established ambitious goals and specific objectives to secure 
the future of waterfowl through protection, enhancement, and restoration 
of wetlands and associated upland habitats. In recognition of the 
magnitude of this task, the Plan identified high priority wetland habitat 
areas, called Joint Ventures, and called for cooperative partnerships 
between state and federal agencies, private landowners, and conservation 
organizations to make it successful. 

The Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project, (see Figure 1) situated within 
the Lower Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Basin Joint Venture area, was 
developed in the spirit of cooperation by including The Nature 
Conservancy, Ducks Unlimited, the New York State Federation of Bird 
Clubs, the New York State Conservation Council, Farm Bureau, and other 
private groups and individuals into the development and implementation of 
the project. Additionally, two major landowners of managed wetlands in 
the project area, the Savannah Evergreen Preserve and the Vanderbilt 
Marsh Hunt Club, are currently and plan to continue to work closely with 
the Department and the Service to further the objectives of the NAWMP. 
Other major landowners may eventually become cooperators as well. 

The complex of wetlands known as the Montezuma Marshes are now owned and 
managed by a mix of local, federal, state, private groups, and individual 
ownerships. There is a need to tie together these various lands and the 
management practices conducted on these lands, so as to fully realize the 
objectives of the project and preclude potential conflicts. 

Project area lands need to be managed in order to produce the desired 
products. Providing only additional protective measures to the wetland 
habitat present will help maintain the status quo, but will do little to 
restore or increase wildlife populations or provide the benefits inherent 
in the accomplishment of the project objectives. 

Upland areas adjacent to the existing wetlands are desirable as part of 
this project. These adjoining uplands are where waterfowl nest, feed, 
and where many species of wetland-related wildlife find the requirements 
for life. Uplands are needed to provide access to the wetlands for 
administrative p~rposes and to facilitate visitor access and recreational 
uses. Uplands are also needed to provide buffer areas between managed 
wetlands and land uses that can potentially conflict with each other. 

A need exists to prevent further losses of wetlands and wildlife habitats 
in the project area. Historically, the Montezuma Marshes were much more 
extensive than now exist. Uses and alterations of the landscape have 
dramatically reduced the quantity and quality of wetlands and wildlife 
habitats within the study area, thus, substantially reducing the 
functions and benefits these wetlands once provided. Many of these 
wetland conversion and alteration activities continue today. To 
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accomplish project objectives, additional protection and management is 
needed to prevent further losses. 

A need exists for public access for outdoor recreational activities that 
this project can provide. The project lies midway between two major 
metropolitan areas, Rochester and Syracuse. Numerous smaller cities and 
villages are in close proximity. Recreational needs of these populations 
are likely to continue to increase. A wide variety of compatible 
recreational activities can be accommodated in the project area. 

At this time, there is no coordinated or regional program or facility 
that interprets the natural and cultural history of the Montezuma project 
area. This process has been started, to the extent possible, by the 
extension and education efforts of the staff at the Montezuma NWR. A 
need exists to expand these efforts to cover the entire Montezuma/ 
Savannah marsh complex and to embrace a correspondingly larger audience. 
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II. Alternatives 

Introduction - This section identifies and describes five alternative 
actions that may be pursued, as well as the relationship of each 
alternative of each action in relation to the objectives of the project. 

Early in the project planning process, a proposed "study area" was 
described and portrayed on maps that were used extensively in public 
contacts. As a result of public involvement early in the process and a 
closer examination of land ownership patterns, wetland maps, and 
expressions of interest from landowners participating in the project, the 
original "study area" has been modified and should not be confused with 
present proposals. Three action alternatives resulted from this 
modification. A proposal larger than the original "study area " was 
developed, a proposal basically the same as the "study area" but with 
some minor boundary changes was developed, and a proposal considerably 
smaller than the "study area" was developed. The reader who is familiar 
with the original "study area" should be aware that changes in these 
original boundaries have been made to develop the three action 
alternatives. Two additional alternatives are also described in this 
section that are considered "no action" alternatives; one addresses a 
true "no action" course, and one a non-governmental approach. 

A. Alternative 1 - No Action 

An option open to the Department and the Service is to take no 
action and acquire no land or interests in land within the project 
area. Land development and land use activities within the project 
area would proceed according to local, state, and federal laws and 
regulations. Moreover, the Department and the Service would engage 
in no management of private land in the project area, and no 
management would take place beyond that which is planned and now 
occurring on public lands. 

A number of land use laws, regulations, and controls are applicable 
to all lands within the project area. These include various state, 
federal, and local laws that regulate alterations to the landscape. 
A brief description in summary form of these laws is found in the 
Appendix A to this document for reader reference. These laws and 
regulations would continue to exist and influence land uses in the 
project area if the No Action alternative were chosen. 

It is because of the inadequacy of these laws and regulations to 
address the purposes and needs for this project, as discussed in 
Section I, that the Department, the Service, and allied private 
organizations have developed the proposal known as the Northern 
Montezuma Wetland Project. The existing land use laws and 
regulations can and do provide some level of protection to wetlands 
and wildlife habitats, but generally are deficient in that they do 
not ensure absolute protection and are typically mute in regards to 
creation, enhancement, and restoration of wetlands and wildlife 
habitats. The regulations do not address the need to provide 
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increased access for compatible use and enjoyment of the area's 
natural resources that acquisition can provide. Most regulations do 
not provide any incentive for, or promotion of, managing lands for 
wildlife or provide absolute assurance that land conservation 
measures are undertaken to sustain or manage resources to produce 
the social benefits that can accrue from that management. 

It is because of these inadequacies in the law that a positive 
cooperative effort has been developed. 

Uses of the Wetland. Many recreational activities are supported in 
the project area. Access to the wetland is at the discretion of the 
property owners. The number of persons who would want to utilize 
the resources of the project area should continue to grow. 

Costs of Development and Operation. The no action alternative means 
that the Department and the Service would make no extraordinary 
additional expenditures within the project area to accomplish the 
objectives set forth for the project. Only normal, routine 
maintenance and management would continue to occur on existing 
public lands in the project area. 

Summary of Environmental Effects. If the no action alternative were 
the chosen course, existing development and land use practices would 
continue within the project area. No wetland restoration or 
enhancement by government agencies would occur. New York State's 
Freshwater Wetlands Act, and to some degree the Federal Clean Water 
Act, cannot now effectively prevent drainage practices for 
agricultural purposes in wetland areas. Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act provides a narrow agricultural exemption for certain 
ongoing activities. A Corps of Engineers permit is required for 
conversion of wetland to farmland. The wetlands could become 
smaller or have a reduced function or benefit due to increased 
pollution and siltation from agricultural activities, industry, and 
new residences. Downstream flooding problems would most likely 
become more severe if more wetland were converted to farmland. The 
habitat now present in the project area could be reduced, and the 
populations of wildlife could decline . 

B. Alternative 2 - Wetlands Protection with Management Zone (Proposed 
Action) 

1. Definition of Action 
Acquisition Phase of the Project 

This alternative involves the purchase of real property and 
real property interests (easements, management agreements, life 
and term use reservations, etc.) as may be negotiated with 
interested landowners within the area shown in Figure 2. This 
area includes 24,150 acres in the state area of interest and 
11,900 acres in the federal area of interest (refer to insert 
in Figure 2), excluding existing public land. 
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Emphasis will be placed to secure lands in a manner compatible 
with the landowner's interest in participating in the project. 
It is not necessary for the Department or the Service to 
purchase in fee every property to accomplish the goals of the 
project. Certainly, a landowner who desires to sell his 
property will be made a purchase offer for fee acquisition . 
Other landowners may be receptive to a conservation easement, 
or to reserve agricultural rights, timber rights, or other uses 
of their properties. Project sponsors desire to work with each 
landowner to determine, by negotiation, what can be done to 
further project goals on private lands through the use of a 
variety of options. 

On lands in the project boundary now currently in agricultural 
production, the continued use of these lands in this manner 
will be encouraged on upland areas because of their values to 
wildlife. Agricultural use of prime and statewide important 
soil types that are now in production of food and fiber are 
important natural and economic resources. Interested farm 
landowners that are concerned about keeping these lands in 
production over the long term will be encouraged to consider 
such possible approaches as negotiating development rights, or 
reserving life or term use of agricultural rights on these 
lands. Other approaches can be negotiated as well . 

The unique soils included in the project area--the mucks--are 
of special agricultural significance and also represent 
sensitive natural and economic resources. The Department and 
the Service would not seek to purchase these in fee unless they 
became available on the open market or were offered for sale to 
the sponsoring agencies. Interested muck farm owners would be 
encouraged to consider a flowage easement to permit flooding of 
these lands after the fall harvest until the spring planting 
season. Such flooding would provide soil erosion protection on 
these highly erodible soils and extend their useful 
agricultural life by slowing subsidence and oxidation. It 
would also serve to provide habitat for migratory waterfowl and 
shorebirds in the late fall and early spring. The dates for 
flooding and draining, of course, would be negotiated. 

Wetland properties in the project area will be acquired in fee 
only if the owner desires to sell in fee. Otherwise, 
protective easements or other options would be used to secure 
these wetlands to meet project goals. The sponsoring agencies 
have a special interest in these wetland properties and desire 
to negotiate with the owners to achieve mutually agreeable 
methods of providing protection and management of these 
resources. 
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The project area under this alternative is defined as the 
existing and drained wetlands that generally lie below the 
390-foot contour interval, with adjoining uplands optimally 
extending at least 600 lineal feet and at least 5 feet in 
vertical elevation from the existing or the former wetland 
boundary. The 390-foot contour level represents the perimeter 
of the original contiguous Montezuma Marsh Complex. The 
minimum 600 lineal feet of upland area would provide the best 
area for waterfowl nesting cover, buffer areas, administrative 
and recreational access, as well as management flexibility 
without conflicting with existing or future land uses adjoining 
the public lands. 

In the state area of interest, specific boundary lines will be 
determined ultimately by negotiation with each landowner, 
physical features of the land, property lines, and the 
potential for various management activities. Residences and 
other structures generally will be excluded from consideration 
for purchase, but exceptions will be made on a case-by-case 
basis, depending on landowner desires. 

In the federal area of interest, the Service will follow its 
established acquisition policy by working with willing sellers 
within the final approved acquisition boundary. The Service 
will only obtain the minimum interest in the land necessary to 
satisfy refuge objectives. 

The Service and the Department, take a very judicious and 
conservative attitude toward the use of eminent domain in their 
land acquisition programs. While this authority must not be 
precluded, a policy for its use as well as general acquisition 
policies are located in Appendix B. 

Lands purchased by the Service will become part of the 
Montezuma NWR. Lands purchased by the Department will become 
part of the state's Wildlife Management Area System. 

Acquisition Phase of The Project 

Acquisition refers to the process and procedure of purchasing 
lands in fee, as well as the procurement of less-than-fee 
interests, such as life or term use reservations, flowage 
agreements, easements, or other real property rights. A wide 
variety of options, which are compatible with the project 
objectives, will be available to the area landowners. 

Detailed mapping will be done to permit boundary refinements 
and identify ownership patterns and land features. Landowner 
contacts, surveys, appraisals, and negotiations with landowners 
all need to occur. Title objections must be cleared and 
payments made. Purchases of lands or interests will be on a 
negotiated basis for the foreseeable future. 
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To facilitate the approval phase of the project, the state has 
assigned a project manager for the state area of interest, and 
the federal government will handle it through its Regional 
Realty Office in Newton Corner, Massachusetts. 

After the purchase of lands, easements, and cooperative 
agreements, maintenance and management of these properties will 
include a variety of public uses and wildlife management 
techniques. 

Management Phase of the Project 

On lands where cooperative agreements and easements are 
acquired, all public use and wildlife management will be 
subject to the restrictions established in the agreement 
between the government agency and the private landowner. 

On land purchased in fee title by the Department or the 
Service, public use and wildlife management activities will be 
subject to the laws and regulations of a State Wildlife 
Management Area and a National Wildlife Refuge, respectively. 

Public use on State Wildlife Management Areas generally 
includes hunting, fishing, trapping, and boating within a 
framework of a limited set of restrictions. Public use on 
National Wildlife Refuges is generally prohibited unless 
specifically authorized. At Montezuma National Wildlife 
Refuge, hunting, trapping, environmental education, wildlife 
observation, and fishing are open to the public in accordance 
with refuge-specific regulations. 

Wildlife management on lands purchased by the Department or 
Service will include a variety of techniques to assure species 
and habitat diversity within the project area. 

The current and future use of agriculture within the project 
area will continue. Certain areas adjacent to the wetland will 
be established as waterfowl nesting areas and subsequently be 
maintained in dense warm and cool season grasses. 

Forested lands will be managed for both production and 
preservation . Certain areas will be protected and maintained 
in certain successional stages, while other areas will be 
managed to produce forest products and diverse successional 
stages. This will allow for the greatest diversity of wildlife 
habitats . 

Wetland management will focus on enhancement of existing 
wetlands and the restoration of previously drained wetlands. 
Various techniques will be applied throughout the project area. 
These techniques include: the development of green timber and 
shallow water impoundments; the restoration of freshwater 
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marshes; the protection of unique and valuable habitat types 
(inland salt marsh); and the establishment of level ditching, 
paddy systems, and potholes within the marsh. Artificial 
wildlife nesting structures will be installed where 
appropriate . 

Certain habitat types will be maintained and enhanced 
specifically for endangered, threatened, and special concern 
species of wildlife. 

This is a brief overview of the wildlife management 
possibilities within the project area. Site-specific 
management plans have not been developed for the lands proposed 
for acquisition. At the time when the Service or the 
Department obtains manageable quantities of land, specific 
management plans will be developed. The Service and the 
Department will prepare additional NEPA and SEQRA documents and 
apply for all necessary federal and state permits at that time. 

Management Plan 

This management plan portrays the overall concepts and 
techniques that will be utilized to administer regulated public 
access and habitat management activities. It is not intended 
to be a detailed specification of when, how, and where specific 
activities will occur. It is intended to be a framework within 
which refinements will be made as lands and funds become 
available for implementation over the next several decades . 

Funding sources for doing the work necessary must be found, and 
staff must be either hired or reassigned to implement this 
phase of the project. Maintenance and development activities 
will require a permanent and substantial commitment of staff 
and funds to this project by all parties involved and will 
create a need for office and maintenance center staffing and 
facilities within the project area. 

Public Use Management 

Recreational and educational use of project lands that is 
compatible with wildlife uses is one of the project's goals. 
It is acknowledged that because of the mix of state, federal, 
and private land that will result in the area, recreational and 
educational uses will vary by land ownership and the varying 
potentials that each land ownership inherently possesses. 
Outstanding opportunities and possibilities exist within the 
project area for research activities, education and extension 
efforts, and a vast array of outdoor recreational uses. 
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Should this alternative be chose, the Department would 
establish a multi - functional facility in the Savannah area. 
This would serve as administrative office space to carry out 
acquisition negotiations and management activities, a 
maintenance center, and visitor contact station/ educational 
center that would be staffed at least portions of the year, if 
not full time. There has been considerable interest at the 
local level in having a Department presence in the Savannah 
area. Such a presence will be essential to carry out 
acqu isition and management programs and to serve the 
environmental education / extension needs in the area. 

Private Land 

Whether owned by individuals or organizations, private lands 
within the project area will remain under the control of the 
owner ( s ) . Recreational and educational uses of these lands 
will be at the discretion of and with the express permission of 
t he landowner ( s ) . Opportunities and resources exist on these 
private lands for uses that may not be available on public 
lands and vice versa. Cooperative efforts between the public 
and private sector to accommodate desirable uses wherever 
possible will be strongly encouraged , so as to fully realize 
t he project area's tremendous potential for recreational and 
educational uses . 

Public Land 

Lands pu rchased by the Department will be classified as 
Wildlife Management Areas and will be subject to statewide 
public use regulations that have been established for this 
category of land (see Appendix E ) . Lands purchased by the 
Service will become a part of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System, and public recreational and educational uses will be 
regu lated in accordance with regulations established for these 
lands ( see Appendix D) . Most recreational uses can be 
accommodated, with a few exceptions. To facilitate public uses 
on public sector land, the boundaries of these lands will be 
identified with appropriate signs, safe parking areas will be 
constructed in key locations , and informational billboards 
placed at strategic access sites. Where possible, overlooks, 
observation sites, and trails could be constructed to 
facilitate public use if sufficient demand and funding for 
t hese facilities exists. During critical times of the year, 
public u se activities on portions of t he project lands may be 
restricted or prohibited in order to provide waterfowl refuges, 
protect waterfowl and endangered species nesting areas from 
disturbances, or prevent conflicts with other activities or 
programs. 
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Ha bit a t Management 

Fro m the wildlife ma nagement viewpo i nt, integrating management 
on both the wetlands and uplands portions of the project is 
es s ential . Upland activ ities will affect wildlife use of the 
wetlands, and the reverse is true. A strong interrelationship 
exists between habitat types, in that most species depend on a 
variety of different habitats . Many species of waterfowl, for 
e x ampl e , are highly dependent on upland areas for nesting, 
feeding, and loafing . Both habitat types must be provided and 
managed in close proximity to realize the project objectives. 

a. Agricultural Land Management 

b. 

On public land in the project area, the use of private 
agriculture is a legit imate land use and can be used 
effectively as a tool to manage vegetation. Agricultural 
land that becomes part of the project should continue to 
be made available through cooperative agreements to 
interested local farmers for crop production, pursuant to 
a Conservation Plan prepared with Soil Conservation 
Service staff that incorporates sound farming practices 
and includes wildlife benefits (a sample of such 
agreements is shown as Appendix G). In return for use of 
public lands, farmers could provide services in lieu of 
payment to assist in management of these lands. These 
arrangements hav e worked exceptionally well on existing 
federal and state-owned lands. Similar agricultural uses 
on other lands in the project area will be encouraged. 
The practice of rotating agricultural uses with wetland 
restoration measures on drained wetlands in the project 
area offers an opportunity for research, while potentially 
providing both agricultural and wildlife resource 
benefits. 

Nesting Cover Management 

As much as 15 % of the lands in the project area adjacent 
to wetlands will be intensively managed for dense nesting 
cover (grasses) proven to be beneficial for nesting 
waterfowl and other wildlife . Both cool and warm season 
grasses should be established and maintained. These 
grasses may be harvested as an agricultural (hay) crop. 
Grasslands can be established or maintained as part of an 
agricultural agre ement on public or private lands. 
Nesting cover establishment will receive priority on 
fields immediately adjacent to wetland areas to increase 
waterfowl production. 
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c. Forest Land Management 

Forested properties in the project area should be managed 
for the production of forest products and wildlife 
resources. To accomplish this, a forest inventory and 
management plan should be prepared with input from 
professional foresters and implemented through sales of 
wood products. As with the agricultural lands, a portion 
of the revenues generated by these sales may be used to 
offset development and maintenance costs on both private 
and public lands. The management of certain selected 
forested wetland tracts as green timber impoundments 
provides important waterfowl benefits by providing high­
protein aquatic invertebrate blooms utilized by waterfowl 
early in the year prior to nesting. Careful management of 
these impoundments is required to draw the water down 
seasonally to maintain forest health and vigor. 

d. Wetland Management 

Intensive management of existing and drained wetlands 
within the project area by the private and public sectors 
will be necessary if the objectives of the project are to 
be realized. The degree of response obtained from 
wildlife populations will largely depend on the success of 
habitat management practices performed on the area 
specifically for their benefit. 

Prior to implementation of any management activity 
involving wetlands in the project, all permits and 
approvals from the appropriate regulatory agencies must be 
obtained . All wetland management projects will be 
designed to be consistent with the Services' Region 5, 
Wetland Alteration Policy for Fish and Wildlife 
Management. Assurances that the practice will not affect 
the property and/or riparian rights of the landowners must 
be obtained, unless these rights have been purchased or 
otherwise legally agreed upon. For the parties involved 
in this project, this factor must be kept in mind in 
developing and negotiating final project boundaries and 
proposed purchases wherever water level manipulations are 
eventually proposed. 

Wetland management techniques that would be employed, as 
described below, need definition to adequately describe 
what these techniques involve. 

Green Timber Impoundment - Managing water levels in a 
wooded wetland so as to provide early spring habitat 
benefits to migratory waterfowl, then draining the area in 
late spring to ensure forest health and vigor. 
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Potholes - Small ponds excavated out in dense cattail or 
other emergent wetlands or wet meadows to provide open 
water habitat and increased habitat edge to benefit 
dabbling ducks, muskrats, herons, grebes, black terns, 
etc. 

Level Ditching - Linear channels excavated in dense marsh 
vegetation in an irregular pattern to provide increased 
open water for dabbling ducks, furbearers, and shorebirds. 
These channels have no outlet and do not drain wetlands. 

Paddy system - An area typically enclosed by dikes where 
water is temporarily stored at shallow depths of two feet 
or less during peak migration times for ducks and 
shorebirds and completely drained at other times for 
agricultural uses, etc. 

Impoundment - An area typically diked with water controls 
that is usually flooded to depths of an average of 18" or 
less on a permanent basis. Periodic drawdown or drainage 
of these impoundments every few years is done to promote 
aquatic plant growth and oxidation and decomposition of 
sediments. These benefit waterfowl, shorebirds, 
furbearers, and other wildlife. 

Wetland Restoration - Recreation and enhancement of 
wetland conditions and values by using the above-mentioned 
techniques. 

Due to the size, spatial relationship, cover type 
differences, hydrological influences, and inherent 
management potentials of the wetland resources in the 
complex, it makes sense to manage the various wetland 
units or compartments differently in order to realize 
their many benefits. The Crusoe Lake wetland unit, for 
example, is predominantly wooded swamp, and portions of it 
may lend these areas well to green timber impoundment 
management practices. The Savannah Evergreen Preserve/ 
Vanderbilt Hunt Club wetland unit is now predominantly 
cattail marsh, where level ditching and potholes would 
provide resting and brood rearing areas f or waterfowl and 
furbearer production sites. The now-drained wetlands of 
t he Savannah mu ck unit may be suited for a paddy system 
using a rotation of agricultural use and wetland 
restoration. The large impoundments on t he Montezuma NWR 
act as major staging areas for waterfowl and hunting/ 
feeding areas for bald eagles, ospreys, and potential 
restoration for breeding colonies of black terns. The 
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concept of emphasizing different management activities for 
each of the different "compartments" within the overall 
complex, so as to achieve the project purposes, should be 
recognized in development of more detailed management 
plans. 

The most desirable cover type for the majority of wildlife 
species is open emergent marsh having a well-balanced 
( 50:50 ratio ) interspersion of wetland plants and open 
water . Water depths will vary from marsh to marsh. 
Wetland restoration efforts within the complex should be 
directed towards management for emergent marsh. The 
remaining wetland should be managed, within ecological 
constraints, so as to provide a variety of other wetland 
types, including wooded swamp, wet meadow, shrub swamp, 
inland saline marsh, and open water habitats to enhance 
habitat diversity for both wildlife and human uses. 
Detailed hydrology and engineering plans and feasibility 
studies may be necessary prior to any construction 
activities that will enable management practices to be 
implemented. 

To accomplish the wetland habitats goal, a variety of 
techniques will be utilized on existing wetland areas. To 
influence vegetative growth and open water interspersion, 
the ability to control water levels on most of the area is 
essential. Diking and ditching with water control 
structures so as to create impoundments is the time-proven 
method of gaining water level manipulation ability. A 

number of relatively small impoundment sites having 
independent water control ability is more conducive to 
achieving management objectives than having relatively few 
large impoundments. 

Other techniques that should be utilized, in conjunction 
with or independent from impoundment development, would be 
mechanical and/or chemical manipulations to open up dense 
vegetative stands in existing wetlands. Excavations may 
be in the form of "potholes", irregularly shaped level 
ditches, or a combination thereof, distributed throughout 
the wetland to enhance interspersion of wetland types. 

Former wetlands that have been drained and converted to 
agricultural uses, or partially drained as a result of 
nearby agricultural drainage activities, may be restored 
to their original wetland condition either permanently or 
in a rotational plan incorporating agricultural uses, 
providing sufficient ownership or property interests are 
in place. 
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Techniques available to accomplish restoration would 
include diking, ditching, and water control structure 
development (impoundment), or perhaps simply blocking the 
artificial existing drainage system outlets. 

Many of the existing muck farms currently have dikes in 
place to prevent water intrusion. Use of these dikes for 
water retention is another possibility. 

Planting of wetland vegetation where suitable soils and 
hydrology exist can expedite the restoration process 
and/or influence vegetative species composition on 
restored sites. 

e. Habitat Maintenance 

f. 

Once habitat development occurs, maintenance of these 
habitats will be necessary to keep them productive. 
Maintenance of desirable habitat types will require 
managing water levels, including periodic drawdown to 
rejuvenate wetland productivity, mowing, prescribed 
burning, forest product sales, and other techniques. 

Pest control will also be necessary in the wetland areas 
of the project, notably carp and purple loosestrife and 
phragmites control. Carp control can be accomplished 
through drawdown, and purple loosestrife can be controlled 
by vigilant application of integrated management, 
including mechanical, hydrological, biological, and 
chemical controls. 

Archaeological Sites 

Numerous sites within or adjacent to the Northern 
Montezuma Wetland Complex have been identified as being 
the locations of native American inhabitation. Most of 
these are found on the periphery of the historic Montezuma 
Marsh and are a testament to the fact that these 
marshlands were used extensively by the Indians for 
hunting and food gathering. Harold Secor's publication, 
Pre-History of the Savannah, New York Area, 1987, gives 
substantial information regarding these sites. Management 
activities that may affect these sites will require a 
detailed archaeological survey prior to implementation, so 
as to ensure that the value these sites possess can be 
protected. Coordination with the State Historical 
Preservation Office and others is required prior to any 
construction activities that may alter these sites. 
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g. 

h. 

i. 

Unique/Significant Habitats 

Within the Northern Montezuma Wetlands Complex several 
sites exist that have been identified as presently or 
historically possessing unique or unusual ecological or 
biological attributes. These sites include several inland 
salt wetlands that are rare, natural occurrences of 
wetland types more typically found on coastal areas and 
other unusual or rare plant community types, including 
wetland communities that are classic representations of 
that type. Also included are colonial bird nesting sites, 
deer wintering concentration areas, and habitats for 
special concern, threatened, and endangered wildlife. 

Management programs will be tailored to continue 
protection of these sites at a level consistent with that 
site's rarity or ecological importance. Consultation with 
the appropriate experts will be made prior to any 
construction, impoundment, or other management activity 
that might adversely affect these sites. 

Wildlife Nesting Structures 

The use of artificial nesting structures has been shown to 
increase production of a wide variety of wildlife in areas 
where natural nest sites are limited or where 
interspecific competition for existing nest sites is high. 
Nesting structures have been shown to be beneficial for 
species such as ospreys, eastern bluebirds, mallards, 
Canada geese, American kestrels, barn owls, bald eagles, 
prothonotary warblers, wood ducks, grey squirrels, purple 
martins, chickadees, and several more. 

Where and when desirable, such structures may be 
constructed and located on project area lands to provide 
nesting sites for species identified as needing them. 
Construction of these structures is a suitable educational 
activity and popular with scout groups, sportsmen 
organizations, schools, birding groups, and individuals 
who have an interest along these lines. 

Endangered, Threatened, and Species of Special Concern 

A number of wildlife species that are currently listed as 
endangered, threatened, or of special concern are 
presently known to be breeding residents within, or in 
close proximity to, the Northern Montezuma Wetland Complex 
study area . Additional species of the same status are 
suspected to be breeding residents or are migrant species 
that may be found at certain times of the year are listed 
in Appendix F. 
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Through the utilization of accepted wildlife management 
techniques, the potential for enhancement of some of these 
diminished populations would appear promising. 

The protection and management of endangered species is a 
high-priority goal for New York's Division of Fish and 
Wildlife. This fact, along with popular supports from the 
public, justifies enhancement of these species when the 
opportunity arises. 

It must be recognized that some conflicts between 
endangered or threatened species activities and other 
programs may occur. In this event, a careful analysis of 
the situation will take place at both the state and 
federal levels before any further action is taken. If any 
possibility for detrimental effects to the endangered or 
threatened species exists, these species must receive the 
highest priority. 

Since all endangered and threatened species listed 
federally must also appear on the New York State list with 
at least the same level of protection, the New York 
endangered, threatened, and special-concern lists will be 
used as the standard for individual species status 
evaluations. Since the state list may include other 
species not listed federally, but determined to be in 
jeopardy within state boundaries, its use for such 
evaluations is justified. Continual monitoring of this 
list will be necessary in order to react to changes in 
individual species status. 

It is apparent that management to enhance some of the 
listed species would be neither practical nor financially 
possible. An initial study to determine which species can 
and should be aided will be done. Any such investigation 
will be included in the management of the area. 

As has been the case in the past, some management 
techniques have proven beneficial to non-target species, 
i.e., grassland establishment for waterfowl nesting 
habitat, creating nesting areas for northern harriers, and 
water impoundments also for waterfowl production creating 
suitable breeding habitat for bald eagles, black terns, 
and osprey. Any proposed physical alterations in the 
present habitat quality within the study area will be 
evaluated to determine the possible benefits or detriments 
to resident or suspected resident species addressed in 
this section. If any possibility for adverse effects to 
the endangered or threatened species exists, these species 
must receive the highest priority. 
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c . 

The status of specie s of special concern will present an 
interesting opportunity in regards to management on the 
Northern Monte z uma a r ea . Although many of these species 
already receive protection under the law, some do not. 
Which of these species are resident or migrate through the 
area must be determined. Until their population status is 
evaluated, they should receive special consideration 
before any management action is taken that might affect 
their continued existence . 

Specific management activities that would be of benefit to 
these species would include, but not be limited to: 
construction and placement of artificial nesting 
structures or platforms; reintroduction of indigenous 
species to restore populations in suitable unoccupied 
habitats; creating habitat for selecte~ species for 
breeding, nesting, feeding, and resting; extension and 
informational programs to promote public understanding, 
support, and participation; and management ( regulation ) of 
public use activities that may otherwise conflict with 
programs undertaken to benefit these species. 

This alternative is the Department ' s and the Service's proposed 
action, for it meets the objectives set forth in the Purpose 
and Need section of this document. This alternative balances 
the amount of land necessary to achieve conservation and 
management goals without unnecessarily purchasing vast amount 
of land. This alternative is confined to the former Montezuma 
Marsh Complex, as it existed, with a reasonable amount of 
upland. 

Alternative 3 - Wetlands Protection with Minimal Management Zone 

1. Definition of Action 

Under this alternative, the Service and the Department propose 
to protect and manage approximately 11,200 acres of the most 
critical wildlife habitat. These lands would be protected 
through the purchase of real property and/or real property 
interests (easements, management agreements, life and term use 
reservations, etc.), as may be negotiated with interested 
landowners within the area shown in Figure 3. These lands 
would be included into either the National Wildlife Refuge 
System or one of New York State's Wildlife Management Areas. 

The acquisition boundary includes the remaining wetlands within 
the former Montezuma Marsh Complex with a 200- foot management 
zone surrounding them. 
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This alternative is a much-reduced version of the preferred 
alter~ative, providing for protection of only existing wetlands 
without additional wetland restoration . The upland management 
zone provides very limited wildlife management options and is 
established primarily to reduce the impacts of human 
disturbance to the wetland habitat. Development and 
implementation of a management plan for alternative 3 will 
reflect the same objectives, methods, and responsibilities 
outlined for t he proposed alternative, but to a much lesser 
degree. 

Due to the reduced upland acreage and no wetland restoration 
efforts, wildlife management opportunities, as well as public 
use, will be limited. This alternative is primarily a habitat 
protection effort to prevent furt he r degradation and 
destruction of the remaining wetland. 

As in alternative 2, this alternative will continue to provide 
protection for the diversity of migratory birds, including 
waterfowl, raptors, songbirds , shorebirds, and other waterbirds 
which now inhabit this area. 

D. Alternative 4 - Maximum Wetlands Protection and Management Zone 

1. Definition of Action 

This alternative involves the purchase of real property and 
real property interests (easements, management agreements, life 
and term use reservations, etc.) as may be negotiated with 
interested landowners within the area shown in Figure 4. This 
area is defined as the existing wetlands and currently drained 
wetlands (mucklands) that generally lie below the 400-foot 
contour interval, with an approximate 600-foot management zone 
of adjoining upland areas adjacent to, connecting, and lying 
between the wet lands. The area includes 50,979 acres. 

This alternative varies from alternative 2 in that, here, by 
extending the project boundary to the 400-foot contour 
interval, it includes virtually all wetlands (up to the head of 
a drainage system) in this complex, rather than stopping 
acquisition and management at the 390-foot contour interval. 

Residences and other structures will generally be excluded from 
purchase, as will be most of the major upland areas (drumlins). 

Specific boundary lines will be determined by negotiation with 
each landowner, but will generally follow road systems. (This 
is applicable for New York State area of interest. In the 
federal area of interest, acquisition will be within the 
proposed boundary). 
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Lands purchased will be managed to further the objectives of 
the project . Lands where less- than- fee interests are 
negotiated will be ma naged to the extent the negotiated 
interest allows. 

Management of these lands is outlined in the management plan 
for the proposed action, but over a larger area. This 
alternative represents the establishment of the most complete 
wetlan_d ecological unit of any of the alternatives. It 
accomplishes this by including essentially all current and 
former wetlands to the head of minor drainages with contiguous 
wetlands or to major political, navigational, or transportation 
barriers or boundaries--with a minimum 600-foot management zone 
surrounding these wetlands. 

This concept of ecological completeness is in itself an 
important consequence of this action. The potential 
significance of this alternative over other proposed actions 
goes beyond the fact that it encompasses a physically larger 
area . It ensures the greatest degree of protection to the 
resource, maximum public recreation opportunity, and maximum 
cooperation in developing and achieving land management 
objectives. 

E. Alternative 5 - Acquisition/Protection/Management by Non­
governmental Agencies 

Non- governmental management of this project would involve the active 
participation of non-profit natural resource groups dedicated to the 
preservation of fish, wildlife, and unusual biological community 
habitats. 

Groups that have been active in the northeast in recent years and 
that would possibly participate in the Northern Montezuma Project 
include: The Nature Conservancy, Ducks Unlimited, National Trust 
for Historic Preservation, and the National Audubon Society, to name 
a few . 

Non-governmental management, then, would include fee purchase by the 
private organizations of key parcels, as well as lease agreements or 
easements which would accomplish habitat protection. In a practical 
sense, the impact and, thus, attainment of project goals would be 
implemented to a far less degree than that which state and federal 
action could accomplish . Limitation of funds (normally from private 
donations) and other nationwide acquisition priorities would also 
reduce the scope of private organization involvement. 
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The key element in a non- governmental alternative would be an 
information and education program highlighting the vital role that 
wetlands play in the environmental health of North America. The 
commonly listed wetland benefits which would be explained include 
flood and storm water control, wildlife habitat, water supply, water 
quality, fisheries, food chains, recreation, open space and 
aesthetic appreciation, and education and scientific research. 

F. Dismissed Alternatives 

Several alternatives were initially discussed but eventually 
dismissed as not suitable for further consideration in the 
development of this project. 

One dismissed alternative was the acquisition of all lands within 
the project boundaries- -a so- called perimeter acquisition. This 
alternative would have precluded all private land ownership within 
the project boundary, other than buildings and lots immediately 
within a village or individual residences with a minimal piece of 
land associated with each residence . Such an approach would 
certainly maximize governmental control of all activities in the 
project area but virtually exclude all private participation. It 
would minimize negative environmental impacts that can result from 
private ownership, but it would also preclude the positive 
advantages, incentives, and opportunities arising from private 
ownership- based enterprises. Since many landowners within the 
project boundary would object to fee conveyance willingly, 
condemnation would be inevitable. Perimeter acquisition by eminent 
domain is often more costly to the acquirer but often provides 
benefits (e.g., moving expenses, relocation of buildings, 
facilities, or machinery) to the seller, not usually associated with 
negotiated boundary willing seller-based projects. Such an approach 
may be seen by the public at large as a "hostile takeover". Eminent 
domain acquisition can provide an effective screen for landowners 
who do not wish to be perceived as "selling out" to the government 
and, therefore, can actually encourage landowners otherwise hesitant 
to sell. However, the policies of the Department and the Service 
are to use condemnation under very limited and infrequent situations 
( see Appendix B). This approach was deemed unnecessary. To 
accomplish the objectives of this project, it is unnecessary to 
evaluate it as a full alternative. 

The second alternative considered unlikely was one in which private 
sector cooperation within the project boundaries would be excluded. 
Too many opportunities would be lost under this approach, as well as 
setting a stage for hostile relationships between private landowners 
remaining within the project boundary and the governmental agencies 
managing the public lands of the project. Therefore, this 
alternative was dismissed as undesirable or infeasible . 
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The third alternative dismissed from further consideration was 
acquisition of lands within the project boundary for protection 
purposes only, with no active management of those lands. This would 
have precluded all benefits and opportunities provided by active 
land management, facilities construction, or capital improvements 
and simply have held the land in perpetuity as a public land trust, 
allowing nature to take its course. Such an approach was deemed 
irresponsible and failing to utilize the great productive potential 
of these lands for food, fiber, or recreation, as well as to provide 
for the welfare and safety of the public; hence, it was dismissed as 
an alternative. 
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III. 

A. 

Summary and Comparison 

Summary and Comparison of Alternatives 

Introduction 

There are major differences between the four action alternatives and 
one no action alternative proposed in this document. These action 
alternatives were developed to accomplish the objectives of the 
Department and Service described in detail in the Purpose and Need 
section of this document. In summary, they were to : provide 
increased protection and enhancement of wetland habitat; provide 
increased protection for habitats required by endangered, threatened, 
and special concern species of wildlife; restore drained wetland; 
improve public accessibility for compatible recreation, education, 
and research; maximize production of waterfowl and other wetland 
wildlife species; protect rare biotic communities; and foster the 
continued private involvement in the protection, management, and 
enhancement of the area's wildlife resources. The alternatives will 
accomplish these objectives to varying degrees. This section will 
compare and contrast the impacts of each alternative . 

Alternatives 

Alternative 1 (no action) involves only the application of existing 
land use regulations to wetlands in the project area and the 
continued management of existing public land . No federal or state 
land acquisition would be undertaken and there would be no impacts on 
farmland, tax structures, wildlife, or recreation, other than those 
which will naturally occur. 

Alternatives 3 (state and federal acquisition of wetlands only) and 5 
(non-governmental acquisition) involve only the minimal purchase of 
property, property rights, and/or the acquisition of management 
interests on approximately 11,200 acres, exclusive of existing state 
and federal lands. Only current wetlands and a minimal management 
zone are included in these two alternatives. Impacts on farmland and 
the area tax structure would be minimal. Management activities will 
have a modest beneficial effect on wildlife, habitat protection 
efforts, and recreational opportunities. 

Alternative 2 (the proposed action) includes the purchase of 
property, property rights, and/or signing of management agreements on 
some 36,050 acres of land, exclusive of existing state and federal 
holdings. Wetlands, potential wetlands, and a more extensive upland 
management zone are included. Impacts on farmland and tax structure 
are more substantial, since some farmland will be taken from 
production and tax revenues reduced. Benefits to wildlife, habitat 
protection efforts, and recreational opportunities would be 
considerably greater . 
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B. 

Alternative 4 (maximum wetlands protection) involves the purchase of 
property, property rights, and/or the signing of management 
agreements on 50,979 acres of land, exclusive of 
federal holdings. Wetlands, potential wetlands, 
substantial upland management zone are included. 

existing state and 
and a more 
This alternative 

has the greatest impacts on farmland and the area tax structure. It 
also provides the maximum benefits for wildlife, habitat protection, 
and recreational opportunities. 

A comparison of the specific effects of these alternatives is 
provided below. 

Summary and Comparison of Environmental Consequences 

Introduction 

Among the five alternatives, there are significant differences in 
their probable effects upon the environment. The environmental 
consequences of the alternatives are compared below. Section IV, 
"Environmental Consequences", presents detailed information on how 
the various alternatives would affect the environment. That 
information is summarized here, at the conclusion of the description 
of the alternatives, for the convenience of the readers. 

Hydrology 

If the no action alternative were selected, a slow, continuing 
decline in water quality could be expected to continue within the 
project area. Housing development, commercial activity, and run-off 
from agricultural lands would all contribute to the degradation of 
water quality. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would serve to improve water 
quality, natural flood storage, and ground water quantity and quality 
by varying degrees, based on the amount of wetland preserved or 
restored. The non-governmental alternative would have a small, 
positive impact on the hydrology of the project area. 

Differences in Land Use/Cover Type 

The various alternatives present significantly different approaches 
in land management within the project area. These approaches would 
have markedly different effects upon the cover which would eventually 
be found in the project area. 

All of these alternatives, except the no action alternative, would 
involve active management of the habitats within each proposal. The 
non-governmental alternative would involve the management of an area 
(similar to alternative three) by non-governmental agencies. The 
remaining three alternatives would involve active management by the 
Service and the Department to varying degrees. These three 
alternatives would involve the development of impoundments, potholes, 

ponds, level ditching, and access points. The proposed alternative 
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Table 1 

and maximum wetland protection involve the restoration of former 
wetland. 

Table 1 contains a summary of land use acreages of the major project 
alternatives. Both present and project completion (acquisition and 
management ) figures are given to provide an approximation of the land 
use changes that are possible. These are estimates based on future 
sales from willing sellers across all land use types. Since actual 
sales might be concentrated more in one type than another, the actual 
breakdown in the future could be somewhat different. 

Comparison of Acreages of Major Alternatives by Cover Type 

Alternative 2 

Proposed Action 
Alternatives 3 & 5 

Wetlands Only 
Present Completion Present Completion 

Alternative 4 
Maximum Wetlands 

Present Completion 

Agricultural 22,460 17,410 

9,440 
8,330 

3 , 500 1 , 760 

8,000 
5,840 

32,700 24,500 
Wetland 

Forested 9,240 
Non-forested 4,500 

7,910 
4,190 

10,760 
4,710 

11,160 
10 ,590 

Upland Forests 
Deciduous 350 
Evergreen 270 
Mixed 9,660 

Open Water 2,540 

Urban / Built-Up 130 

Total 49,150 

350 
270 

10,220 

2,990 

130 

49,150 

90 

5,900 

2,290 

20 

23,900 

90 

5,900 

2,290 

20 

23,900 

Biological and Management Considerations 

720 
410 

12,630 

2,560 

250 

64 , 740 

720 
410 

13,580 

3,530 

250 

64,740 

Protection and management of wetland habitats by the Service and the 
Department would occur in alternatives 2, 3, and 4. Alternative 3 
would provide a minimal amount of protection and management, 
alternative 2 ( the proposed action ) would provide a high level of 
protection and management, and alternative 4 would provide the 
highest level of protection and management to the area's resources. 
Alternative 1 would provide no additional protection or management of 
these resources. Alternative 5 could provide some level of 
protection, but likely not as great as alternative 3. In regard to 
meeting the project objective of providing additional protection and 
enhancement through management of wetland habitats, the alternatives 
would be ranked, from the lowest level of protection to the highest, 
as 1, 5, 3, 2, 4. 

Upland areas adjacent to wetlands are of critical importance to the 
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production of wildlife and to buffer wetlands from adjacent land 
uses. Alternatives 3, 2, and 4 would provide for protection and 
management of both the wetland and upland areas . Alternative 4 would 
provide the highest level of protection and management, followed by 
alternative 2 and then alternative 3. Alternatives 1 and 5 would not 
address this resource need. 

Significant wildlife habitats, including areas identified in the 
Natural Heritage Inventory, are areas identified by the state as 
having high natural resource protection concern due to the rarity of 
these sites globally or statewide. Alternatives 5, 3, 2, and 4 would 
address the need to provide additional protection to these sites, in 
the order given. Alternative 5 would provide some protection, and 
alternative 4 the best protection. 

Certain endangered, threatened, and special concern species of 
wildlife depend on the project area for feeding, breeding, and 
migration habitat. Alternatives 5, 3, 2, and 4 would provide 
opportunity to protect and enhance habitats and populations of these 
species; the degree of protection and enhancement opportunity that 
each of these alternatives would provide is ranked in the order given 
above, from lowest to highest. Alternative 1 would provide no 
additional protection to these resources. 

Restoration of drained wetlands back to their former wetland state, 
with the improvement in wildlife habitat, would occur in alternatives 
2 and 4 but not with alternatives 1, 3, or 5. 

Management of lands is an integral and important part of this project 
in order to realize the objectives set forth for the project and to 
obtain the benefits that effective management can have for wildlife 
and people. This management includes public use and habitat 
management utilizing techniques described in the description of the 
proposed action. The Department and the Service would implement 
management plans and techniques on lands in the project area under 
alternatives 3, 2, and 4. The level of management and the level of 
effectiveness of management would be ranked in the order given above, 
with alternative 3 being the lowest level, and alternative 4 the 
highest level of management. No management would be undertaken by 
t he Service and Department under alternatives 1 or 5. 

In summary, alternative 4 would best meet the objectives set out for 
this project, but would have the highest impact on the social and 
economic environment. Alternative 2 would meet the objectives and 
has been chosen as the proposed action in balancing all environmental 
and social consequences. Alternative 3 would fall short of meeting 
all the project objectives but would address some of them. 
Alternative 5 also falls short of meeting all the objectives and can 
reasonably be expected to only partially accomplish one or two of the 
goals. Alternative 1 (no action) would, of course, not meet any of 
the objectives. 
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Table 2 
Com12arison of Biological and Management Considerations 

Alternative 
Biological and Management Considerations L IL III IV y__ 

Protection and management of freshwater No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
wetlands 

Management of upland areas No Yes Yes Yes No 

Protection to significant habitats No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Protection and enhancement of endangered No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
species 

Management of public use No Yes Yes Yes No 

Restoration of drained wetlands No Yes No Yes No 

Changes in Tax Bases and Revenues 

All alternatives discussed in this statement will have some effect on 
the tax bases of the towns, counties, and school districts in the 
project area. The no action alternative would have an indirect 
impact on the local tax bases through the eventual residential 
development of the area, resulting in an expanded tax base. 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 will impact tax bases by removing property 
and/or property rights from the tax base and putting them into 
government ownership. Alternative 5 may affect the tax base if non­
profit organizations, which are tax exempt, purchase property and/or 
property rights in the area. 

Tax revenues and expenditures will also be changed under all these 
alternatives. Tax revenues can be anticipated to increase under the 
no action alternative, although tax expenditures will correspondingly 
increase due to increased demand for public services and schools, 
resulting in an increase in tax rates to finance these services. 
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 will decrease tax revenues in varying 
degrees. Alternative 3 and 5 will probably decrease the revenues 
equally, but to a lesser extent than alternatives 2 and 4. 
Alternative 2 will decrease revenues further, while alternative 4 
would decrease revenues the greatest. These four alternatives would 
not increase tax expenditures and would eventually reduce tax 
expenditures because of the lesser demands on municipal budgets for 
schools, garbage, fire, etc., compared to the anticipated effects of 
the no action alternative. Table 3 compares the actual tax losses, 
while Table 4 compares the percentage impacts to the tax revenues 
received for the various alternatives in 1989 figures. 

On properties purchased in fee title by the Service, Refuge Revenue 
Sharing payments will be paid to the local towns to mitigate these 
tax losses. Table 5 shows anticipated payments by town. 

37 



Table 3 

Potential Loss of Tax Revenues (dollars/year) 
If All Properties in Each Alternative were Purchased i n Fee 

Reduction In 

Town Taxes 

Aurelius 
Brutus 
Butler 
Cato 
Conquest 
Galen 
Mentz 
Montezuma 
Rose 
Savannah 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 
Victory 

County Taxes 

Cayuga 
Seneca 
Wayne 

School District Taxes 

Cato-Meridian 
Clyde-Savannah 
North Rose-Wolcott 
Port Byron 
Red Creek 
Seneca Falls 
Union Springs 
Weedsport 

Alternative 2 

Federal 
Areas 
of 

State 
Areas 
of 

Interest Interest 

1,220 

8,267 

391 
1,031 
9,798 

16 
9,520 

906 
9,786 

25,516 

75,270 
3,462 
2,046 

3,794 

308 

16,092 
714 

2 ,832 
1,614 

334 
29,888 

73 
1,218 

24,358 
1,429 

37,882 

13,064 
65,206 
9,146 

54,281 

1,023 

329 
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Alternative 3 

Federal 
Areas 
of 

State 
Areas 
of 

Interest Interest 

527 

4,754 

184 
576 

5,866 

1,085 

425 
1,110 

14,662 

29,589 
1,751 

960 

70 

83 

2,156 

395 
486 

8,365 

3,581 

10,246 

180 
15,127 

3,988 
10,060 

Alternative 4 

Federal 
Areas 
of 

State 
Areas 
of 

Interest Interest 

2,078 

17,208 

624 
1,064 
9,965 

16 
9,928 

1,443 
10,204 
38,882 

99,433 
5,497 
3,258 

7,279 

583 
3,731 
4,979 
1,845 

16,576 
717 

5,618 
2,028 

334 
35,408 

73 
1,218 
1,003 

49,127 
1,429 

50,770 

26,819 
70,229 
28,594 
94,018 

3 ,88 7 
1,023 

22,525 
20,191 



Table 4 

Percentage Negative Impact of Each Alternative on Total Tax Receipts 
If All Properties in Each Alternative were Purchased in Fee 

Towns 

Aurelius 
Brutus 
Butler 
Cato 
Conquest 
Galen 
Mentz 
Montezuma 
Rose 
Savannah 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 
Victory 

Counties 

Cayuga 
Seneca 
Wayne 

School Districts 

Cato Meridian 
Clyde Savannah 
North Rose- Wolcott 
Port Byron 
Red Creek 
Seneca Falls 
Union Springs 
Weedsport 

Alternative 2 

1.0% 

9.4% 
1.5% 
2.0% 
2.5% 
0 .4% 

15.0% 
0.02% 
8.0% 

0.2% 
0.3% 
0.4% 

1.0% 
8.0% 
0 .4% 
3.0% 

0.1% 

0.02 % 
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Alternative 3 

0.4% 

1.0% 
0.8% 
0 .3% 
0.8% 
0.2% 
6.0% 

0.8% 

0.03% 
0.03% 
0.2% 

0.02% 
3.0% 
0.2% 
0.6% 

0.002% 

Alternative 

0.8% 
1.5% 
4.0% 
1.0% 
9.5% 
3.0% 
4.0% 
3.0% 
0.5% 

18.0% 
0.02% 
8.0% 
1.0% 

0.4% 
0 . 3% 
0 .5% 

2.0% 
10.0% 

1.0% 
5.0% 
0 .5% 
0.2% 
0.7% 
0.9% 
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Table 5 

Comparison of Refuge Revenue Sharing Payments (dollars/year) 
If All Properties in Each Alternative were Purchased in Fee 

Estimated Revenue Sharing 
By Town Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Butler 
Galen­
Montezuma 
Rose 
Savannah 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 

3,188.00 
15,000.00 

2,768.00 
1,072.00 

11,392.00 
90.00 

23,250.00 

1,680 . 00 
7,448.00 
1,704.00 

345.00 
4,136.00 

90.00 
11,640.00 

4,637.00 
24,998.00 

2,765.00 
2,358.00 

11,393.00 
90.00 

23,808.00 

Table 6 

Agricultural Changes 

An important consideration in this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement was the amount of farmland which would be removed from 
production. For two of the alternatives, no farmland would be 
removed from production--these are the no action alternative and 
alternative S. However, it is anticipated that some farmland will be 
removed from production over time, regardless of this project. Each 
of the other alternatives would result in some farmland being removed 
from agricultural use. 

Table 6 contains a summary of estimated farmland impacts across the 
major project alternatives. These are based on our best estimates, 
given average land sales across all land use categories. Especially 
active sales in one category could alter the "potential acreage of 
farmland converted" line considerably . Full discussions are 
presented in "Environmental Consequences" for each specific 
alternative. 

Comparison of Estimated Farmland Impacts 

Alternative 2 
Proposed Action 

Alternatives 3 & 5 
Wetlands Only 

Alternative 4 
Maximum Wetlands 

Total Acreage 
of Alternative 49,150 23,900 64,740 

Farmland Acreage 
Involved 

Potential Acreage 
of Farmland 
Converted 

22 ,460 

5,050 

3,500 32,700 

1,740 8,200 
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Recreation 

If the "no action" alternative was chosen, there would continue to be 
a steady decline in public recreational opportunity within the 
project area. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would all mean additional 
recreational opportunities from existing levels; again, contingent 
upon the possible scope of this project. The non-governmental 
alternative would probably mean no change from current opportunities 
or a slight improvement. 
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IV. Description of the Affected Environment 

A. Physical Resources 

1. Location 

The project area is located in Wayne, Cayuga, and Seneca 
Counties in central New York State's Finger Lakes region, mid­
way between the cities of Rochester and Syracuse. The project 
area includes wetlands, former wetlands, and adjacent upland 
areas north of Cayuga Lake, extending up the Black Creek, 
Crusoe Creek, Butler Creek, and Seneca River drainages (see 
Figure 5 ) . Within the project area are located the Montezuma 
NWR and the Cayuga Lake, Crusoe Lake, and Howland Island WMA's. 

The area lies within the drumlin sub-zone of the Great Lake 
Plain physiographic zone of New York State. 

2. Climate 

The project area is generally cold and snowy in winter and warm 
in summer. Precipitation is well distributed during the year. 
From late fall through winter, snow squalls are frequent and 
total snowfall is normally heavy. In some years, a single 
prolonged storm can produce more than two feet of snow on the 
ground, and strong winds create deep drifts. 

Table 8 gives data on temperature and precipitation as recorded 
at Sodus Center for the period 1951 to 1974. Table 9 shows 
probable dates of the first freeze in fall and the last freeze 
in spring. Table 10 provides data on length of the growing 
season . 

In winter the average temperature is 27 degrees F, and the 
average daily minimum temperature is 19 degrees F. The lowest 
temperature on record, - 27 degrees F, occurred at Sodus Center 
on January 28, 1963. In summer the average temperature is 67 
degrees F, and the average daily maximum is 80 degrees F. The 
highest temperature, 101 degrees F, was recorded on August 27, 
1953. 

Growing degree days, shown in Table 8, are equivalent to "heat 
units''. During the month, growing degree days accumulate by 
the amount that the average temperature each day exceeds a base 
temperature ( 40 degrees F ) . The normal monthly accumulation is 
used to schedule single or successive plantings of a crop 
between the last freeze in spring and the first freeze in fall. 

Of the total average annual precipitation, 18 inches, or 50 
percent, usually falls in April through September, which 
includes the growing season for most crops. In two years out 
of ten, the April-September rainfall is less than 16 inches. 
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WAYNE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

TABLE 9. FREEZE DATES IN SPRING AND FALL 

Temperature1 

Probability 24 F 28 F 32 F 
or lower or lower or lower 

Last freezing temperature 
in spring: 

1 year in 10 later than--- -April 20 May 18 May 26 

2 years in 10 later than-- April 15 May 10 May 19 

5 years in 10 later than-- April 5 April 24 May 5 

First freezing temperature 
in fall: 

1 year in 10 later than--- October 23 October 6 September 22 

2 years in 10 later than-- October 29 October 12 September 28 

5 vears in 10 later than-- November 10 October 25 October 10 

1Recorded in the period 1951-74 at Sodus Center, N.Y. 

TABLE 10. GROWING SEASON LENGTH 

Daily minimum temperature 
during growing season1 

Probability Higher Higher Higher 
than than than 
24 F 28 F 32 F 
Days Days Days 

9 years in 10 193 149 131 

8 years in 10 202 160 139 

5 years in 10 218 183 156 

2 years in 10 235 205 173 

1 vear in 10 243 217 182 
1 Recorded in the period 1951- 74 at Sodus Center, N.Y. 
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3. 

The heaviest one-day rainfall during the period of record was 
3.3 inches at Sodus Center on October 19 , 1967. Thunderstorms 
number about 29 each year, 17 of which occur in summer. 
Average seasonal snowfall is 88 inches. The greatest snow 
depth at any one time during the period of record was 51 
inches. On the average, 40 days have at least one inch of snow 
on the ground. 

The average relative humidity in mid - afternoon is about 60 
percent. Humidity is highest a t night, and the average at dawn 
is about 80 percent. The percentage of possible sunshine is 65 
percent in summer and 34 percent in winter. The prevailing 
direction of the wind is from the west -southwest . Average wind 
speed is highest, 12 miles per hour, in January. 

Topography 

The proj ect area is characterized by broad, flat basins with 
classic drumlin formations interspersed throughout the area. 
These drumlins are egg- shaped to cigar-shaped hills resulting 
from glacial deposits. Heights of these drumlins, above the 
base, range from 60-150 feet high. The flat basin below the 
390- foot contour interval is the location of the existing and 
historically present Montezuma Marsh . 

In the south central portion of the project area lies Crusoe 
Island, an area of high ground up to 500 feet in elevation , 
that is two miles wide and five miles long. The village of 
Savannah lies at the north end of this island. Seasonally , 
Crusoe Island was entirely surrounded by water and the 
Montezuma Marsh. 

4. Soils/Geology/Minerals 

The project area is generally underlain by a combination of 
limestone and limestone / shale bedrock. These calcareous rocks, 
which underlie much of the Lake Plains, have given rise to the 
highly productive glacial till found throughout the project 
area. The Montezuma Marshes ( and their underlying muck ) are 
the remains of a glacial lake which included Cayuga Lake. 
Drumlin formations , commonly seen in and around the project 
area, 3re also the result of the last glaciation. 

Three major soil groups are found within the project 
boundaries. The single largest group is comprised of various 
types of muck ( lake bottom and marsh organic materials ) 
occurring at or below the 380- foot contour level. The 
remaining area is characterized by the Ontario soil association 
in the drumlin zones and the Odessa-Schoharie Fulton- Lucas 
association found in the southwestern corner of the project. 
All three of these have good potential for agriculture and 
wildlife. 
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Mucklands within the project range from deep mucks with long­
term agricultural potential to the relatively shallow Martisco 
mucks having relatively low potential. Those mucks occurring 
between the Thruway and the Co~rail tracks are generally of 
high quality, while those north of the tracks are much more 
variable. Developed mucks are classified as agricultural 
lands, while undeveloped mucks are classified as wetlands in 
the land use analyses discussed. 

Mucks are valuable agricultural resources, but the cost of 
clearing, draining (or pumping), and management can be quite 
high. Agricultural mucks are rare ly permanent due to problems 
with soil blowing, oxidation, and subsidence. Improper 
management can appreciably hasten these processes and shorten 
the commercial life of the muck. Ultimately, mucks become 
unprofitable to farm and are abandoned to revert to cattail 
marshes and other forms of wetland vegetation. Due to their 
unstable structure and propensity for flooding, mucks are 
unsuitable for development and construction. There are 
currently 4,435 acres of actively farmed muck soils within the 
project area. 

The remaining two soil associations, Ontario and Odessa­
Schoharie/ Fulton-Lucas, are generally found above 380 feet in 
the higher, better drained uplands. These soil associations 
would represent farmlands and upland forests. Since these 
soils are also structurally much more sound than the mucks, 
virtually all building and development has occurred here. 
These soil associations are considered to be good to excellent 
farmlands where topography (steepness of slope) is not a 
problem. On steeper slopes, especially along drumlin sides, 
erosion control is requi red if cultivated. Most of these 
slopes have been left wooded and represent much of the upland 
forest cover type occurring on the project. Occasional lenses 
of sand and gravel deposits within these soil associations also 
permit localized mining activities. 

In addition to associations, soils have also been categorized 
by the Soil Conservation Service as being Prime, Unique, or of 
Statewide Importance. 

Prime Farmland is land best suited for producing food, feed, 
forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and also available for these 
uses (the land could be presently crop land, pasture land, 
forest land, or other land, but not urban land or water). It 
has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply 
needed to produce sustained high yields of crops economically 
when treated and managed, including water management, according 
to modern farming methods. Prime Farmland is one of the most 
important resources of the nation. In the Northern Montezuma 
Project Area, 32% of the total soil mapping units in the area 
have been designated as Prime Farmland. 
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Unique Farmland is land other than Prime Farmland that is used 
for the production of specific high- value food crops. It has 
the special combination of soil quality, location, growing 
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high 
quality and/or high yields of a specific crop when treated and 
managed according to modern farming methods. Examples of such 
crops are grapes, fruits, and vegetables. In the Northern 
Montezuma Wetlands Project Area, 9% of the total soil mapping 
units in the area have been designated as Unique Farmland. 
Nearly all the former wetland acreage that have been drained 
and are in muck farming are considered Unique Farmland. 

Additional Land of Statewide Importance is land in addition to 
Prime and Unique Farmland that is of statewide importance for 
the production of crops. It is important to agriculture in New 
York, yet exhibits some soil properties that do not meet Prime 
Farmland criteria. These soils can be farmed satisfactorily 
with drainage improvements, erosion control practices, or flood 
protection. They are nearly level to sloping, can be 
cultivated with modern farm machinery, and produce fair to good 
crop yields when managed properly. In the Northern Montezuma 
Project Area, 23% of the total soil mapping units in the 
project area is designated as Additional Land of Statewide 
Importance. 

Other lands not meeting the above definitions comprise 36% of 
the area's soil mapping units. These lands are found on the 
steeper slopes of drumlin formations and in freshwater 
wetlands. 

The reader should be aware that the designation of Prime and 
Statewide Important Farmlands does not necessarily reflect the 
uses these lands are now experiencing. About 20% of the Prime 
and Statewide Important Farmland in the area is not now in 
production of agricultural products; rather, is in other 
vegetation types such as woodlots and brush or is used for 
residential developments or other than agricultural land uses. 

Specific soil types associated with these farm lands can be 
obtained from the local Soil Conservation Service. 

Historically, a number of salt wells and mines found in the 
northeastern part of the project area were used by the Indians 
and early settlers. These have fallen into disuse, as more 
economical means of obtaining salt were developed. No 
commercial use is currently known, although a major salt marsh 
is now owned and protected by The Nature Conservancy as a 
unique plant community. 
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Natural gas exploration and leases have become more common in 
recent years and could be of major importance if commercial 
quantities are found. Engineers feel that the Montezuma area 
has some potential, so additional exploration can be expected 
in the future. 

B. Water Resources 

1. Hydrology 

The Northern Montezuma Project area consists of land within 
three counties (Wayne, Seneca, and Cayuga) and all or part of 
thirteen towns (Galen, Savannah, Seneca Falls, Tyre, Butler, 
Aurelius, Cato, Conquest, Mentz, Rose, Brutus, Victory , and 
Montezuma). This physiographic region is considered the Erie­
Ontario Lowland. Almost all surface drainage within this 
project eventually reaches Lake Ontario through the Western 
Oswego River Drainage Basin (Figure 6). 

Ground Water Resources 

There are two types of water-bearing materials in the region-­
consolidated (bedrock) and unconsolidated glacial deposits. 
Bedrock formations in this tri-county area are sedimentary in 
origin of Upper Silurian through Upper Devonian age. The 
bedrock is covered in most places by unconsolidated deposits of 
glacial origin. The unconsolidated sand and gravel deposits 
produce the best yield of water for wells in the region. 

Nearly all of the ground water in this area is derived from 
precipitation that falls on the land surface and is absorbed by 
the mantle of surficial deposits. Average annual precipitation 
is 36 inches (range--21 inches to 45 inches). In the northern 
part of the basin, the most important sources of ground water 
are sand and gravel deposits adjacent to and in hydraulic 
contact with the Barge Canal. 

In general, the quality of ground water in this region of 
central and western New York is fair to good. Hardness, high 
mineral concentrations (iron, manganese, chloride, and sulfur), 
and turbidity are all common c haracteristics of ground water in 
the Finger Lakes region. 

All water supplies in the region can meet health department 
standards wit h minimum treatment. 

Surface Water Resources 

The primary surface-water resource is the easterly flowing New 
York State Barge Canal. The canal is, for the most part, 
within the former natural channels of the Clyde and Seneca 
Rivers which border the current Montezuma NWR. The Northern 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 

WESTERN OSWEGO RIVER DRAINAGE BASIN 

Figure 6 
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Montezuma Project area will encompass a 17.5- mile segment of 
the main canal. The drainage area to the Seneca River {Barge 
Canal ) above the Owasco Lake outlet, at the eastern side of the 
project area , is approximately 2 , 600 square miles; 1,600 square 
miles of that drainage area comes through Mud Lock, the feeder 
canal from Cayuga and Seneca Lakes, the two largest Finger 
Lakes. 

Surface water concerns include: ( 1 ) the quality of water that 
flows wit h in the Barge Canal, ( 2 ) flood flows generated by the 
operation of the Barge Canal , and ( 3 ) surface- water s upp l y 
availability for upland impoundment areas . 

A long-term (possib ly fou r - year ) study is bei ng considered by 
t he United States Geological Survey for this project area. The 
objectives of this study are to: ( l ) provide an overall 
resource appraisal of this watershed , ( 2 ) describe the current 
q uantity and q u a l ity conditions of the surface and grou nd water 
resources within the proposed project area, and ( 3 ) develop the 
hydrologic database needed to develop a water management plan 
for properties wit h in the state and federal areas of 
acquisition. 

Public concerns regarding the periodic flooding of lands in the 
Seneca River / Barge Canal area downstream from the Project area 
are evident. As can be seen from Figure 6, and as documented 
in publ i she d repor ts by the Cross Lake- Seneca River 
Association , this stretch of water is t he outlet for a massive 
watershed including six of the major Finger Lakes. Periodic 
high water flows resulting from storms and / or snowmelt in this 
watershed is funneled through t he Seneca River / Barge Canal 
system from the southern bounds of t he project area downst r eam. 

Over recent years , peopl e have enc roached on the historic 
floodway and floodplain wit h structural improvements that are 
highly vulnerable to these periodic and predictably occurring 
floods. Commencing in 1829, New York State began a series of 
excavations at or near Jack's Reef t hat eventu a l ly lowered t he 
Seneca River and Cross Lake eight to eleven feet from pre- 1829 
levels. Mean elevation at this section of the canal system is 
now 374 feet (Cross Lake - Seneca River Association 1988 Report, 
Water Level Control Study Committee ) . 

Pre- 1829, the mean low water elevation at Cross Lake would thus 
be at a minimum 382.0 feet , and represents the limit of state 
ownership . 

The Office of General Serv ices (OGS ) is the State agency 
responsible for administering public lands under water. 
Officials at OGS state that New York State has always claimed 
ownership to the 382.0- foot level at Cross Lake (Gaip , per. 
comm. ) . 
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It would appear, that the Hurricane Agnes storm event was the 
only time in documented history when flood waters exceeded 
state ownership elevations. 

Structural damages on the Seneca River/Barge Canal system in 
the downstream Cross Lake area may indeed be partially 
resulting from private construction on public lands. The 
project sponsors strongly recommend that a task force be 
appointed that would document to the extent possible the human 
occupation of the floodway and flood zone of the Barge 
Canal/Seneca River system. 

In a related vein, it would be impossible to "restore" water 
level control in the Seneca and Clyde Rivers to the 1903 
'' ... original Barge Canal System design parameters •.• ". 
This is because there has been over 80 years of monumental 
alterations to the 5,000 square mile watershed. The systematic 
drainage and filling of wetlands for agricultural and other 
economic development, the channelization of streams, the 
construction of highways, residential areas, business 
districts, and other changes have all combined to profoundly 
and irreversibly alter the 1903 precepts for water management 
in the New York State Barge Canal System. 

Therefore, it seems ·somewhat misleading to attempt to assign 
primary or even significant causality for alleged "nuisance" 
flooding (CLSRA terminology) to the existence or operation of 
the Montezuma NWR. Similarly, the Department and the Service 
have similar reservations,· in the absence of any scientific 
support , about attempts to portray the expansion proposal as a 
potential major contributor to so-called ''nuisance" flooding. 

C. Vegetation 

1. Land Use/Cover Types 

This discussion is based on the boundary and acreage 
calculations of the ''Proposed Action". As described in Part 
II, the proposed action (or Alternative 2) encompasses some 
36 , 050 acres of land to be either placed under management 
agreement or be acquired. For the purpose of this analysis, 
the 13,100 acres of existing state and federal land have been 
added to this, giving a total area of 49,150 acres. Land use 
and covertype breakdowns for the remaining alternatives will be 
presented in the appropriate section under Part IV, 
Environmental Consequences. 
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The project area's strong agricultural/wetland nature is quite 
obvious when land use and cover type breakdowns are examined . 
Based on maps provided by the Department's Habitat Inventory 
Unit (see Figure 7) some 74% of the project land area is 
classified either as in agricultural use or as a wetland. 
Overall land use classifications are as follows: All types of 
agriculture, 22,460 acres (46%); wetland types, 13,740 acres 
(28%); upland forests, 10,280 acres (21 %); open water, 2,540 
acres (5 %); and built - up lands, 130 acres (less than one 
percent). 

While agriculture constitutes the largest single land use 
(22,460 acres) a portion of these lands, 4,450 acres, are 
muckland soils derived from drained wetlands. As a result, the 
division between wetland and agriculture within the project 
boundaries is a bit vague. The wetland acreage will increase 
if mucks are abandoned or will decrease if new mucks are 
developed (from existing wetlands) . 

Agricultural lands are defined as any lands ~urrently under or 
recently under some sort of active cultivation. Project area 
examples include croplands used to grow corn, hay, or potatoes, 
lands used as pastures, or former croplands that are now idle 
or fallow (but have not grown up into brush). Further 
information on project soils is given in the write up on 
"Soils/Geology/ Minerals'', while further agricultural 
information can be found under "Agricultural Resources". 

The next largest land use category is wetlands, amounting to 
some 13,740 acres. Wetlands are those areas where the water 
table is at, near, or above the land surface for a significant 
part of most years. Aquatic vegetation is usually established, 
although there may be alluvial mud flats present which are non­
vegetated. Shallow water areas where aquatic vegetation is 
submerged are classed as open water and are not included i n 
this category. 

The wetland category is further broken down into forested 
wetlands (9,240 acres) and non - forested wetlands (4,500 acres). 
Forested wetlands in the Montezuma area are dominated by woody 
vegetation such as red maple, silver maple, red ash, swamp 
white oak, and sycamore. Blue beech is often found in the 
understory . Non- forested or herbaceous wetlands are dominated 
primarily by cattails, swamp loosestrife, purple loosestrife, 
bulrushes, and sedges. Also included are the occasional salt 
marsh and non - vegetated mud flat found in the area. 
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2. 

Upland forests make up the next largest category accounting for 
a total of 10,280 acres. This is made up of dry forested lands 
stocked with trees capable of producing timber or other wood 
products. This category can be further divided into deciduous 
forest lands, 350 acres; evergreen forest land, 270 acres; and 
mixed forest land ( stocked with both evergreen and deciduous 
trees ) , 9,650 acres. 

Deciduous forests are characterized by trees which lose their 
leaves in the fall. Typical tree species occurring within the 
project area include sugar maple, red maple, basswood, elm, and 
several varieties of oaks. 

Evergreen forests are characterized by trees which remain green 
throughout the year. In the Montezuma area these are 
predominantly pines, spruces, and hemlocks. 

Mixed forest lands include good representations of both 
evergreen and deciduous trees with neither predominating. The 
typical mixed forest of Montezuma would include maples, oaks, 
elm, white pine, and hemlock. As can be seen by the acreage 
figures, most of the forested uplands in the project fall into 
this category. 

Some 2,540 acres of the project are classified as open water 
which are pools, lakes, streams, or canals which do not show 
emergent aquatic vegetation (such as cattails ) . Examples 
include the major pools of the Montezuma National Wildlife 
Refuge, Howland Island Wildlife Management Area, and Crusoe 
Lake Wildlife Management Area, plus the Seneca River and Barge 
Canal. The northern portion of Cayuga Lake just south of the 
refuge was not included in these acreage estimates. 

The final category is the urban or built-up lands amounting to 
only about 130 acres, or much less than one percent of the 
project area. No communities fall within the project 
boundaries ( this is true of all the alternatives ) , so this 
category reflects only the occasional group of houses alongside 
of a road. In practice, many of these will be eliminated from 
project boundaries as more refined maps are developed. 

Significant Habitat 

Definitions: 

Habitat - The sum total of environmental conditions of a place 
or an area where a plant or animal species lives and meets its 
life requirements. 
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Significant Habitat - Habitat of special interest o r value, due 
to its providing the key factors for survival of, and due to 
the presence of, endangered , threatened, or special concern 
species, unusual concentrations or variety of fish or wildlife 
(often seasonal in nature, s uch as spawning, nesting, or 
wintering areas), and unusual or unique ecological associations 
especially in regard to plants. Relatively intense fish and 
wildlife values and human recreation associated with such 
wildlife, concentrated in a limited geographic area, complete 
the concept of significant habitats. 

Wildlife 

There are ten recorded significant habitats for fish and 
wildlife, such as bald eagle site, osprey nest site, heron 
rookeries, deer wintering areas, and historical nesting habitat 
for black terns, within the project area. 

An example of the potential value of this site to the recovery 
of some of these species is given for the black tern. 
Formerly, "as many as 1,000 pair of black terns nested ( here ) 
in the late 1950's (Hocutt pers. comm. ) , (although ) less than 
10 birds were present in 1989 and no breeding attempts were 
noted. Due to the lack of open water/emergent vegetation 
interspersion, the Montezuma wetlands currently provide less 
than ideal black tern breeding habitat. Efforts to improve the 
capability to regulate water levels at this refuge are aimed at 
reducing stands of purple loosestrife, excluding carp which 
destroy rooted aquatic vegetation, and restoring native 
emergent vegetation. Correlating t he return of nesting black 
terns with the restoration of open water / emergent vegetation 
interspersion could be especially instructive" (Novak, 1990 ) . 

Rare Plants and Ecological Communities 

The current and historic records of the Department's 
Significant Habitat Unit and the New York Natural Heritage 
Program s how that there are n ineteen Natural Heritage records 
of rare plants and plant communities, such as inland salt 
marsh, graminoid fens, and various species of trees and 
herbaceous plants within the project area (Appendix D) . Many 
of these earlier records may represent plants or plant 
communities no longer occurring in the project area, but found 
in the area prior to the extensive agricultural development in 
the 1930's and 1940's or the permanent impounding of water in 
the 1950's and 1960's. 
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In order to determine the apparent presence or absence of plant 
or animal species, at any given site or in the project area as 
a whole, field investigations would have to be conducted at 
appropriate times throughout the year. The establishment of 
such a comprehensive record would be needed to accurately 
determine the nature and extent of significant plant 
communities currently on or adjacent to the project area. 

D. Wild l ife 

1. Fish and Wildlife 

The Northern Montezuma Wetlands Complex provides habitat for a 
wide variety of wildlife, including sixteen species of 
a mp h ibians , fiftee n species of reptiles , forty-three species of 
mammals, two hundred forty-two species of birds, and fifty-two 
species of fish. A list of these species with their relative 
abundance and protective status is provided in Appendix D. 
Each of these species has either been documented or can 
reasonably be expected to be present in the area, at least for 
a portion of the year. 

Included in the list and reported to be present in the project 
area are two state and / or federally listed endangered species 
(bald eag l e, peregrine falcon ) , t h ree state-listed threatened 
species ( common tern, osprey, and northern harrier) and 
thirteen state-listed species of special concern (spotted 
salamander, Jefferson salamander, wood turtle, small-footed 
Myotis, upland sandpiper, black tern, common barn owl, short­
eared owl, common nighthawk, eastern bluebird, vesper sparrow, 
Henslow's sparrow , and grasshopper sparrows). 

The presence of 368 species of fish and wildlife, of which 262 
are known or are likely to breed in the area, is testament to 
the value t he Montezuma Wetlands and surrounding upland areas 
have for wildlife resources. 

The value of the wetland and associated upland habitat within 
the Northern Montezuma Wetlands Complex has been recognized at 
bot h t h e state and national levels. The area serves as a major 
staging area for tens of thousands of migratory birds. Most 
noticeable are the ducks and geese that concentrate here in the 
spring and fall on their annual migration. Numerous species of 
shorebirds s uch as the sandpipers, plovers, and terns depend 
heavi l y on t h is area as well, as do many songbirds. Resident 
species most noticeable in the area include white- tailed deer, 
beaver, muskrat, raccoon, mink, fox, and other mammals. 
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The critical value of this area ' s r ole in t he migratory 
patterns of many species, especially waterfowl, is significant. 
Production of these species is presently not up to its 
potential due to land uses on upland areas adjacent to 
wetlands . 

The mix of habitat types in the area also is of high value for 
resident species of wildlife. The southern half of the area 
and around the Howland Island vicinity is of significant value 
as a major deer wintering area. As many as 250 white-tailed 
deer find winter food and shelter here during normal and severe 
winter periods and, to a lesser extent, during mild winter 
periods. Deer move to this area from a three- county area to 
find winter quarters . Major land u se changes could affect deer 
populations in this area if the habitat was significantly 
altered by removal of forest vegetation. 

Populations of several species of wildlife have been estimated 
to presently exist in the area. These estimates are a verages 
of the annual population fluctuations for resident species in 
suitable habitat and peak numbers for migratory species. 
Examples are: 

Deer - 20 per square mile 
Raccoon - 40 per square mile 
Black Ducks - 20,000 
Mallards - 150,000 
Canada Geese - 400,000 
Muskrats - 4 per acre 
Grey Squirrel - 5 per acre 
Beaver - 2 per square mile 
Pheasant - 10 per square mile 
Pileated Woodpecker - 1 per square mile 
Eastern Bluebird - 8 per square mile 

The wide array of both resident and migratory species is due to 
the varied habitat types in the complex. The mix of 
agriculture, wooded wetlands, emergent marsh, and mixed 
successional stages of vegetation on the upland areas all 
contribute to species diversity. 

E. Cultural 

1. Land Ownership Patterns and Tax Base 

The general project area encompasses thirteen townships in 
Cayuga, Seneca, and Wayne Counties. These townships represent 
a total land area of nearly 250,000 acres and a taxable 
assessed value of some 3.624 billion dollars. The biggest 
single industry is agriculture and its related support 
enterprises. Town and county tax revenues generated each year 
amount to approximately $7,164,000. 
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Also included in the project area are eight school districts: 
Cato-Meridian, Clyde-Savannah, North Rose-Wolcott, Port Byron, 
Red Creek, Seneca Falls, Union Springs, and Weedsport. In 
total, these districts collect some $18,378,000 in school taxes 
from the project area. 

In total, more than 2.8 million dollars in property taxes are 
collected from the thirteen townships which make up the project 
area. Additional assessments for fire protection and village 
taxes (where applicable) would raise this figure still higher. 
See Table 11 for a more complete breakdown of acreages, 
assessed value, and taxes generated. 

Included in the acreage figures, but not in the taxable 
assessed value total, are 14,456 acres of land already in 
public ownership. These include the Montezuma NWR, 6,432 
acres: Howland Island WMA, 3,602 acres; Crusoe Lake WMA, 225 
acres; Cayuga Lake WMA, 179 acres; the Barge Canal / Seneca River 
right-of-way (ROW ) , 3,403 acres; and the NYS Thruway ROW, 615 
acres. 

2. Land Use Regulations 

Current land use regulations, by town, are summarized in 
Table 12. Local zoning requirements, where present, take 
precedence over state regulations. The basic state zoning 
regulation, part of the Realty Subdivision Law administered by 
County Health Departments, becomes actionable for five or more 
plots, five acres or less in size ( see documents - NYS Realty 
Subdivision Laws Article 2, Title II Public Health Law; 
Article 17, Title 15 Environmental Conservation Law ) . 

The current public use rules and regulations by which the 
Montezuma NWR and the State Wildlife Management Areas are 
administered are listed in Appendix E. 

State and federal environmental legislation also applies to 
this project. New York State regulates streams and wetlands 
(Environmental Conservation Law Article 15 and Article 24 
respectively ) . A permit from the Department is needed before 
altering the bed or banks of a protected stream under Article 
15. Article 24 provides that before a wetland larger than 12.4 
acres (5 hectares) is dredged, filled, etc., a permit is 
obtained. The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency administer Section 404 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 which protects wetlands and 
navigable waters against unregulated activity. 

Reference is made in the ''no-action" alternative Appendix A, 
for further details on state and federal environmental 
legislation. 
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Table 11. Acreages, Assessed Value, and Tax Revenue for the Montezuma 
Project Area (dollars/year ) * 

Acres 
Township {Land Area ) 

Cayuga County 

Aurelius 19,072 
Br utus 14,464 
Cato 23,241 
Conquest 23,160 
Mentz 10,944 
Montezuma 12 , 160 
Victory 22 ,016 

Seneca 

Tyre 21,376 
Seneca Falls 16,320 

Wayne County 

Butler 24,248 
Galen 40,384 
Rose 22,080 
Savannah 22,976 

School District 

Cato-Meridian 
Clyde-Savannah 
North Rose - Wolcott 
Port Byr on 
Red Creek 
Seneca Falls 
Union Springs 
Weedsport 

Assessed Value 
{Taxable) 

970,189, 000 

10,037,000 
73,179,000 
34,438,000 

2 ,745,000 
4 ,019,000 
5,493,000 
2 ,074,000 

382,667,000 

12,916,000 
113,370,000 

2,271,155 ,000 

21 ,730,000 
54,660,000 
36,640,000 
27,130,000 

40,183,000 
77,9 42, 000 

255,366,000 
20,277,000 

4 , 652 ,000 
35,452 ,000 
97,908,000 

147,077,000 

*Rounded off to nearest $1,000. 
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County Taxes 
(Raised ) 

13,750,000 

918,000 
56,000 

257,000 
170,000 
277,000 
187,000 
186,000 

3, 700,000 

131,000 
934,000 

17,073,000 

157,000 
453,000 
336,000 
214,000 

Town Taxes 
{Raised) 

70,000 
24 7,000 
173,000 
171,000 
129,000 
81,000 
69,000 

135,000 
436,000 

208,000 
607,000 
303,000 
259,000 

1,236,000 
1,646,000 
3,216,000 
1,863,000 

830,000 
4,227,000 
3,187,000 
2, 173,000 
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3. Agricultural Resources 

Agriculture is clearly the major commercial enterprise within 
the project area. As described in section A, more than 44% of 
the total project land area is in some form of agricultural 
production . Soil associations found in the project have a high 
potential for agricultural use wherever wetness and topography 
are not problems. Sites unsuitable for agriculture have 
remained either in wetlands or upland forests. Virtually the 
entire area is included in one of several agricultural 
districts . 

Lands currently under cultivation have a reasonably long- term 
potential to remain in production. Soil types occurring within 
the project area have high potential for agricultural uses. 
Poorer quality mucks along with steep and / or poorly drained 
uplands will be the first to leave agriculture as management 
costs increase. 

Major crops grown include potatoes, onions, and corn. Spring 
wheat, oats, alfalfa, cabbage, beans, soybeans, and peas are 
also grown with some frequency. Of these, potatoes, onions, and 
corn are commonly grown on muck (organic ) soils. Upland 
(mineral) soils are primarily devoted to corn, wheat, oats, and 
hay, either as cash crops or as forage for direct use on dairy 
farms. 

In an average year, some 2,670 acres of potatoes are grown in 
the project area representing the number one cash crop. This is 
about 8% of the state total of 31,500 acres, and has a cash 
value of about five million dollars. Durkee-French Foods in 
Wolcott is dependent upon Montezuma area potatoes for about 95% 
of its processing requirements. Statewide, potato production 
has declined to the point where almost half of the statewide 
consumption comes from other states and countries. 

Second to potatoes in economic importance is the onion crop 
grown on the better quality (deeper) mucks. Three hundred sixty 
( 360) acres were grown in 1988 having a commercial value of 
about one million dollars. Figures from 1988 are not yet 
available for statewide production, but a total of 11,600 acres 
were grown in 1987. If 1988 figures were similar, the project 
area crop represents about 3% of the state total. 

Corn for grain accounts for about 2,000 acres of the project 
with a value of some $600,000. As long as water is properly 
controlled, corn can successfully be grown on mucks too shallow 
for potatoes or onions. Corn is also grown on many upland, 
mineral soil sites and in association with dairy farms, making 
for the relatively high acreage figures. Grain corn is very 
widely grown over the state totalling some 510,000 acres in 
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1987. When compared to this figure, the project numbers are 
quite small, representing only about one-half of one percent of 
the total. 

The remaining field crops do not see the widespread use nor do 
they have the economic impact of potatoes, onions, and corn. 
With the exception of the "big three", crop composition changes 
from year to year based upon market conditions and capabilities 
of the land. Corn for silage, alfalfa, and other types of hay 
are consistently grown on the area's dairy farms. 

Overall, agriculture has a tremendous impact on the communities 
in and around the project area. John C. Stowell, president of 
the Empire State Potato Club, has estimated that 80% or 
$5,280,000 of the income generated by agriculture changes hands 
four or five times before leaving the community. With such a 
strong resource base, it is doubtful if this situation will 
change in the foreseeable future. 

The strong agricultural economy is further reflected in the 
number of support services located within the area. A quick 
review of area business directories show there are at least 
twenty-two banks or branch offices in communities in or near the 
project area. Production Credit offices are listed in Auburn 
and Waterloo. Twenty farm equipment dealers are listed within a 
fifteen-mile radius of the project area. These represent most 
major "long-line" equipment manufacturers along with a large 
number of "short-line" companies. In case of a breakdown, 
farmers are only a few minutes away from parts and service. 
Sources of fertilizers and farm chemicals are also nearby. More 
than ten are listed within a twenty-five mile radius and several 
are located within ten miles. 

In short, the agricultural economy in the project area is widely 
based and well supported. It represents the single largest land 
use in the area. There will be many opportunities to realize 
the benefits which agricultural activities provide for wildlife 
management. To assure these benefits continue, any farmlands 
purchased will be eligible to remain in farming unless 
specifically used for other purposes ( see Management Plan 
outlined in the description of the proposed action ) . In 
addition, reverting mucklands will be integrated into the 
project and would potentially be available for agriculture in 
the future. 

4. Transportation and Utility Corridors 

There are seven state highways, one interstate highway, and 
numerous county and town roads contained within and crossing 
through the project area ( shown in Figure 8 ) . The New York 
State Thruway, an interstate toll road, crosses the southern 
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portion of the project area, while State Routes 5, 31, 34, 38, 
90, and 370 cross various portions of the project area. County 
and town roads run throughout the entire project area . 

Conrail Railroad Company operates two rails which pass through 
the northern and most southern portions of the project area. 
The New York State Barge Canal and the Cayuga Seneca Canal are 
the major waterway transportation routes through the area . 

There are four power companies--Niagra-Mohawk Power Corp., 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corp., New York State Electric and 
Gas Corp. and the New York Power Authority--who own power lines 
greater than 115 KV running through the area. 

Three major underground telephone lines cross the project. They 
include the American Telephone and Telegraph Company, MCI 
Telecommunications, and the North American Defense Command Line. 

Consolidated Natural Gas, Socony Mobil Oil Company, Buckeye, 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corp., and the Tennessee Gas Company 
all have gas or oil pipelines which run through the project 
area. 

All these utilities are identified in the project area in 
Figure 9. 

F. Recreational and Educational Uses 

The publicly owned lands within the project area now receive a wide 
array of public recreational 11ses, totalling approximately 200,000 
visitor- use days per year. Hiking, birding, nature observation and 
photography, hunting, trapping, and fishing are the predominant 
activities. The same uses occur to a lesser extent on the privately 
owned land within the project area by the landowners and their 
invitees. 

There were 1,868,930 sporting licenses of all types sold in New York 
State in the fiscal year ending September 30, 1988. In the three­
county region of the project, 65,785 licenses were sold during this 
same time period. 

Waterfowl hunting is a major outdoor recreational activity in the 
Northern Montezuma project area. Of the total yearly Canada goose 
harvest in New York State, more than 50% occur in the Finger Lakes 
region. Waterfowl hunting clubs have a long tradition in the project 
area. Indeed, many acres of land have been kept as marsh to 
accommodate duck hunting. The trapping of furbearers, such as 
muskrat, fox, mink, raccoon, and beaver, is well established as well. 
In fact, muskrats of the Montezuma region are recognized around the 
world for their deep, dark color and superior fur durability. 
Several properties within the project area are licensed by the 
Department of Environmental Conservation as registered muskrat 
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marshes for furbearer production and recreational harvest by 
trapping. 

There is a wide array of fishing opportunity available in the 
Northern Montezuma area. The Seneca River/Barge Canal waterway 
provides fishing for walleyes, northern pike, small and largemouth 
bass, many species of panfish, and channel catfish. 

Cayuga Lake is special in many ways; not the least of which is t h e 
existence of warm and cold water fisheries within the same body of 
water. Cayuga Lake supports excellent populations of s mall and 
largemouth bass, northern pike, pickerel, lake trout, rainbow trout, 
and brown trout. Approximately 365,000 fishing trips per year are 
conducted on Cayuga Lake . The Northern Montezuma p r oject area is 
strategically located between two major metropolitan areas a nd, as 

· such, is a focus of outdoor education activities for all levels of 
educational institutions. 

G. Cultural/Historic Sites 

Numerous important archaeological sites representing the Archaic, 
Transitional, and Woodland periods of prehistor y have been identified 
within or adjacent to the Northern Montezuma Wetlands Complex. Many 
of these are found on the periphery of the prehistoric Montezuma 
Marsh, either at or slightly above the 380- foot contour line. 
Scattered artifacts are also found within the Archaic marsh itself 
(under 380 feet). Figure 10 shows the general location of several 
major known sites. 

The earliest signs of human occupation in this area date back to 
about 8000 BC, testament to some 10,000 years of extensive use for 
hunting and food gathering. Without doubt, additional artifacts and 
even additional village sites may be found as the area is further 
explored. Harold Secor's publication, Prehistory of the Savannah, 
New York Area, 1987, gives substantial information regarding ex isting 
sites and the artifacts found in the area. Another excellent source 
is William Ritchie's book, The Archaeology of New York State, 1969, 
where the author discusses the major Montezuma sites and their 
statewide implications. 

Structures of historical significance have also been identified 
within the project area--mostly pertaining to the Erie/Barge Canal 
systems. Numerous family cemeteries occur near the project area, but 
none are known to fall within project boundaries . 

No further effort will be made as a part of this study to i de ntify 
precise site locations; numerous publications and o r ganizations are 
available for that purpose. It must be s t ated, however, that t hi s 
project's staff are aware of the archaeological significance of the 
area and are required by law to ensure t hat impacts are avoided or 
mitigated before any manageme nt technique i s conducted. 
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v. Envir olli:lental Consequences 

A. Effects of Alternative 1 - No Action 

As described in section 11 A, the no action alternative is a 
scenario whereby neither the Service nor the Department would seek 
to purchase lands, easements, or management agreements in the North 
Montezuma project area, nor would the agencies manage public use or 
wildlife habitats in the area other than on lands now in federal or 
state ownership. 

Under a no action proposal, the Service and Department would rely on 
federal, state, and local land use regulations and the conservation 
ethics of the landowners to protect and manage lands in the project 
area, including the important archaeological sites, significant 
wildlife habitats, freshwater wetlands, natural heritage sites, and 
other cultural resources. 

There is a heightened public awareness of the values that wetlands 
provide to society, but the agencies have found little, if any, 
public support for more restrictive regulation of wetlands, 
particularly when it affects agricultural uses of wetlands. Indeed, 
many owners of wetlands have indicated public acquisition as being 
preferable to additional regulation. 

1. Physical 

a . 

b. 

Topography 

No major changes in topography are expected to occur unde r 
this alternative, other than relatively minor and 
localized grading, leve ling, and tilling around new home 
sites. 

Soils/Geology/Minerals 

It is unlikely that soil types or geological conditions 
will or can be affected. Soil condition (wetness, 
compaction, erosion ) can and will change predominantly as 
a result of agricultural practices and degree of 
conservation measures applied by the landowners. Mineral 
extraction in the form of sand and gravel mining probably 
will increase in the area, as the resource is presently in 
good quantity and quality and local demands for these 
products will likely continue at present or increased 
levels . 

c . Climate 

No climate changes are expected to occur as a result of 
the no action alter native being chosen. 
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d. 

e . 

Hydrology 

Increased development in the project area for residential 
sites that rely on wells for a water supply could locally 
affect water table levels and yields. 

Surface water drainage patterns will likely either remain 
the same or increase in extent, affecting soil conditions 
and wetland quality and quantity in the project area. 
Although some efforts are being explored by various groups 
and agencies to undertake major flood control/water 
management programs in the Seneca River/Barge Canal 
System, the likelihood of something happening to affect 
the hydrology of this vast watershed is highly 
speculative . 

Land Use/Cover Type 

It is likely that the predominant land use in the project 
area will be agriculturally oriented for the foreseeable 
future, providing that the area's soil productivity and 
the agricultural economy continues to support and 
encourage agricultural uses. Given this projection, it is 
reasonable to assume that former wetlands (mucklands and 
other sites ) that have been drained for agricultural uses 
will remain in their drained condition. Additional 
existing wetland acreage could also be drained and 
converted to agricultural uses, and wetlands near drained 
and converted wetlands will be degraded as the normal 
water level regime in these wetlands will be affected by 
artificial drainage practices up and downstream. 
Presently, tighter wetland protection methods prohibit 
draining and converting of additional wetland by farmers 
who participate in federal subsidy programs. Not all 
farmers participate in these programs; it would, 
therefore, be expected that wetland wildlife habitats now 
existing in the project area would continue to be in 
jeopardy, and former wetlands that are now in agricultural 
uses will not be restored to productive wetlands. 

Residential development would be expected to increase in 
the future with the suburbs of Syracuse and Rochester 
expanding towards the project area. This development, if 
it follows past trends, will likely occur along road 
systems on open agricultural or vacant lands. This 
development replaces wildlife habitat with other land 
uses. 

With the project area's inherent value for waterfowl use, 
increased purchasing and / or leasing lands in the area by 
private hunting clubs will likely occur . Landowners can 
enjoy the revenue derived from these sales and leases, but 
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2. 

this activity generally precludes recreationists who 
cannot afford to belong to a club from participating in 
recreational endeavors on these lands. 

Biological 

a . Fish and Wildlife 

b. 

Over time, fish and wildlife populations in the project 
area will diminish in numbers and species richness if 
projected land use trends indeed occur. Habitat 
availability and quality will likely see continued decline 
with increased residential and agricultural pressures on 
the land base. 

There will be no additional effort on the part of the 
state or federal agencies to manage wildlife habitats 
through restoration or enhancement, thus no wildlife 
benefits to society would result from agency management. 
The possibility does exist for private landowners to 
implement wildlife habitat management programs, but it is 
reasonable not to anticipate that this would happen to the 
degree proposed by the state and federal agencies. 

Significant Habitat 

Sites containing rare or unusual flora, fauna , or 
ecological communities were historically found in private 
lands in the project area, and other than the state and 
federal wetlands regulations, only the landowners provide 
any level of protection to these sites. The potential for 
alteration, degradation, or lose of these sites and their 
values under the no action alternative is high. 
Restoration of these historical sites to their former 
condition is lees likely under this alternative . However, 
under certain circumstances such as protective easements, 
private ownership can provide a high degree of effective 
protection for significant habitats; uncertainty of the 
tenure of ownership and owners not knowing of the presence 
of these habitats are often the weakest points in resource 
protection under private control. 

3. Cultural 

a. Land Ownership Patterns and Tax Base 

As mentioned earlier, it is likely to expect that as 
residential development occurs, the number of 
landownerehipe and individual parcels will increase in 
time, providing for a larger taxable base in the local 
area with a corresponding higher demand for public 
services and schools with an increase in tax rates to 
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finance these services. The trend of diminishing numbers 
of family farms will likely continue, with fewer but 
larger commercial farms dominating the agricultural scene. 

b. Land Use Regulations 

It is unlikely that land use regulations will change to 
the degree that wildlife habitats can be sufficiently 
protected. Current land use regulations give minimal 
protection to wetlands, especially as they pertain to 
draining, and virtually no protection to uplands. 
Appendix A contains a summary of existing state and 
federal laws which regulate land use. There are no 
immediate prospects of local, state, or federal 
legislation that will effectively protect critical 
wildlife habitat that is not associated with a federally 
listed endangered species. 

c. Agricultural Resources 

In addition to the agricultural resources impacts that 
have already been discussed in the land use section, it is 
worth noting some long-term realities that are likely to 
occur in the project area. Drained wetlands are highly 
productive where the drained muck soils can be managed. 
However, these muck soils are (when exposed) highly 
erodible, and actually oxidize and subside over time 
leaving only the subsoils available. These subsoils can 
also be very productive for agricultural crops with 
intensive management, for a time. Eventually, the cost of 
this intensive management may lead to abandonment of these 
soils. However, as human populations increase, the demand 
for agricultural commodities that can be grown on muck 
soils also increases. This leads one to the conclusion 
that existing wetlands ( that are, in effect, muck soil 
"banks") may be under considerable pressure for drainage 
and conversion to agricultural use in the future. In the 
project area, most of these wetlands are upstream from 
existing muck farms. It is reasonable, then, to suggest 
that as old muck becomes abandoned and new muck is put 
into production through wetland drainage, these drained 
mucklands will continue to be maintained in the downstream 
areas, thus, preventing them from reverting to their 
former vegetated type. 

Regardless of the muckland swampland interchange, farm 
numbers and the overall acreages being farmed in the 
project area will continue to decline. Figures taken from 
the 1987 Census of Agriculture indicate a 10.5% decline in 
farm number across New York State during the five years 
from 1982 until 1987. This trend is expected to continue. 
Areas with better farmland, such as Montezuma, may show 

84 



lesser declines, but t hey are by no means immune. A case 
in point are the farmlands recently converted to wildlife 
use by the Savannah- Evergreen organization. These 
conversions will continue both in the active and passive 
sense. Many previously farmed fields have been left 
fall ow for so many growing seasons that they have now 
converted to shrubs, brush, and small trees. Therefore, 
even in the absence of government land purchase, it might 
not be unreasonable to predict a decline in active 
farmland amounting to 1% or more per year. In addition, 
there seems to be a steady increase in acreage held or 
leased by private hunting clubs. This trend is expected 
to continue as Central New York gains a reputation as a 
major duck and goose hunting capital. 

d. Transportation and Utility Corridors 

Increased demand for residential sites will likely 
increase the need for utility services and place increased 
demands on transportation facilities in the project area 
in future years. 

e. Cultural/Historic Sites 

With increased residential demand in the area, it is 
likely that increased alterations and perhaps even loss of 
archaeological sites in the project area will occur. 

f. Recreational and Educational Uses 

There is an apparent increasing demand for outdoor 
recreational opportunity and environmental / outdoor 
eduction programs. With the changes and impacts 
anticipated to occur in the project area as discussed 
earlier, one could assume that the available resources and 
access to these resources would diminish, thus, resulting 
in less opportunity and availability of land for 
recreation and education in the project area. 

In summary, the no action alternative will likely result 
in increased impacts on the natural environment in the 
project area, diminishing over time the natural resource 
benefits and values that now exist and could be enhanced 
in the project area. 
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B. Effects of Alternative 2 - Wetlands Protection with Management Zone 

1. Physical 

a. Topography 

b. 

Only minor changes in the area's topography would occur as 
a result of implementing the proposed action. 

New dike construction to enhance wetland areas would be 
the most noticeable change in the project area's 
topographical features. Pothole and level ditch 
construction in existing wetlands will create shallow 
excavations and "islands" of spoil material in these 
wetlands. New drainage ditches to supply water to and 
from restored wetlands and wetland impoundments will also 
represent minor topographical change. 

Minor grading and graveling to level off parking areas 
would also occur. On historically present wetland areas 
that are to be restored, grading of the substrate prior to 
impoundment to provide a variation in water depths and 
islands in the area also would likely occur. 

None of the anticipated changes in topography are 
considered to be significant deviations from practices now 
present and occurring in the project area, nor will any of 
the topographical changes block or impair any vistas, 
overlooks, or scenic views. 

Soils/Geology/Minerals 

None of the actions proposed under this alternative would 
have any effect on the geology or soil on lands protected 
by the Service or Department. Mineral extraction would be 
regulated by the governmental agencies. 

Construction activities (dikes, potholes, ditches, parking 
areas ) that will cause temporary impacts of noise and soil 
disturbance will be mitigated through careful timing of 
construction activities, the use of erosion control 
devices, and prompt seeding of disturbed soils. 

Prime, unique, and statewide important farmlands would be 
affected by wetland restoration and management plans under 
this alternative. The unique farmlands (muck farms) would 
be reverted back to wetland as they became uneconomical to 
farm, due to subsidence or the high cost of water 
management (drainage) . Actual impacts cannot be 
determined until specific management plans are developed 
for these areas. 
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c . 

d. 

Climate 

It is not expected that this alternative will have an 
impact on the general climate of the area; possibly, there 
would be an effect on very localized, micro- climate 
immediately adjacent to water impoundments. Such 
impoundments tend to modify or slow down temperature and 
humidity changes that are often quite rapid in dry upland 
areas. 

Hydrology 

Choosing the "proposed action" alternative would improve 
the hydrology of the area by enhancing surface water 
quality through reduced use of agricultural chemicals and 
the inherent ability of freshwater wetlands to "cleanse" 
water of acquired impurities. 

With each additional acre of wetland created, area ground 
water resources will be improved, by allowing more land to 
function as a storage and ground water recharge basin, as 
well as increasing the floodwater storage capacity of the 
region. 

Eventual design and construction of wetland restoration 
projects under this alternative should not exacerbate 
downstream flooding problems . Indeed, it is likely that 
restoration of the former Montezuma Marshes will lessen 
downstream flooding problems, as these restored marshes 
will serve to capture, retain, and gradually release storm 
water flows. This is a recognized natural function of 
wetlands . Restored marshes can serve a dual purpose in 
providing critical wildlife habitat and providing some 
flood control function to lessen existing downstream 
flooding concerns. 

Managed wetlands created in the project area would be 
designed to capture and retain surface water. Thus, these 
managed wetlands can serve to actually increase the size 
of the water retention basin over what now exists in the 
project area. Land uses now in the project area are 
intended to get water off these lands as soon as possible. 
The proposed action involves the intent to retain water on 
these lands for wildlife management purposes. It is 
reasonable to predict that this will help lessen, but 
certainly not preclude, existing downstream f looding 
problems. 
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2. 

e. Land Use/Cover Type 

As described in the "Description of the Affected 
Environment" (Part III) this alternative contains a total 
of 49,150 acres--36,050 acres of new land to be brought 
under management agreement or purchased outright and 
13,100 acres of existing state and federal land. Current 
land use acreages are as follows: Agriculture, 22,460; 
wetlands, 13,740; upland forests, 10,280; open water 
2,540; and built-up lands, 130. 

It is possible that this alternative would increase 
wetland acreage from 13,740 to 17,770 and open water 
acreages from 2,540 to 2,990. Agricultural lands 
would decline from 22,460 to about 17,410 acres due to the 
reverting of certain mucks back into wetlands and the 
conversion of limited upland sites into fallow fields. 
Ultimately, it is expected that only 5,050 acres of 
agricultural land would come out of production, much of 
that to natural attrition (estimated to be a one percent 
loss per year for 20 years). Otherwise, a strong 
agricultural component will be maintained indefinitely, as 
this is desirable for many wildlife species. 

Finally, the upland forest cover types will increase 
slightly from 10,280 to 10,840 acres as a result of 
natural succession--fallow fields reverting to shrubs and 
then sapling forests. Built-up lands should remain at 
their current level of about 130 acres. 

The types of vegetation change that can be expected under 
this alternative and a description of the management 
techniques to be used can be found in the description of 
the proposed action (the Management Plan). Since lands 
will be purchased primarily from willing sellers, 
resulting in a patchwork of ownerships for the near 
future, it is impossible to tell which wildlife management 
techniques will be applied and when they will be applied. 
Also, as management agreements are signed, a great deal 
will depend upon what can be negotiated with the 
individual property owner. However, a review of the 
Management Plan should give a good overview of future 
project management. 

Biological 

a. Fish and Wildlife 

Significant changes in fish and wildlife populations, use, 
and production in the project area can be expected as a 
result of implementing the proposed action. Habitats for 
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a multitude of species will be protected, enhanced, 
created, and expanded through private and public efforts 
to purchase and manage lands. Species groups including 
waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh waders, reptiles, a mphibians, 
several endangered and threatened species, warm water 
fish, and wetland- related mammals would be the primary 
benefactors, as would bird and mammal species that require 
emergent wetland vegetation or grasslands for nesting . 

Overall, implementation of this alternative would benefit 
all species of wildlife present, to some degree. 
Protection, enhancement, and restoration of diverse 
habitat types will provide the basic life requirements for 
a wide variety of wildlife. Certain management practices 
i mplemented within the project area will benefit certain 
species of wildlife at the expense of others . Through 
diversifying the habitat, this proposal should provide for 
the long- term protection and management of specific 
habitat requirements for all wildlife species present. 

Clearly, management of wetlands and adjacent upland areas 
represents a major component of the project that addresses 
the purposes and needs of the proposed action. 

Projected changes to wildlife populations as a res u lt of 
this alternative are identified in Appendix D, which gives 
the degree of i mpact fo r each as a result of implementing 
the proposed action. 

The establishment of dense nesting cover, as described in 
the management plan in the description of the proposed 
action, will be of considerable benefit for ground nesting 
birds such as puddle ducks, pheasants, northern harrier, 
song sparrows, and others, as well as cottontail rabbit 
and small mammals. This nesting cover is grass crops of 
warm and / or cool season grasses that can also be 
incorporated into farming practices and used as forage for 
livestock. 

Managed wetlands are extremely valuable for many species. 
Benefactors would include all amphibians, waterfowl, 
herons, bitterns, shorebirds, black terns, muskrats, many 
reptiles, and raptors . These wetlands provide habitat for 
both resident species as well as migrants. Potholes and 
level ditches provide many of the same benefits, but are 
particularly of value as breeding habitat for puddle 
ducks. Green timber impoundments are extensively used by 
breeding amphibians and produce large numbers of aquatic 
insects that breeding waterfowl utilize as food prior to 
egg laying. Paddy systems, temporarily flooded units 
rotated with agricultural crops, are highly valued feeding 
areas for waterfowl that can attract and keep migratory 
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birds on public land and away from depredating on private 
crops nearby . 

It should also be noted that through hab itat management, 
some species now absent f orm the project area could 
potentially be reintroduced as habitat is created. This 
activity has been done for bald eagles successfully within 
the project area. Other possible candidates f or 
reintroduction would be river otters and bog turtles. 

Significant Habitat 

A greater degree of protection than is currently available 
under various land use regulations of New York State law 
should be a result of acquiring these lands for public 
ownership. 

There may be some opportunities for re-establishment or 
enhancement of the plant and animal species significant 
habitats in the project area. For example, the bog 
turtle, an endangered species in New York State, could 
potentially exist in the project area. They may be there 
as yet undiscovered or could be re- introduced into areas 
they were historically known to occupy, if suitable 
habitat still exists, or could be introduced to a habitat 
created specifically for them. Similarly, historical 
sites for rare plants or ecological communities, if 
currently extirpated, might be restored with a change in 
land management practices or through re- introduction of 
these life forms. 

There is also a need to more thoroughly field investigate 
the project area to determine the current status of rare 
plants and animals, as well as other significant habitat 
sites. Knowledge of the abundance and distribution of 
these sites will affect decisions for active management of 
the land, abundant or widely distributed species might 
tolerate some losses, unoccupied suitable habitats might 
serve as mitigation sites for other development or serve 
to increase or enhance populations of rare plants and 
animals. 

Most of the records for rare plants and animals and 
significant habitats are from lands already in public 
ownership. For some species, this may be because the only 
suitable sites are in public ownership. It is also 
reasonable to expect that publicly owned lands have been 
more completely bio- surveyed than privately owned lands, 
at least for certain species groups. If the latter is the 
case, it is all the more reason to begin bio- surveys, 
whenever possible, before lands are acquired from private 
owners . 
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The establishment of this project will result in an 
intensification or enhancement of fish and wildlife values 
and human recreation associated with wildlife. In 
combination with the current high level of such values and 
use, it is reasonable to claim that the entire project 
area would qualify as a significant habitat for fish and 
wildlife as a result of this action. 

3. Cultural 

a. Land Ownership Patterns and Tax Base 

The major concerns brought out during the scoping process 
were loss of tax base, loss of tax income, and a decline 
in property (investment) value. Loss of tax base might 
occur when high quality farmland or land with development 
potential is converted by the government to wildlife 
habitat of low tax value. Direct loss of tax revenues 
result when lands are purchased by the government and no 
taxes paid. 

Without question, the assessed valuation of wetlands would 
be considerably lower than the value of improved muck. 
However, it is expected that most truly valuable mucks 
will remain under private ownership and management, at 
least for the immediate future. Lower-value mucks 
eventually would revert to wetland with a corresponding 
assessment loss, regardless of state or federal activities 
in the area. 

Another concern relating to loss of tax base involves the 
purchase and removal of houses and other improved 
properties. This should be a minimal problem with the 
Montezuma Project. Improved properties will be avoided, 
where possible, by adjusting project boundaries. Most 
commercial sites have already been removed from the 
project. 

The third major concern was the loss of property values 
due to agency buying activities within the project. This 
has not been the case in the past when governmental 
agencies purchased land. Typically, when projects like 
Montezuma are implemented, property values increase. 
Under these circumstances, state and federal agencies 
represent an additional buyer for property where there 
might have been few or none before. Additionally, the 
Service and the Department are required by law to purchase 
lands at their fair market value. Some people who do sell 
their lands will relocate in a new area. Those who choose 
to remain in the area will use money from such sales to 

91 



reinvest into the community in new homes, improvements on 
existing homes, and purchases of additional goods and 
services. With increased demand, additional housing 
starts, and the upgrading of existing housing, property 
values increase and the area economy is greatly benefited. 

This alternative includes a total of 36,050 acres of 
private land located in three counties, thirteen towns, 
and six school districts. To assess the impacts to the 
various taxing jurisdictions within the project area, the 
following parameters were established: 

1. Only land assessment values were used for these 
calculations. Improvements to these lands will be 
excluded from acquisition whenever possible. 

2. Figures represent fee title acquisition only. 
Conservation easements, management agreements, and other 
less than fee options within the project will further 
reduce these tax losses. 

3. Average land assessments for these properties are used 
to determine the actual town, county, and school district 
impacts. 

4. Tax losses were determined for only the acreages 
within each proposal. 

5. The figures represent the tax losses if the entire 
area were acquired instantly. Acquisition is anticipated 
to take many years to complete. 

This alternative involves a total of 36,047 acres of non­
governmental land, of which 11,896 acres are within the 
federal area of interest, and 24,151 acres are within the 
state area of interest. These areas have a taxable 
assessed value of approximately $7,989,306. Total taxes 
received in 1989 for these areas were: 

County $99,877 
Town $83,316 
School District $227,621 

Specific county, town, and school district tax impacts are 
listed in Table 13, page 93. 

This table represents an accurate example of the projected 
tax losses assuming the entire project was acquired 
instantly and all in fee title. 

State and federal acquisition activities will affect these 
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Table 13 Tax Data for Alternative 2, Proposed Action 
Town and County (dollars /year) 

If All Properties in Each Alternative Were Purchased in Fee 

Township Total 
Town Acres 

FEDERAL AREA OF INTEREST 

Cayuga County 
Montezuma 

Seneca County 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 

Wayne County 
Butler 
Galen 
Rose 
Savannah 

12,160 

16,320 
21,376 

24,248 
40,384 
22,080 
22,976 

STATE AREA OF INTEREST 

Cayuga County 
Aurelius 
Brutus 
Cato 
Conquest 
Mentz 
Montezuma 
Victory 

Seneca County 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 

Wayne County 
Butler 
Galen 
Rose 
Savannah 

19,072 
14,464 
23,241 
23,160 
10,944 
12,160 
22,016 

16,320 
21,376 

24,248 
40,384 
22,080 
22,976 

Project 
Acreage 

530 

16 
2,980 

738 
4,188 

331 
3,113 

0 

0 
0 

8,031 
2,679 
2,173 

0 

99 
203 

196 
217 
119 

10,434 

Land 
Assessment 

26,568 

4,500 
902,296 

168,879 
998,554 
112,600 

1,241,863 

0 

0 

0 

257,827 
81,748 

109,526 
0 

20,093 
115,470 

42,600 
86,262 
36,500 

3,788,152 

93 

Town 
Tax Loss 

391 

16 
9,520 

1,220 
8,267 
1,031 
9,798 

0 

0 

0 

16,092 
2,832 
1,614 

0 

73 
1,218 

308 
714 
334 

29,888 

County 
Tax Loss 

906 

41 
9,745 

1,619 
11,094 

932 
11,871 

0 

0 

0 
16,059 

4,564 
3,735 

0 

182 
1,247 

408 
958 
302 

36,214 



Table 13 
(Cont'd) 

School District 

Cato- Meridian 
Clyde-Savannah 
North Rose- Wolcott 
Port Byron 
Red Creek 
Seneca Falls 
Union Springs 
Weedsport 

Tax Data for Alternative 2, Proposed Action 
School Districts 

Tax Loss Tax Loss 
State Area Federal Area 
of Interest of Interest 

13,064 
65,206 75,270 
9,146 3,462 

54,281 2,046 

1,023 3,794 

329 

94 

Total 
Lose 

13,064 
140,476 

12,608 
56,327 

4,817 
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taxing agencies, but at nowhere near the above-mentioned 
amounts. Acquiring property from willing sellers as funds 
become available means that a sizable percentage will 
remain in private hands for the foreseeable future. With 
purchases being made over the course of many years, tax 
impacts will have ample time for mitigation. 

Tax losses will be further reduced by the following 
mitigating measures: 

1. Any payments made "in- lieu- of taxes" by either the 
State or Federal government. 

2. The construction of new homes and upgrading of 
existing homes for replacement housing. 

3. Increased commercial development in the form of 
restaurants, motels, and businesses supplying 
equipment for recreational pursuits . 

4. Increased property values. 

5. Reinvestment of property sale income back into the 
community as additional goods and services are 
purchased. 

6. Growing interest in the area as a waterfowl hunting 
center (occurring independently of the project). 

7. Exclusion of, whenever possible, any improvements from 
the project by adjusting the project boundary . 

8. Acquisition of conservation easements and less than 
fee interest in real property within the project area. 

The Service and Department acquisition policy encourages 
conservation easements, agreements, life and term uses, 
and other less-than-fee interests that can tailor a 
landowner's interests with that of the agencies involved. 
Less-than-fee interest purchases also lessen the impact on 
the tax rolls, as the landowner will continue to pay taxes 
on the property interests they retain. 

The Service and Department policies on payment in lieu of 
taxes are as follows: 

New York State does not routinely pay taxes on Department 
lands located outside of the Catskill and Adirondack 
Parks. Usually, only those lands specifically identified 
in Article 5, Title 2, Sections 534 and 536 of the Real 
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Property Tax Law can be taxed. The addition of lands to 
either of these sections requires that an amendment be 
passed by the Legislature and approved by the Governor. 
Therefore, without legislative action, the purchase of 
lands by the Department does represent a loss of tax 
revenues. 

The exception to this general policy can be found in 
Article 5, Title 2, Section 545 of the Real Property Tax 
Law. Under this statute, a series of "transition 
assessments" can be requested by various tax districts if 
and when state purchases constitute two percent or more of 
the total assessed valuation. "Transitional assessments" 
are recalculated each year by the state board of 
equalization and assessment based upon reports received 
from the affected tax district. Once certified by the 
state board, the New York State comptroller "shall pay as 
state aid the amounts, equivalent to taxes, denied on such 
assessments 

The Service has a program under the Refuge Revenue Sharing 
Act, as amended, which provides annual payments in lieu of 
taxes to the local governmental unit. The payment formula 
is based on 3 / 4 of one percent of the land's fair market 
value, 25% of net receipts, or $.75 per acre for all 
purchased or donated land. Service lands are reappraised 
every five years to determine the current fair market 
value. The funding for these payments is derived from the 
net income from sales of products or privileges on 
Service-owned lands. If these funds cannot match the 
yearly calculated refuge revenue sharing payments, 
Congress is authorized to appropriate money to make up the 
deficit. In years where Congress fails to appropriate 
sufficient funds, the payments to local governments will 
be reduced accordingly. 

The Service conducted a study to estimate the refuge 
revenue sharing payments under Public Law 95-469 for each 
governing tax body within this alternative. In order to 
develop these estimates, the following conditions were 
established: 

1. Revenue sharing figures are simply estimates to be 
used as a guide in discussing this acquisition 
alternative. 

2. These estimates are based on information available at 
the time of the study and subject to change upon more 
up-to-date data. 

3. No actual physical inspection of each lot within the 
proposal was undertaken. 
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4. No value of physical structures or improvements are 
included. 

S. Any reference to acreage was obtained by planimeter of 
quadrangle maps and aerial photographs. 

6. The calculations do not include any revenue sharing 
figures within the existing refuge boundary. 

The results of the revenue sharing study are summarized as 
follows: 

Town Estimated Revenue Sharing Lyear 
Butler $ 3,188. 00 
Galen $ 15, 000 . 00 
Montezuma $ 2,768. 00 
Rose $ 1,072.00 
Savannah $ 11,392.00 
Seneca Falls $ 90. 00 
Tyre $ 23,250. 00 

Mitigation of lost taxes beyond refuge revenue sharing is 
outside of the jurisdiction of the involved agencies in 
this project to effect such c hanges. An innovative 
approach might be something along the lines of creating a 
natural resource development zone, which would provide 
local incentives to areas such as this one to preserve and 
manage natural resources that benefit and support an 
internationally significant resource base. 

Land Use Regulations 

If the "proposed action" alternative were implemented, 
most of the project area would experience considerable 
change in terms of its land use regulations. Land 
purchased outright by the Department would become part of 
a Wildlife Management Area and would be subject to all the 
associated laws and regulations ( see Appendix E ) . 
Generally, hunting, trapping, fishing, boating, and 
camping are allowed within a framework of limited 
restrictions. 

Lands purchased by the Service will become part of t he 
National Wildlife Refuge System and will be s ubj ect to 
that set of laws and restrictions ( see Appendix E ) . In 
general, most land uses such as hunting, fishing, birding, 
nature observation, and photography are permitted under 
specific refuge regulations. 

Lands not purchased but included in a management agreement 
will be restricted ( in land use ) by the terms of the 
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specific management agreement a nd by a ny further 
restriction placed on the land by the property owner. 
Otherwise, only existing local, state , and federal land 
use regulat i ons (i f a ny) would be in effect. Fo r a n 
addit i onal discussion of existing land use laws, see t he 
Land Use Regulations section under "Effects of Alternative 
I". 

c. Agricultural Resources 

With such a large percentage of farmland within the 
project area, i t is inevitable that agricultural impacts 
will be felt. Farmlands will be purchased and converted 
back to wetlands wherever feasible. Upland areas, where 
purchased, may be converted to nesting cover a nd other 
habitat types. Lands purchased and left in farming will 
very likely have management restrictions which may dictate 
mowing schedules, crop r otat i ons, a nd other activ ities. 
Purchased mucklands that continue in active agriculture 
will be managed to maximize soil conservation by such 
practices as winter cover crops and hedges to reduce wind 
erosion. Lands in private ownership but under management 
agreements with the Department or the Service will have 
similar restrictions. Some 22,460 acres of farmland are 
included in this alternative. The ultimate effect of 
these activities will potentially be a reduction in the 
amount of farm commodities produced, at least in the long 
term ( 10+ years ) . 

However, the immediate effect of this project on 
agricultural production would be limited. Since land will 
be purchased primarily through willing sellers, truly 
valuable agricultural lands may stay in private ownership 
indefinitely. It should also be remembered that some loss 
of farm production can be expected even if the project is 
never implemented. 

Land abandonment, development, and other losses are a fact 
of life in the agricultural community. Statewide, farm 
numbers continue to decline at the rate of about ten 
percent every five years. While this does not necessarily 
reflect a direct loss of farmland in the Montezuma area, 
it is indicative of long-term trends. The project impact 
on area food processors should also be minimal. Durkee­
French Foods is the major processor in the area, and they 
depend heavily on onions and potatoes grown in the project 
area. Since these are high- value crops grown only on the 
best mucks, no immediate change would be anticipated. 
High- value crops would continue to be grown on the best 
mucks, as long as those mucks remain economically viable. 
Loss of viability is a p r ocess that will occur independent 
of project activity. 
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The greatest impact will be felt on land only suitable for 
lower- value crops (such as corn and hay) or lands with 
more severe management difficulties such as topography 
and/or wetness. With average sales activities we can 
reasonably expect the conversion of 3,000 acres of these 
kinds of farmland to public ownership over the next 
decade. Ultimately as much as 5,050 acres of farmland 
could be converted upon project completion. Since crop 
values are relatively low and productivity modest on these 
poor quality lands, the economic impact should be minor. 

Some agricultural land may be purchased as part of this 
project and kept in agricultural use as a part of the 
project's management plan that, if not purchased by the 
Service or the Department, would have been sold to 
development or other interests and lost from agricultural 
production forever. These lands will be made available 
for continued farming activities pursuant to a permit 
issued to interested farmers. Following a conservation 
plan on these lands is one condition of this permit. 

Approximately 400 acres of now- fallow agricultural land on 
the Howland Island WMA will be made available for 
agricultural production, which will help offset production 
losses in the vicinity as a result of management activity. 
Improve d acce ss to the island to facilitate the movement 
of large farm equipment can be provided from the west, 
rather than across the narrow bridge on the south side of 
the island . The improved access on the west side will 
require a new crossing over the old Seneca River channel 
and vegetation clearing and regrading of a former access 
road. 

Crop depredation by wildlife is a continuing concern of 
project area farmers who fear the problem may become more 
acute as wildlife management activities are applied on 
newly purchased lands. Additional wildlife habitat will 
mean increased wildlife numbers which could lead to 
additional losses. Crops are already being damaged by 
blackbirds, raccoons, white- tailed deer, and to a lesser 
extent, Canada geese. 

Blackbird (usually red- winged blackbirds, grackles, 
starlings, and cowbirds ) have caused long- term problems 
for the agricultural community. Blackbirds damage 
sprouting corn in the spring, damage corn ears while in 
the milk stage in late summer, as well as damaging fully 
matured corn. Blackbird flocks form in late July and can 
remain in the area until late October or early November. 
Cattail marshes are used for both nesting and roosting 
cover. 
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Biologists believe that flocks responsible for crop damage 
are made up of both migrant and local birds attracted by 
the availability of food and roosting cover. Therefore, 
increasing nesting and roosting cover (in other words, 
cattails) would have the effect of increasing blackbird 
numbers, especially the local component. Current 
blackbird control techniques would have to be continued 
and perhaps expanded in some instances. Assistance is 
available through the U.S. Department of Agriculture which 
has an animal control biologist on staff. Department 
regional biologists can also offer assistance. Current 
damage control programs should be adequate to keep losses 
within acceptable limits. Blackbird numbers have been 
stable in recent years. 

Raccoons pose a continuing problem for area farmers, 
especially those growing corn and other attractive crops. 
Populations seem to fluctuate somewhat and may only be 
minimally affected by trapping and hunting activities. 
Low fur prices have further reduced raccoon utilization in 
recent years. 

Since raccoons use the edges of marshes and swamps when 
foraging, project management activities may result in a 
modest increase in numbers. Existing control techniques 
would continue and may need to be expanded. The preferred 
method is to maximize hunting and trapping activities 
during the fall and winter months. However, these seasons 
may occur too late in the year to be a realistic control 
tool in cases of continued severe damage. Nuisance racoon 
trapping may be necessary during the summer months. 

White-tailed deer problems currently encountered by 
project area farm owners should not increase as a result 
of acquisition or management activities. Farmers may 
currently be experiencing severe damage due to either poor 
hunter access or non-governmental restrictions placed on 
hunter take. Lands purchased by the Department or Service 
will be open for hunting under the same regulations now in 
place for their respective lands. Access to federal lands 
may improve as uplands and other areas more suitable for 
deer hunting are added to the refuge. 

Better access will result in better deer herd control with 
no changes in existing state or federal hunting 
regulations. Where severe problems persist, damage 
control permits can be issued by the appropriate 
Department Regional Offices. However, this should not be 
necessary if deer are adequately harvested during the 
regular hunting season. If anything, this project should 
result in less deer damage than now experienced. 
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Canada goose numbers in the greater Finger Lakes Basin 
have been increasing over the last decade or so, and those 
numbers may still be rising. Wildlife biologists believe 
the reasons are threefold: open water all winter on the 
Finger Lakes, large acreages of grain corn for food, and 
refuge from hunting (such as certain areas on the lake). 
These elements maintain a sizable resident goose 
population which attracts additional migrants. 
Agricultural damage occurs primarily in the spring. 
Seedling wheat on low-lying, marginal fields may be 
consumed or trampled, leaving bare spots and areas which 
ripen too slowly to be properly harvested. Mallards and 
black ducks can also damage fields, but the problem is 
quite rare. 

Biologists do not believe that project activity will 
substantially increase goose depredation problems. 
Increasing the amount of wetland available will make the 
area more attractive to nesting birds but should have 
little effect on numbers of overwintering birds. Wetlands 
provide neither food nor open water during the winter 
months. However, since goose numbers are still 
increasing, early project activity may give the impression 
of having that effect. 

Programs are now in place to provide farmers who are 
experiencing crop damage with measures to mitigate that 
damage. Such measures include scaring devices, noise 
makers, chemical repellents, and other means to discourage 
bird use of affected fields. In New York there is no 
existing program for direct compensation of crops damaged 
or lost due to wildlife, although some forms of crop 
insurance can cover this. Within the project area, it 
will be possible for a landowner who is experiencing crop 
damage by migratory birds to enter into an agreement, 
lease, or easement with the Service which could provide 
the owner with compensatory relief up front for providing 
migratory bird feeding areas. 

Comments have been received concerning the possibility of 
weeds spreading from uncultivated public land to adjoining 
properties. Lands purchased and not left in farming will 
be converted as quickly as possible to appropriate wetland 
or upland (grass) habitat, thereby limiting the 
establishment of noxious agricultural weeds. Mowing or 
other management practices may be needed in the odd, 
severe case. The purchase of non-agricultural lands will 
represent no change to surrounding landowners and should 
not require any special weed-control practices. 

Water level changes were expressed as a concern by a 
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number of landowners, both in and out of the project 
boundaries. A second concern has been the effect that 
rising water levels on re-flooded lands might have on 
adjacent landowners . In no case will lands be flooded if 
this will create problems for nearby landowners. An 
owner's responsibility to adjacent landowners is clearly 
defined in civil law . Such land will either not be 
flooded or will only be flooded after appropriate actions 
are taken (dikes, drainage ditches, etc.) to protect other 
owners. 

Impacts on agricultural support industries in and around 
the project area will directly depend upon the amount of 
farmland taken out of production. Banks along with 
dealers in machinery, seeds, fertilizer, and chemicals 
will feel the effects of any lands lost to production. 
Agricultural support industries must expect some decrease 
in the number of farmers being serviced regardless of 
project activities. If implemented, the Montezuma Project 
may hasten the loss of farmlands, although the overall 
effects should be minimal as long as the best lands remain 
in production. 

Despite some of the problems encountered, project 
activities in the main will not be detrimental to the farm 
community. Public agencies like the Department of 
Environmental Conservation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service have long cooperated with farmers through land 
rentals (of public land), cooperative work agreements, and 
outright contract work. For example, Howland Island 
·currently has 600 acres of farmland available for use. 
The access problem due to the narrow bridge may be solved 
by a second bridge across the Seneca River on the west 
side of the property. This will be designed to handle 
modern farm equipment. Farmland like this will be 
available for the foreseeable future since some cultivated 
land should be mixed with other habitat types in order to 
optimize wildlife diversity. A similar arrangement will 
be made on any new lands purchased. 

It is expected that a very active and viable farm economy 
will remain in the area as long as the resource base 
(soil) remains productive. Maintenance of farmland is 
desirable for both the farm community and the wildlife 
manager. Therefore, it is hoped that a considerable part 
of the farm economy will remain into the indefinite 
future. 

Transportation and Utility Corridors 

There would be no substantial impacts to transportation 
routes or utilities within the project area under this 

102 



e. 

alternative. The existing state, county, or local roads 
would remain under current ownership and operation with no 
additional use restrictions placed on them. There will be 
no additional demands upon local transportation systems 
beyond those expected to result from normal growth in the 
area . The continued use and maintenance of existing 
telephone and electric lines, as well as gas and oil 
pipelines, would not be affected by federal or state 
acquisition and management. Expansion of existing 
facilities within the project area would be regulated by 
existing laws and regulations . Expansion of facilities in 
or across state or federally acquired lands would have to 
follow state or federal right - of-way regulations, as well 
as additional federal regulations concerning any proposed 
activities' compatibility with the refuge's established 
purpose. 

New York State and the federal government have owned and 
managed property in the project area for over 50 years . 
During that time, it has been demonstrated that the 
maintenance of these utility and transportation corridors 
can be a compatible use with the resources this proposal 
is attempting to protect. Choosing this alternative 
should not alter this past relationship. 

Increased visitor use to the area will potentially 
increase maintenance needs to area road systems, 
particularly on unsurfaced or gravel surfaced secondary 
roads. In some instances, where these roads serve no 
permanent residences or other developments, the 
appropriate highway department may choose to officially 
abandon maintenance of these roads, or suspend maintenance 
on a seasonal basis. This may result in limiting or 
impairing vehicular access to some areas of private or 
public lands. 

Cultural/Historic Sites 

Due to the project's great size and the heavy 
concentration of archaeological sites and artifacts within 
its boundaries, no overall project area survey for 
archaeological resources has been attempted. Any 
management activity involving physical change of an area 
known or expected to contain archaeological resources will 
require a site-specific survey. Site management plans may 
be altered if a significant resource is discovered. 
Preservation and/or mitigation would be necessary when 
significant resources are identified. Coordination with 
the State Historic Preservation Office and other 
appropriate individuals or organizations will be 
maintained throughout this process. 

103 



Site-specific management plans cannot be presented at this 
time, since purchases will be primarily from willing 
sellers. Specific management plans will be developed when 
sufficient contiguous acres are acquired for management. 
Types of construction associated with wetland wildlife 
management procedures include ditching, building of dikes 
and dams, water control structures, small parking areas, 
and re- flooding. These will all be subject to review of 
impact, followed by archaeological or historic resource 
studies as appropriate. 

f. Recreational and Education Uses 

On all lands purchased in fee by the State of New York, 
many outdoor recreational activities will be permitted and 
encouraged, thus, expanding substantially the 
opportunities for such activities as hunting, fishing, 
trapping, birding, hiking, boating, canoeing, cross 
country skiing, and picnicking for the general public. 
Certain activities such as camping, removal of vegetation, 
and other generally incompatible uses would not be allowed 
except by special permit from the Department. Reference 
is made to the regulations governing public use activities 
on wildlife management areas in Appendix E. 

The Service is directed by Congress to provide wildlife­
oriented public use on acquired lands when it is 
determined compatible with th~ purposes for which the 
refuge was established and only when funds are available. 
In most cases, the Service strives to provide visitors 
with educational and recreational opportunities such as 
wildlife observation and photography, environmental 
education, hiking, hunting, trapping and fishing. 
However, all proposed public uses are evaluated to 
determine their compatibility and potential impacts on 
refuge wildlife management objectives. Reference is made 
to the regulations governing public use activities on 
Montezuma National Wildlife Refuge in Appendix E. 

On lands where an easement or other real property interest 
where less-than-fee title is negotiated, recreational 
activities by the public may or may not be allowed, 
depending on the interest purchased and the wishes of the 
landowner. On private lands, access to and recreational 
use of these lands is at the discretion of the landowner. 

In the long term, implementation of the proposed action 
will provide increased land areas and opportunities for 
public recreational uses. In the event that recreational 
uses become a conflict with wildlife, facilities, or each 
other, these conflicts may be resolved by regulating such 
uses as may be necessary. 
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It is also likely that private lands within or near the 
public lands will be in demand for waterfowl hunting 
opportunity, offering landowners the potential for income 
by leasing hunting rights or by charging access fees. 
Increased hunting recreation will be provided, in any 
case, on lands peripheral to the project area, and 
waterfowl produced on the project area will contribute to 
increased recreational hunting in other states in the 
flyway. 

Public lands in the area will be available for environ­
mental research activities and environmental / outdoor 
education programs. Considerable interest in developing a 
state-operated environmental education facility on public 
land as part of this project has been expressed by area 
schools and educators. An interpretive / visitors center 
can assist in coordinating the information network which 
is so desirable for developing a true area appreciation. 
While conducting many programs of its own, a center will 
encourage and assist in the development of better service 
delivery in the interpretive and information fields. The 
center, in cooperation with other area organizations, can 
serve to promote tourism and develop training programs in 
high visitor contact activities. The potential and 
feasibility of such an educational facility will be 
examined if the project is approved and acquisition 
efforts are successful. If ultimately developed, such a 
facility would likely be extensively used and would 
function in connection with the education / interpretation 
program of the Montezuma NWR. 

It is anticipated that after acquisition and development 
of the project, an additional 100,000 visitor- use days of 
recreational opportunity will accrue in the project area. 
The recreational use of the project will now total 300,000 
user visits per year. 

g. Health Concerns 

As governmental agencies whose primary responsibility is 
to serve the public by properly managing our commonly 
owned natural resources, the Service and the Department 
are committed to improve the health of our environment 
and, thus, the people using that environment . Public 
health concerns involving natural resource management will 
be closely monitored using existing staff or consultants 
as required. 

In the last two years mosquitos in the project area have 
been particularly bothersome. This is due primarily to 
weather patterns of above- normal rainfall, which has 
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created an abundance of mosquito breeding habitat. There 
has been no change in water management on public lands 
that would contribute to or be ~he sole consol factor for 
this population increase. This pattern of above- normal 
rainfall follows a period of years of below- normal 
rainfall which depressed mosquito populations. Thus, the 
boom in mosquito populations follows a period of 
population depression, making the current situation appear 
worse. There has been no documentation of a health 
problem caused by disease-bearing mosquitos in the project 
area. Widespread state- approved spraying to control 
mosquitos is unwarranted at this time. 

The preservation/management of wetlands invariably sparks 
discussion of insect-borne health concerns. Triple E 
(Eastern equine encephalitis) is a mosquito-transmitted 
viral disease recently identified east of Syracuse, New 
York, near the Cicero Swamps. Only certain species of 
mosquitos carry the virus, so spraying is predicated on 
finding the key mosquitos before control is attempted. 

It has long been recognized that deep, freshwater marshes 
are not major breeding areas for mosquitos since numerous 
predatory species of a nimals are available to prey on 
mosquito larvae. However, certain habitat management 
activities will undoubtedly increase mosquito numbers. 
The State Health Department has the authority to institute 
spraying programs when, in their opinion, mosquitos pose a 
human health hazard. 

Lyme disease is a bacterial disease transmitted by the 
bite of the deer tick. First identified in Lyme, 
Connecticut, in 1975, the disease has now been found in 
many states and throughout Long Island, parts of New York 
City, and along the Hudson Valley in New York State. As 
of this writing, no Lyme disease ticks have been 
identified in the Northern Montezuma Project area, but 
common anti-tick precautions should be taken when walking 
through high grass or brush. 

Raccoon rabies first appeared in New York in the spring of 
1990 along the Pennsylvania border. It is anticipated 
that raccoon rabies will spread northward at a rate of 35-
50 miles per year. If this occurs as expected, rabid 
raccoons may be present in the project area by 1993 and 
can present obvious health concerns to humans and domestic 
animals. The New York State Departments of Agriculture 
and Markets, Health and Environmental Conservation have 
adopted policy and procedures for managing this situation 
when it occurs, to protect public health . But rabies has 
been present in the project area counties for decades. 
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h . Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

i. 

j • 

Acquisition of lands by governmental agencies will remove 
these lands from the tax rolls. To maintain the same 
level of tax revenue coming into the towns, counties, 
school districts, and special use districts, the tax levy 
on the lands remaining in private ownership in the various 
taxing districts would be increased. 

Greater public recreational use activity on public lands 
may result in increased but localized littering, noise, 
disturbance to wildlife, vegetation damage, and vehicular 
traffic on some roads. 

An increase in migratory bird use and production in the 
area may cause an increase in agricultural crop damage by 
these species. Of particular concern is blackbird damage 
to corn. 

Siltation, erosion, and compaction of soils as a result of 
construction activities for parking areas, dikes, 
potholes, ponds, level ditching, and other earth-moving 
activities may occur. Agricultural lands that may be 
purchased may be removed from production as a result of 
wetland restoration activity, parking area construction, 
or disinterest in farming these lands by local farmers 
pursuant to the agricultural permit program operated on 
public lands. Small acreages or odd-shaped fields 
resulting from public purchase may preclude continued 
agricultural production on these areas due to their 
affected viability, access, or uneconomical farming 
practices that would have to be utilized to keep them in 
production. Again, the magnitude of these results is 
likely to be small given the existing trend away from 
farming. 

Short-term Use vs. Long- term Productivity 

The local short-term uses of the environment would occur 
through the implementation of wetland management techniques 
which include the impoundments. The management of these 
areas would cause long- term productivity of wildlife 
including, waterfowl, raptors, songbirds and wetland 
dependent furbearers and other mammals. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

Implementation of the Northern Montezuma Wetland Project 
will consume or convert natural and manmade resources and 
make them unavailable for other uses. 
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Acquisition of lands by the Department and the Service 
will provide long- term natural resource protection and 
management of these lands. This action will preclude 
individual freedom to utilize these lands in accordance 
with one's individual choice. Private land ownership will 
be lost, as will the right to will property to heirs. The 
potential for development of these lands for residential 
or commercial purposes by the private sector will be lost. 
Structural improvements that may be purchased and declared 
surplus to government needs will be sold and demolished or 
relocated off public lands. 

Management practices will also convert land resources from 
private to public purposes. Restoration of former 
wetlands will make these areas unavailable for 
agricultural, residential, commercial, and other uses f or 
all practical purposes, unless these restored wetlands 
were drained once again to make them available for 
farming. Parking areas that would be constructed would be 
unavailable for other uses. Private recreational uses of 
lands would be converted to public recreational uses, and 
these uses would be regulated under public ownership. 
Land use options would be restricted as a result of public 
ownership and management. 

Manpower commitments by the Service and the Department in 
purchasing and managing lands within the project area make 
these human resources unavailable for other Department and 
Service programs and projects. 

There will be impacts on unique and prime farmland by 
wetland management efforts, but these impacts are not 
irreversible if it is determined that it is in the best 
public interest, at some future date, to again cycle 
wetlands back to agricultural use. 

k. Growth Inducing Aspects 

Additional state and federal ownership will provide 
increased waterway access and other additional 
recreational opportunities; activities such as hiking, 
hunting, trapping, fishing, bird watching, and boating 
will increase. A proportional increase in the purchasing 
of equipment to sustain these activities will be expected 
along with an increase in the sale of Department fishing, 
hunting, and trapping licenses. Increased public use will 
create a need to provide services for individuals engaging 
in these activities. These will include restaurants and 
gas stations, motels, guiding services, and businesses 
supplying equipment for recreational pursuits. 

Permanent Department staff will be hired to administer the 
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1. 

project area, and it is anticipated that the federal 
refuge staff will eventually expand to cover additional 
workload. Besides staff moving into the project area and 
buying or building homes, sale of recreational properties 
adjacent to project lands should be anticipated. 

Potential construction projects allied to the project 
would include a New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation area headquarters complex, a main tenancy 
center, and possibly, a research / visitors center or 
environmental education center. 

Use and Conservation of Energy 

As a land preservation and management project, the only 
use of energy sources would be the use of fuel and 
petroleum products to operate vehicles and machinery 
associated with the purchase, management, and maintenance 
of the lands in the project area. Such uses are not 
anticipated to represent a significant energy demand. 

m. Possible Conflicts 

Native American Land Settlements. 

The Northern Montezuma Wetland Project is partially 
located within a land area that is claimed by a tribe of 
native Americans as belonging to them pursuant to a treaty 
dating back to the 1700's. There has been recent 
litigation and negotiations with this group to settle the 
matter. This project is not in any way an effort by the 
government to purchase land with the intent of offering 
such lands to the Indians as a means of settling this 
controversy. What may eventually be negotiated or 
mandated by the courts is not within the jurisdictional 
powers of the agencies involved with this project. 

Nuclear Waste Disposal Sites. 

New York State is currently examining a number of 
locations for disposal of low-level nuclear wastes 
generated within the state. The Northern Montezuma 
Wetlands Project is not in any way an effort by the 
government to purchase land for eventual use as a 
hazardous or nuclear waste disposal site. The people and 
agencies involved in examining this disposal siting have 
made an effort to ensure that such a site is not in 
conflict with the Northern Montezuma Wetland Project. 

Regional Airport Establishment. 

Proposals have been raised in the past for new county 
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airports in the vic i nity o f t he Montezuma NWR . Such 
proposals in close proximity to known flight p a ths o f 
migratory birds can create obvious problems with 
aircraft/bird strikes. The management of the Northern 
Montezuma Wetland Project, of which the Montezuma Refuge 
is a part, will likely increase the numbers o f migratory 
birds in this area, which could further reduce the 
potential for a major airport in this area . 

c. Effects of Alternative 3 - Wetlands Protection with Minimal 
Management Zone 

1. Physical 

a. Topography 

b. 

Minor changes in topography would occur for grading 
visitor parking areas, totalling less than five acres 
throughout the project area, and for pothole and small 
pond construction within the wetlands area. 

Soils/Geology/Minerals 

None of the actions proposed under this alternative would 
have any effect on the geology or soil on lands protected 
by the Service or Department. Mineral extraction would be 
regulated by the governmental agencies. 

Construction activities (dikes, potholes, ditches, parking 
areas) that will cause temporary impacts on noise and soil 
disturbance will be mitigated through careful timing of 
construction activities, the use of erosion control 
devices, and prompt seeding of disturbed soils. 

c. Climate 

This action will not affect the climate of this project. 

d. Hydrology 

This alternative would protect and maintain the water 
quality, groundwater resources, and groundwater recharge 
capabilities at the present level with little to no 
improvement. 

e. Land Use/Cover Type 

This alternative contains about 23,900 acres total--
11,200 acres of land to be placed under management 
agreement or purchased, plus 12,700 acres of existing 
state and federal land. Overall, land use distribution is 
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as follows: wetland types, 12,100 acres (9,240 acres of 
forested wetlands and 4,190 acres of non-forested 
wetlands); upland forests, 5,990 acres (90 acres of 
deciduous forests and 5,900 acres of mixed forests); 
agriculture, 3,500 acres; open water, 2,290 acres; plus 20 
acres of built-up land. For a full description of these 
land use categories, please refer to the "Land Use / Cover 
Type" section under Part III, "Description of the Affected 
Environment". 

The implementation of this alternative would have a 
relatively small impact on the existing land use 
distribution, since only wetlands are under primary 
consideration. The very limited farmland acreages 
included will probably be "lost", in any case, to either 
land abandonment or purchases for recreational pursuits. 
If we assume that about half ( 1,760 acres) of the existing 
farmland will remain in production, the estimated ultimate 
land use distribution will be as follows: wetland types, 
13,840 acres (8,000 acres of forested wetland and 5,840 
acres of non-forested wetlands ) ; upland forests, 5,990 
acres; agriculture, 1,760 acres; open water, 2,290 acres, 
plus the same few acres of built - up lands. 

2. Biological 

a. Fish and Wildlife 

Should this alternative be selected, preservation of key 
tracts of existing wetland and upland areas would be 
undertaken. Fish and wildlife resources would likely 
remain in the area in their present status (Appendix D). 
Management to influence wildlife population levels would 
be extremely limited and, thus, little if any change would 
be expected. 

This alternative, because of its restrictive nature, would 
not permit the extent of management of wildlife habitats 
as described in the proposed action. Restoration of 
former wetlands would not be undertaken by the Department 
or the Service. Water level management on existing 
wetlands would be all but precluded, as the management 
zone of uplands would, in many places, not allow 
elevational changes in water levels without affecting 
neighboring landownerships. Dense nesting cover 
establishment in the upland area would be developed if 
administrative access were permitted by adjoining owners. 
The potential for some minor wetland management by 
potholes and level ditching would exist to some extent. 

It i s likely to if this alternative were chosen, only 
minor benefits to fish and wildlife would occur due to 
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b. 

limited management . Species that would benefit from even 
limited management would include puddle ducks, muskrats, 
shorebirds, herons, and small mammals. Habitats for those 
species now existing in the area would be protected from 
possible future alterations caused by conflicting land 
uses . 

Significant Habitat 

The agencies involved would provide additional protection 
for significant habitats which fall within this proposed 
alternative. Those habitats not associated with wetlands 
would be protected by current land use regulation, New 
York state law, and federal flood plain protection 
regulations. This alternative provides more protection 
than if no action was taken, but less protection than the 
proposed alternative. 

Wetlands - dependent plant and animal species would be the 
primary beneficiaries of land management plans implemented 
under this alternative's acquisition strategy. In fact, 
most of the endangered, threatened, rare, or special 
concern species of plants and animals found in the project 
area are dependent upon or associated with wetlands. 

3. Cultural 

a. Land Ownership Patterns and Tax Base 

Potential tax impacts would be much reduced under this 
option, as only those remaining wetlands along with a 200-
foot management zone within the historic Montezuma Marsh 
complex would be considered. No additional wetland 
restoration would be attempted. 

This alternative includes 11,200 acres of non- governmental 
land in three counties, eight towns, and five school 
districts. These i mpacts were derived using the same 
criteria explained in alternative 2, for comparison 
purposes. 

This alternative involves a total of 11,203 acres of non­
governmental land, of which 5,617 acres are within the 
federal area of interest, and 5,586 acres are within the 
state area of interest. These areas have a taxable 
assessed value of approximately $2,711,391. Total taxes 
received in 1989 for these areas were: 

County $30,024 
Town $24,477 
School District $61,725 
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Specific county, town, and school district tax impacts are 
listed in Table 14, page 114. 

This example represents an accurate example of the 
projected tax impacts assuming the entire project was 
acquired instantly and all in fee title. 

All mitigating measures described in alternative 2 can be 
implemented for this alternative. For comparison of the 
Refuge Revenue Sharing payments, the following information 
is provided : 

Butler 
Galen 
Montezuma 
Rose 
Savannah 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 

b. Land Use Regulations 

Estimated Revenue Sharing/year 

$ 1,680. 00 
$ 7,448. 00 
$ 1,704.00 
$ 345.00 
$ 4,136.00 
$ 90.00 
$ 11,640.00 

Changes in land use regu lations can be expected on any 
lands purchased by the Department or Service. Land 
purchased outright by the Department would become part of 
a Wildlife Management Area and be subject to all the 
associated laws and regulations . Lands purchased by the 
Service will become part of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System and will be subject to refuge laws and regulations. 
Laws governing the use of Wildlife Management Areas and 
National Wildlife Refuges are included in Appendix E. 

Lands not purchased but placed under management agreement 
would be subject to any agreement restrictions and any 
further use restrictions established by the landowner. 
Otherwise, only existing local, state, or federal land use 
restrictions {if any) would apply. Currently, these laws 
{see Appendix A for a summary ) give only minimal 
protection to wetlands {relative to draining ) and 
virtually no protection to uplands. 

c . Agricultural Resources 

The impacts of this alternative on agriculture should be 
quite minimal. As is stated under the "Land Use / Cover 
Type" section above, farmland is involved ( about 3,500 
acres ) . Much of this farmland is quite marginal {wet ) and 
will probably be " lost" to either land abandonment or 
recreational land uses, regardless of what course the 
Department and / or Service pursue. 
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Table 14 Tax Data for Alternative 3 
Town and County (dollars/year) 

If All Properties in Each Alternative Were Purchased in Fee 

Township Total 
Town Acres 

FEDERAL AREA OF INTEREST 

Cayuga County 
Montezuma 

Seneca County 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 

Wayne County 
Butler 
Galen 
Rose 
Savannah 

12,160 

16,320 
21,376 

24,248 
40,384 
22,080 
22,976 

STATE AREA OF INTEREST 

Cayuga County 
Aurelius 
Brutus 
Cato 
Conquest 
Mentz 
Montezuma 
Victory 

Seneca County 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 

Wayne County 
Butler 
Galen 
Rose 
Savannah 

19,072 
14,464 
23,241 
23,160 
10,944 
12,160 
22,016 

16,320 
21,376 

24,248 
40,384 
22,080 
22,976 

Project 
Acreage 

263 

0 
572 

302 
2,405 

185 
1,890 

0 

0 

0 

1,253 
380 
860 
0 

0 
0 

45 
0 

0 
3,048 

Land 
Assessment 

12,463 

0 
102,830 

72,874 
574,211 

62,934 
743,476 

0 

0 
0 

29,199 
11,413 
32,986 

0 

0 

0 

11,500 
0 

0 

1,060,238 

114 

Town 
Tax Loss 

184 

0 
1,085 

527 
4,754 

576 
5,866 

0 

0 

0 

2,156 
395 
486 
0 

0 
0 

83 
0 
0 

8,365 

County 
Tax Loss 

425 

0 
1,110 

699 
6,335 

521 
7,107 

0 
0 
0 

1,819 
637 

1,125 
0 

0 
0 

110 
0 
0 

10,136 



Table 14 
(Cont'd) 

School District 

Cato- Meridian 
Clyde-Savannah 
North Rose-Wolcott 
Port Byron 
Red Creek 
Seneca Falls 
Union Springs 
Weedsport 

Tax Data for Alternative 3 

School Districts 

Tax Loss 
State Area 
of Interest 

180 
15,127 
3,988 

10,060 

115 

Tax Loss 
Federal Area 
of Interest 

29,589 
1,751 

960 

70 

Total 
Loss 

180 
44,716 

5,739 
11,020 
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In addition, even if all of this land were acquired, it 
would still be beneficial to leave a percentage in 
agriculture for a variety of management reasons (see the 
Management Plan in the description of the proposed action ). 
Therefore, it is probable that less than 1,740 acres of 
farmland will ultimately be used for the other purposes of 
this project. 

d. Transportation and Utility Corridors 

e. 

This alternative would have the same impacts as described 
in alternative 2. 

Cultural/Historic Sites 

See discussion for alternative 2 under Cultural/Historic 
Sites. This alternative involves a smaller area, but the 
same procedures are required on federal and state acquired 
lands. 

f. Recreational and Education Uses 

Should this alternative be selected, a modest increase of 
recreational and educational uses would occur on those 
lands purchased by the federal or state agencies. Access 
to lands purchased would be very limited due to the 
locations of the lands acquired and minimal numbers of 
access points. Visitor use could be expected to increase 
on public lands from the present 200,000 visitors per year 
to 225,000 visitors per year. Activities presently 
occurring on Service and Department land will occur on 
acquired lands, where appropriate. 

g. Health Concerns 

Same impacts as described in alternative 2. 

h. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Same impacts as described in alternative 2. 

i. Short- term Use vs. Long- Term Productivity 

j. 

The local short-term uses of man's environment would not 
change or be significantly impacted through this 
alternative. Long-term productivity and divesity of plant 
and animal life in existing wetlands areas would be 
protected. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
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All the unavoidable adverse impacts, as well as 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, 
described in alternative 2 would apply to this alternative, 
but to a lesser degree considering the smaller scope of 
this alternative. 

k. Growth Inducing Aspects 

Although continued use of project lands would continue 
under this alternative, expansion of public use activities, 
as well as growth in allied industries, would not be 
assured . The possibilities of a research/visitor center 
being constructed is unlikely under this alternative, 
although a state- operated headquarters facility would most 
likely be acquired. 

1. Use and Conservation of Energy 

Same as described in alternative 2. 

m. Possible Conflicts 

All of the potential conflicts outlined in alternative 2 
would relate to this alternative. 

D. Effects of Alternative 4 - Maximum Wetlands Protection and 
Management Zone 

1. Physical 

a. Topography 

b. 

Changes in topographical features under this alternative 
would be the same as described in alternative 2, plus 
additional diking would be possible between upland drumlin 
sites to create new and enhance existing wetland acreages 
within the extended project boundary. 

Soils/Geology/Minerals 

None of the actions proposed under this alternative would 
have any effect on the geology or soil on lands protected 
by the Service or Department. Mineral extraction would be 
regulated by the governmental agencies. 

Prime, unique, and statewide important farmlands would be 
affected by wetland restoration and management plans under 
this alternative. The unique farmlands (muck farms) would 
be reverted back to wetland as they became uneconomical to 
farm, due to subsidence or the high cost of water 
management (drainage). Other farmlands may become too wet 
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to continue farming adjacent to managed wetlands. These 
effects are not irreversible losses. 

c. Climate 

d. 

It is not expected that this alternative will have an 
impact on the general climate of the area; possibly, there 
would be an effect on very localized, micro- climate 
immediately adjacent to water impoundments. Such 
impoundments tend to modify or slow down temperature and 
humidity changes that are often quite rapid in dry upland 
areas. 

Hydrology 

Choosing alternative 4 would provide all of the impacts 
associated with the proposed action ( 2 ) but would entail a 
substantial increase in the number of landowners involved. 
It is anticipated that this alternative, by protecting 
virtually all wetlands within a small part of this 
watershed, will offer greater protection against 
downstream flooding. Those wetlands act as natural catch 
basins for excess precipitation or run- off. 

e. Land Use/Cover Type 

Alternative 4, the maximum wetlands protection option, 
includes a total of 64,439 acres within the established 
boundaries; 50,979 acres of land to be either placed under 
management agreement or acquired plus 13,460 acres of 
existing state and federal land. Current land- use acreage 
for this alternative are as follows: agriculture, 32,700 
acres; wetlands, 15,470 acres ( 10,760 acres of forested 
wetlands and 4,710 acres of non-forested wetlands); upland 
forests, 13,760 acres (7 20 acres of deciduous forests, 410 
acres of evergreen forests, and 12,630 acres of mixed 
forests ); open water, 2,560 acres; and built - up lands, 250 
acres. 

This alternative would increase wetland acreages from 
15,470 to 21,660. Open water would increase from 2,560 to 
3,530. Agricultural lands would decline from 32,700 to 
about 24,500 acres due to the conversion or reverting of 
certain mucks back into wetlands and the conversion of 
limited upland sites into fallow fields and ultimately 
sapling stage mixed forests. Ultimately, it is expected 
that only some 8,200 acres of agricultural land would come 
out of production, some of that to natural attrition. 
This limited conversion will help to maintain a strong 
agricultural component within the project area--a very 
desirable feature for many species of wildlife. The 
upland forest cover types will increase slightly from 
13,760 to 14,710 as a result of natural succession. 
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2. 

Built- up lands should remain at their current level of 
about 250 acres. 

The types of vegetation changes that can be expected and a 
description of the management techniques involved in these 
changes can be found in the description of the proposed 
action. Since most land purchases will be from willing 
sellers, resulting in a patchwork of ownerships, it is 
impossible to tell which technique will be applied where. 
Also, a great deal will depend upon what is negotiated, as 
management agreements are signed on lands not acquired 
outright. 

Biological 

a. Fish and Wildlife 

Impacts on fish and wildlife resources pursuant to this 
alternative will be significant and would result in 
changes greater than those anticipated for the proposed 
action. This alternative would protect and allow 
management of substantially more high- value wetlands and 
adjoining upland habitats than that of the proposed 
action. This additional habitat quantity would allow much 
greater flexibility to the Service and the Department to 
affect habitat quality and to manage upland habitats for 
resident and migratory species. The acquisition of what 
will be a nearly complete ecological unit will strengthen 
the project area's value for wildlife by reducing habitat 
fragmentation. Fragmented habitat, or islands of habitat, 
may have no value for certain species of wildlife due to 
their need for a critical minimum land mass to meet their 
life requirements, i.e., some species require larger areas 
than that provided by separate "islands" of apparently 
suitable habitat. However, when and if the intervening 
and adjacent non- habitat lands can be managed, such as by 
acquisition, to fill in the habitat "blanks", then that 
~ntire area may well become suitable habitat for such 
species. An example of the type of wildlife to benefit 
from large blocks of habitat would be forest interior 
nesting species of birds such as the red- shouldered hawk, 
a species whose existence in New York is currently 
threatened probably due to a shortage of large blocks of 
wet, deciduous woods for nesting and rearing of its young. 

This alternative, if chosen, will maximize the opportunity 
to reduce wildlife habitat fragmentation and to ensure 
that there is, on the project area, a "critical mass" of 
suitable habitat for virtually all species that could 
possibly occur here. 

By ensuring the continued existence of all wetlands to the 
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b. 

heads of streams in this local watershed, downstream 
impacts from silting and flooding to fish and wildlife 
habitats will potentially be minimized . Headwater 
wetlands are also often especially valuable to wildlife 
and natural communities because of the presence of year­
round open spring seeps or as nursery grounds for species 
that occur as adults in downstream habitats. This 
alternative thus recognizes the value of upper watershed 
protection for ensuring ecological integrity and 
maximizing natural resource benefits for the investment 
made. 

Under this alternative, the potential for public nuisance 
caused by insects or wildlife will continue to exist. 
However, should an actual rather than potential nuisance 
situation occur, management action shall be taken to 
ensure public health, safety, and welfare. 

Management of wetlands and upland areas would occur, as 
described in the proposed action management plans, and 
would have significant wildlife resource benefits for 
those species identified. 

This alternative allows for the most flexibility and 
opportunity for management of wildlife habitats through 
purchase, easements, and agreements. 

This management would potentially benefit most species of 
wildlife now found in the area and provide for increased 
ability to manage endangered, threatened, and special 
concern species on both wetland and upland habitats. 

Considerable opportunity for cooperative management in the 
form of education / demonstration areas on both public and 
private lands would be possible. With sufficient large 
tracts of land available for management techn iques 
e mphasizing agriculture and forestry as major land uses, 
species such as cottontail rabbit, ring-necked pheasant, 
ruffed grouse, songbirds, raptors, and s mall mammals would 
greatly benefit. 

With the protection and management of wetland habitats 
being expanded to further reaches in the watershed, 
wetland species such as puddle ducks, herons, shorebirds, 
aquatic furbearers, and certain wetland songbirds would 
also benefit to a greater degree than the proposed action, 
utilizing those techniques earlier described for restoring 
and enhancing wetland values over a larger area. 

Significant Habitat 

Protection for significant habitats within the bounds of 
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this alternative are the same as described in the proposed 
alternative. Choosing this alternative would most likely 
protect a greater amount of significant habitats than any 
of the alternatives proposed. By definition of the term, 
this alternative will strengthen the effectiveness of the 
project area in its entirety as a significant habitat for 
fish and wildlife and maximize associated human enjoyment 
and benefits derived from those resources. Also, 
additional protection to these habitats will be provided 
by an extended management zone surrounding all wetlands in 
this local watershed . However, it should be recognized 
that mere passive ownership, by the public, of these lands 
will not necessarily guarantee restoration or continuance 
of significant habitats for fish and wildlife; active 
research and land management practices may well be 
required. 

3. Cultural 

a. Land Ownership Patterns and Tax Base 

This alternative has the greatest potential 
the area land ownership and tax structure. 
would include a total of 50,979 acres, some 

for impact on 
This option 
14,929 acres 

more than the recommended action. These lands are located 
in three counties, thirteen towns, and eight school 
districts. Since no additional public lands are included 
(with the exception of a few acres of highway and canal 
lands) this would all be existing private lands. 

These impacts were determined using the same criteria 
explained in alternative 2, for comparison purposes. 

This alternative involves a total of 50,979 acres of non­
governmental land, of which 16,087 acres are within the 
federal area of interest, and 34,892 acres are within the 
state are of interest. These areas have a taxable 
assessed value of approximately $12.2 million. Total 
taxes received in 1989 for these areas were: 

County $151,857 
Town $114,996 
School District $386,723 

Specific county, town, and school district tax impacts are 
listed in Table 15, page 124 . 

This example represents an accurate example of the 
projected tax losses assuming the entire project was 
acquired instantly and all in fee title. 
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b. 

All actions to mitigate effects of the proposed action 
could be used to mitigate the effects of this alternative. 
Considering the increased size and, thus, impacts of this 
alternative, all mitigating measures would be 
correspondingly larger. For comparison of Refuge Revenue 
Sharing payment in t h e federal area of interest, t he 
following information is provided: 

Town Estimated Revenue SharingLyear 
Butler $ 4,637. 00 
Galen $ 24,998.00 
Montezuma $ 2,765. 00 
Rose $ 2,358.00 
Savannah $ 11,393 . 00 
Seneca Falls $ 90.00 
Tyre $ 23,808.00 

Land Us e Regulations 

Changes in land use regulations can be expected on any 
lands purchased by the Department or Service. Land 
purchased outright by the Department would become part of 
a Wildlife _Management Area and be subject to all the 
associated laws and regulations. Lands purchased by the 
Service will become part of the National Wi ldlife Refuge 
System and will be subject to refuge laws and regulations. 
Laws governing the use of Wildlife Management Areas and 
National Wildlife Refuges are included in Appendix E. 

Lands not purchased but placed under management agreement 
would be subject to any agreement restrictions and any 
further use restrictions established by the landowner . 
Otherwise, only existing local, state, or federal land use 
restrictions (if any) would apply. Currently, these laws 
(see Appendix A for a summary ) give only minimal 
protection to wetlands ( relative to draining) and 
virtually no protection to uplands. 

c. Agricultural Resources 

See the discussion of this subject under alternative 2. 
This alternative would involve approximately 32,700 total 
acres of farmland. With average sales activities, one can 
r easonably expect the acquisition o f 5,000 acres of 
farmland for public ownership over the next decade. A 
t otal of 8,200 acres might be converted by the end of t he 
project. Of the various alternatives, this one will have 
the greatest agricultural impacts. The same mitigating 
factors disc ussed under alternative 2 would be in effect 
for this alternative. 

d . Transportation a nd Utility Corridors 
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Sarne as described in alternative 2. 

e. Cultural/Historic Sites 

See discussion for alternative 2 under Cultural / Historic 
Sites. This alternative involves a greater area, which 
could possibly provide protection for more cultural / 
historic sites. The same survey procedures are required 
for this alternative. 

f. Recreational and Education Uses 

This alternative would result in substantially more public 
land for public recreational and educational pursuits than 
that of the proposed action. The types of public uses 
allowed would be the same as those described in the 
proposed action, but with more land available for these 
uses, visitor use is anticipated to be in the realm of 
400,000 visitor days per year. This alternative will 
directly provide more recreational opportunity because of 
its larger size and may indirectly do so, as well, by 
virtue of providing a greater "critical mass" of wildlife 
habitat or of public land available for recreation. 

g. Health Concerns 

and 

h. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

L 

j. 

k. 

and 

Short-term Use vs. Long-Term Productivity 

Sarne as described in Alternate #2. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

The effects of this alternative will be the same as those 
described for the proposed alternative, but because a 
greater area would be affected, a proportionately greater 
effect would result from this alternative. 

Growth Inducing Aspects 

Acquisition of these lands will preclude their use for 
other development purposes with a resultant long-term 
effect on real estate markets and other economics. It is 
impossible to predict whether local economics, in general, 
will benefit or suffer in the long term as a result of 
this alternative. In the short term, land sales and re­
investment locally will have a significant positive effect 
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Table 15 Tax Data for Alternative 4 
Town and County (dollars/year) 

If All Properties in Each Alternative Were Purchased in Fee 

Township Total Project 
Town Acres Acreage 

FEDERAL AREA OF INTEREST 

Cayuga County 
Montezuma 

Seneca County 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 

Wayne County 
Butler 
Galen 
Rose 
Savannah 

12,160 

16,320 
21,376 

24,248 
40,384 
22,080 
22,976 

STATE AREA OF INTEREST 

Cayuga County 
Aurelius 
Brutus 
Cato 
Conquest 
Mentz 
Montezuma 
Victory 

Seneca County 
Seneca Falls 
Tyre 

Wayne County 
Butler 
Galen 
Rose 
Savannah 

19,072 
14,464 
23,241 
23,160 
10,944 
12,160 
22,016 

16,320 
21,376 

24,248 
40,384 
22,080 
22,976 

789 

16 
3,205 

1,128 
7,450 

337 
3 I 162 

125 
1,742 

813 
8,253 
4,468 
2,768 
1,484 

99 
203 

2,099 
218 
119 

12,501 

Land 
Assessment 

42,300 

4,500 
941,034 

287,423 
2,078,329 

116,200 
1 ,263,045 

81,863 
953,093 
384,500 
265,582 
162,163 
137,599 

30,246 

20,093 
115,470 

688,661 
86,660 
36,500 

4,487,730 

124 

Town 
Tax Loss 

624 

16 
9,928 

2,078 
17,208 
1,064 
9,965 

583 
3,731 
1,845 

16,576 
5,618 
2,028 
1,003 

73 
1,218 

4,979 
717 
334 

35,408 

County 
Tax Loss 

1,443 

41 
10,163 

2,756 
23,090 

962 
12,074 

7,339 
6,142 
2,647 

16,543 
9,053 
4,693 
2,712 

182 
1,247 

6,604 
962 
302 

42,902 



Table 15 
(Cont'd) 

School District 

Cato-Meridian 
Clyde-Savannah 
North Rose-Wolcott 
Port Byron 
Red Creek 
Seneca Falls 
Union Springs 
Weedsport 

Tax Data for Alternative 4 
School Districts 

Tax Loss Tax Loss 
State Area Federal Area 
of Interest of Interest 

27,497 
70,229 99,433 
28,594 5,497 
96,131 3,258 

3,985 
1,023 7,279 

23,095 
20,702 
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Total 
Loss 

27,497 
169,662 

34,091 
99,389 

3,985 
8,302 

23,095 
20,702 



on area economics. Agricultural economics might well 
benefit from this alternative, if the decision was made to 
commit major portions of active farmland to agriculture on 
a long-term basis. In fact, this alternative is based on 
the premise that there will be a long- term commitment to 
cooperative farming for the production of fo od a nd fi ber 
for direct use by humans, as well as to enhanc e benefits to 
fish and wildlife. Cooperative farm leases could 
potentially be a very cost- effective method both for: 1) 
the lessor who could potentially lease agricultural lands 
at favorable rates and pay rent by in-kind services, and 2) 
the management of the land for fish, wildlife, and general 
conservation purposes. 

1. Use and Conservation of Energy 

Same as proposed alternative, with a slight increase. 

m. Possible Conflicts 

All possible conflicts remain as described in the proposed 
alternative. 

E . Effects of Alternative 5 - Acquisition/Protection/Management by Non­
Governmental Agencies 

1. Physical 

a. 

b. 

Topography 

Under this alternative, it is highly speculative as to any 
changes in topography others may make in the project area. 
If other organizations were to assume elements of this 
proposal, changes similar to alternative 2 could be 
possible . 

Soils/Geology/Minerals 

This action will not affect the soils, geology, or 
minerals of the area. 

c. Climate 

This action will not affect the climate of the area. 

d. Hydrology 

Accomplishing the goals of the project using this 
alternative would mean that private, non- profit habitat 
protection- type organizations such as The Nature 
Conservancy, Trust For Public Land, etc. , step in and 
purchase land or lease protection rights. 
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Any such activity, as described above, would have a 
stabilizing effect on the hydrology of the project area. 
But the scope of action attainable by the private 
organizations in meeting the project goals would be much 
less than combined state, federal, and private operation. 

e. Land Use/Cover Type 

This option is somewhat similar to alternative 3, in that 
only existing wetland sites are under consideration and 
the same approximate boundaries are used. For a breakdown 
of current land uses, see the section on "Land Use / Cover 
Type" under alternative 3. 

The implementation of this alternative should not change 
existing land use patterns other than for those natural 
alterations occurring independently of the project. These 
are discussed -under the "Land Use/Cover Type" and 
"Agricultural Resources" sections of alternative 1 ("No 
Action"). Basically, many of the marginal muck fields 
will naturally revert to wetlands as their management 
costs ( for agricultural purposes) increase. Additional 
lands will be converted for recreational pursuits. Some 
wetlands may be drained in an effort to develop new muck 
fields. 

2. Biological 

a. Fish and Wildlife 

b. 

If this alternative were selected, preservation of key 
areas by private and non-profit conservation 
organizations, the wildlife resources would most likely 
remain at the current state (see Appendix D) within these 
protected areas. The wildlife resources in areas not 
protected could be expected to decline as the quality of 
the wetland and adjacent upland were degraded through 
time. Management to influence wildlife population levels 
would most likely be extremely limited and substantial 
benefit to wildlife through management is unlikely. 

Significant Habitat 

Significant habitats under this alternative would continue 
to be protected to a certain extent by existing laws, 
provided the habitats occurred in wetlands, flood plains, 
or freshwater environments; otherwise, there is no 
specific protection afforded by law to these habitats. 

Under certain circumstances, private ownership can provide 
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a high degree of effective protection for significant 
habitats. Protective easements and personal interests, 
charters, policies, and purposes of corporations can all 
contribute to maintenance and protection of significant 
fish and wildlife habitats on privately owned lands. In 
some cases, private ownership can be even more effective 
than public ownership in protecting such habitats, 
especially against trespass. Also, private ownership 
provides opportunities for land use development and other 
forms of management not readily available to governmental 
agencies. Liquidity of assets is one such opportunity 
available to private corporations like The Nature 
Conservancy, which has the ability to rapidly acquire 
lands for protection; and if time and priorities warrant 
it, these corporations can just as rapidly sell the 
property and use those funds for other more critical 
acquisitions. Private ownership, therefore, can provide 
greater flexibility in response to changing circumstances. 

Uncertainty of the tenure of ownership is often the major 
failing of resource protection under private control; 
recall that private conservation agencies can sell their 
holdings, under certain circumstances, and are not 
obligated to sell to other private conservation agencies 
or to the government. Although not necessarily indicative 
of private conservation agencies, the average tenure of 
private landownership in New York's forested lands is 
seven to eight years. A short-term ownership by a private 
conservation agency may result in subsequent ownerships 
that are less protective than a conservation agency, thus, 
perpetuating a situation of uncertainty for significant 
habitats. Indirectly, such changing ownerships can cause 
difficulties if cooperative plans between several 
landowners are required to effectively protect or manage 
significant habitats. 

This alternative might well require a project-specific, 
active governmental program to work with private 
landowners to develop conservation easements, cooperative 
management plans, or other land management strategies to 
ensure the continuation of significant fish and wildlife 
habitat values in the project area. 

3. Cultural 

a. Land Ownership Patterns and Tax Base 

This alternative would involve the purchase of lands by a 
series of non-governmental agencies with no action taken 
by the Department or the Service. Tax impacts would vary, 
depending on the tax exempt status of the agencies 
involved. It is anticipated that the area which would 
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eventually be protected would be similar to alternative 3. 
The tax impacts would be similar if the agencies were tax 
exempt (see Table 3). 

The mitigating measures identified in alternative 2 would 
apply to this alternative, but to a smaller extent. The 
only exemption would be payment in lieu of taxes. Those 
agencies which are not tax exempt would continue to pay 
taxes; those that are tax exempt would not pay any tax. 

b. Land Use Regulations 

Existing land use regulations would change very little 
under this alternative. No lands are to be purchased by 
the Department or Service. The major restrictions would 
be those established by the landowner. Otherwise, only 
existing local, state, or federal land use restrictions 
(if any) would apply. Currently, these laws (see Appendix 
A for a summary) give only minimal protection to wetlands 
(relative to draining) and virtually no protection to 
uplands. 

c. Agricultural Resources 

d. 

e. 

The impacts of this proposal on agriculture would be very 
minimal. As described under alternative 3, only existing 
wetlands would be acquired with perhaps a minimal amount 
of surrounding uplands. Ultimately, only about 1,700 
acres of existing farmland could convert to wildlife 
habitat, much of it through natural processes 
(abandonment, etc.) as the farm economy settles out. 

Transportation and Utility Corridors 

Thie alternative will not have any effect on 
transportation and utility corridors. 

Cultural/Historic Sites 

The only protection of cultural / historic sites would be 
the current laws as they pertain to a private citizen's 
responsibilities to protect these resources. 

f. Recreational and Education Uses 

Other groups, individuals, and organizations without 
Service or Department involvement, that may implement the 
project, would have discretion on the extent and nature of 
public recreational and educational uses of lands under 
their control. It is likely that these groups and 
organizations would permit increased uses on their lands 
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compared to the present extent of uses under private, 
individual ownership. An increase of perhaps 10,000 
visitor- use days could occur, depending on the extent of 
land held by these groups and the level of visitor use 
they determine to be acceptable. 

g. Health Concerns 

Most private/non-profit conservation agencies would lack 
the field staff and laboratory facilities to, as an 
example, adequately monitor raccoon populations for 
rabies or search for the species of mosquitoes that can 
carry the triple E virus. Therefore, it is anticipated 
that there would be little to no change in current health 
concerns of the area. 

h . Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

This alternative does not produce significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts. 

i. Short-term Use vs. Long-term Productivity 

j. 

The local short-term use of man's environment for several 
key parcels of land. Long-term productivity and diversity 
of plant and animial life in these areas would be 
protected. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

This alternative does not require irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources. 

k. Growth Inducing Aspects 

1. 

m. 

As with alternative 3, expanded public use of all kinds 
would not be assured under this alternative. Public use 
of the project would be greater than with alternative 1, 
however, thus producing some economic development. 

Use and Conservation of Energy 

Possible Conflicts 

Possible conflicts would be the same as alternative 2. 
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VI. Coordination/Consultation and Agencies / Individuals Receiving This 
Document 

Throughout the planning of the Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project, the 
Service and the Department have communicated with a large number of diverse 
publics that have an i nterest in the proposal. Contacts have included both 
formal and informal communications by telephone, letter, and personal 
meetings. An advisory group representing a wide array of interests was formed 
by the Department to formalize a means of communication and consultation with 
key publics. Below are listed agencies, organizations, and individuals who 
have been contacted and consulted with in some manner, as well as agencies and 
individuals who will receive this document: 

The Auburn Citizen 
Canadiagua Lake Duck Hunters Club 
Carrier Corporation Retirees Club 
Cato-Meridian School District 
Cayuga County Environmental Management Council 
Central New York Regional Planning Board 
Chairmen of the Wayne, Seneca and Cayuga County Boards of 

Supervisors 
Clyde-Savannah School District 
College of Environmental Science and Forestry 
Community College of Finger Lakes 
Cornell Cooperative Extension Vegetable Crop Specialist 
Cornell University 
Cross Lake-Seneca River Association 
The Democrat a nd Chronicle 
Ducks Unlimited 
Durkee-French Foods, Inc. 
Eaton Birding Society 
Empire State Potato Club 
Farm Credit Services Bureau 
Farmers Home Administration 
The Finger Lakes Times 
N.Y. State Senator Paul L. Kehoe 
N.Y. Assemblyman Michael J. Bragman 
N.Y. State Senator Hugh T. Farley 
N.Y. Assemblyman Maurice Hinchey 
N.Y. Assemblyman Richard F. Nozzolio 
N.Y. State Senator John Randy Kuhl 
N.Y. State Senator James L . Seward 
N.Y.S. Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
N.Y.S . Fish and Wildlife Management Act Board 
N.Y .S. Farm Bureau 
N.Y.S . Department of Agriculture and Markets 
N.Y.S. Health Department 
N.Y.S. Archaeological Society 
N.Y.S. Conservation Council, Inc. 
N.Y.S. Museum 
N.Y.S. Gas Group 
N.Y.S. Electric a nd Gas Corporation 
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N.Y.S. Office of General Services- Bureau of Land Utilization 
N.Y.S. Federation of Bird Clubs 
The Nature Conservancy 
Niagra-Mohawk Power Corporation 
The Post-Standard 
Region 8 Fish and Wildlife Management Board 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation 
Rochester Museum and Science Center 
Savannah Community Club 
Savannah Evergreens 
Seneca Falls School District 
Town Supervisors in the Towns of Galen, Savannah, Butler, Huron, 

Seneca Falls, Tyre, Mentz, Ovid, Junius, Conquest and Montezuma 
U.S . Congressman Frank Horton 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
U.S. Department of the Treasury-Internal Revenue Service 
U.S. Geological Survey-Water Resources Division 
U.S. Senator Alfonse M. D'Amato 
U.S. Senator Daniel P. Moynihan 
U.S. Soil Conservation Service 
Vanderbilt Marsh Hunt Club 
Wayne County Federation of Sportsmen's Club 
Wayne County Soil and Water Conservation District 
Wayne, Seneca and Cayuga County Departments of Planning 
Wayne, Seneca and Cayuga County Real Property Tax Service, 

Treasurer's Office and County Clerks 
Western N.Y. Finger Lakes Waterfowlers 
All individuals who have requested a copy of this document 

Several news releases issued by the Department and the Service were 
published in local and regional newspapers, and a radio interview was 
aired, providing a wide coverage of information about the project. 
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VII. List of Preparers 

Michael Allen - Senior Fish and Wildlife Technician 

Mr. Allen has been an employee of the Department of Environmental 
Conservation since 1975 and specializes in endangered species activities. 
His primary duties involve land management activities on public lands and 
species management programs in Yates and Ontario Counties, in addition to 
endangered species work throughout New York State. 

Education - Associates in Applied Science in Natural Resources 
Conservation. 

Kenneth L. Bodell - Review appraiser 

Mr. Bodell has been a U. s. Fish and Wildlife Service employee since 
1963. His entire career with the Service has been in the Division of 
Realty dealing with the appraisal and negotiations for lands to be 
included in the National Wildlife Refuge system. His principle duties 
involve the review of all real estate appraisals completed by staff or 
private contractors for proposed acquisitions by the Service or state 
game and fish agencies within Region 5. He also serves as a technical 
consultant and advisor to Regional Office, Department of Justice and 
state game and fish officials. 

Education - Bachelor of Science in Forest Management. 

Paul Casey - Wildlife Biologist 

Mr. Casey has been a U.S . Fish and Wildlife Service employee since 1984. 
He has worked in the Land Planning section of the Office of Realty since 
August of 1988. Prior to his current position, Mr. Casey was employed as 
an Assistant Refuge Manager at Wertheim National Wildlife Refuge. 
Primary duties in his present position involve initial studies and 
biological analysis of candidate areas proposed for acquisition as part 
of the National Wildlife Refuge System. 

Education - Bachelor of Science in Wildlife Management. 

David Conley - Fish and Wildlife Technician 

Mr. Conley has been employed by the Department of Environmental 
Conservation since 1969, working primarily on Cayuga and Onondaga 
Counties. Primary responsibilities have involved waterfowl banding and 
management activities in New York and Canada, cooperative access programs 
on private lands, furbearer management, and field surveys and census 
activities. 

Education - Bachelor of Science in Wildlife Management. 
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Jean Gawalt - Senior Wildlife Biologist 

Mr. Gawalt has been a New York State Environmental Conservation employee 
since 1976. His primary duties include serving as the Bureau of 
Wildlife's Upland Habitats Specialist for the Forest Preserve and State 
Forest Unit Management Planning Programs, coordination of the Federal Aid 
Project to support habitat management on Wildlife Management Areas, and 
coordination of the 1985 Farm Bill for the Bureau of Wildlife. 

Education - Bachelor of Science in Wildlife Management. 

Walter J. Quist - Ascertainment Supervisor 

Mr. Quist has been an employee of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
since 1974. He has worked in the Land Planning Section of the Office of 
Realty since November, 1978. Prior to this position, he was employed by 
the Migratory Bird Habitat Research Lab., Laurel, Maryland. There he 
assisted in such projects as the ecology of wintering waterfowl, aquatic 
and benthic sampling of Chesapeake Bay, and numerous waterfowl banding 
programs. Primary duties in his present position involve the supervision 
of a team of wildlife biologists that review and / or submit all land 
acquisition projects for approval. This five-member team has the 
responsibility for the 13-state northeastern region. 

Education - Bachelor of Science in Natural Resources 

Bruce Robinson - Land and Claims Adjuster 

Mr. Robinson has been employed by the Department of Environmental 
Conservation since 1982 in the Division of Lands and Forests' Bureau of 
Real Property. 

Education - Associates Degree in Forestry and Surveying. 

Don Slingerland - Senior Wildlife Biologist 

Mr. Slingerland has been an employee of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation since 1974. He has worked in the Game Bird 
Unit at the Delmar Wildlife Resources Center since September of 1979. 
Prior to that position he worked as an Environmental Educator at the 
Rogers Environmental Education Center in Sherburne, New York. There, he 
assisted in developing informational materials for Department programs, 
worked with school officials to coordinate resource training programs, 
and taught in numerous public workshops. Primary duties in his present 
position include the overall coordination of the Northern Montezuma 
Wetlands Project, supervision of the two Department Game Farms, the 
preparation and review of orders for yearly hunting season changes, and 
management coordination of several game bird species. 

Education - Bachelor of Science in Biological Sciences/Wildlife 
Management. 
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Dale Smith - Senior Fish and Wildlife Technician 

Mr. Smith was employed by the Conservation Department in March, 1958, as 
Conservation Aide and later became Conservation Foreman. He has had the 
title of Fish and Wildlife Technician since 1974. His duties include 
day- to- day supervision of four WMA's in Cayuga and Onondaga Counties. 
Mr. Smith has operated a waterfowl banding station each fall and 
conducted waterfowl nesting surveys each spring on two WMA's (Howland 
Island and Three Rivers) since 1974. 

Wesley B, Stiles - Senior Wildlife Biologist 

Mr. Stiles has been an employee of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation since 1970. He has worked as a wildlife 
biologist in the Region 7 Office, Cortland, since 1973. Prior to that, 
Mr. Stiles worked in the Region 6 Office at Watertown and the Region 8 
Office at Avon. In these positions, he assisted in waterfowl management 
activities, including duck and goose banding, wetland development work on 
newly acquired wildlife management areas, and assisted in l~nd 
acquisition tasks. Primary duties in his present position involve 
administration of the New York State's freshwater wetlands law and land 
acquisition activities. 

Education - Bachelor of Science in Wildlife Management. 

David C. Woodruff - Senior Wildlife Biologist 

Mr. Woodr uff has been an employee of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation since 1972. Prior to State employment, he 
worked with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife service at the Iroquois and Parker 
River National Wildlife Refuges. His primary duties involve wetlands 
management, regulation and acquisition for New York State in Wayne and 
Ontario Counties. Mr. Woodruff is a certified Wildlife Biologist by the 
Wildlife Society. 

Education - Associates in Applied Science in Natural Resources 
Conservation and Bachelor of Science in Wildlife Management. 
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IX. Appe ndices 
Appendix A 

Laws Which Affect the Project Area 

FEDERAL 

The Service, through its Division of Ecological Services, would continue to 
review proposals for activities in or affecting navigable waters that are 
sanctioned, permitted, assisted, or conducted by the federal government. 
These review functions, delegated to the Service by the Secretary of the 
Interior, are prescribed by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Estuary Protection Act, the 
Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Protection Act, the Endangered Species Act, and various Executive Orders. The 
following are the most important laws to which the Service review function 
applies: 

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 

Section 10 of this Act declares it unlawful to build in navigable waters of 
the United States, or to excavate, or fill or in any manner to alter or modify 
the course, location, condition, or capacity of any navigable water of the 
United States, unless the activity is approved by the Chief of the Corps of 
Engineers ( COE ) and Secretary of the Army . Certain COE permits also require 
approval by the Envir onmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a result of the 
Federal Waters Pollution Control Act of 1972, as amended. 

Navigable waters are defined in common and case law as any water that is or 
has been navigable in fact, or is capable of being made navigable through 
reasonable improvements, including any shoals, falls, rapids, or other 
interruptions requiring land portage, and which is used or useful in 
interstate or foreign commerce . The federal jurisdiction on such waters 
extends throughout their length ( including non- navigable tributaries in some 
decisions ) and laterally to the limit of the plane of the ordinary high water, 
defined on rivers as neither the flood nor lowest flow stage, but the usual 
high water state, and on tidal waters as the mean high tide line. 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (FWPCA) as amended by the Clean 
Water Act of 1977 and the Clean Water Act Amendments of 1987 

This Act set up a federal permit system to regulate the discharge 
of pollutants into waters of the United States. The Act is administered by 
EPA and proclaims two goals for the United States: ( 1 ) to achieve swimmable, 
fishable waters wherever attainable by 1983, and ( 2 ) to eliminate the 
discharge of pollutants into navigable waters. 

Section 208 o f the Act (Water Quality Management ) ties together various 
water pollution control and abatement requirements, including municipal, 
industrial, and res5.dual waste, runoff, and ground water pollution control. 
The Act places the responsibility for development and carrying out solutions 
to these proble me with sta t e and local governments. 
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Under Section 208, geographic areas with significant water quality problems 
are singled out for area wide planning. EPA provides funding to develop the 
plan to control all point and non-point source pollution and land use as it 
relates to water quality. Although wetland protection can be incorporated 
into Section 208 management plane, the resulting planning relates primarily to 
water pollution and water quality. Nothing in the Act would prevent 
landowners from draining wetlands and growing crops, unless the agricultural 
practices would result in a water pollution problem. It is too early to 
determine what the effect of 208 planning will have on wetland preservation 
efforts. 

Section 402 of the Act requires permits from EPA for the discharge of any 
pollutant into navigable waters. Under this program it is illegal to 
discharge any unpermitted refuse into any navigable waters of the United 
States. New York State has assumed this program and is responsible for its 
operation within the state. 

Section 404 - The 404 regulatory program, which regulates the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., was enacted as part of the 
1972 FWPCA and amended during the 1977 CWA reauthorization. The permit 
program is administered by the Corpe of Engineers and EPA. Most types of 
development or construction in the nation's waters and wetlands involve some 
discharge of material and thus require a 404 permit. The program is the main 
federal vehicle for protecting wetland areas since conversion of wetlands 
often involves placement of dredged or fill material. 

The Corps is the primary agency that administers the program. This agency 
issues or denies permits, writes program regulations, and conducts most of the 
enforcement work. The Corpe also develops general permits for categories of 
similar activities with minimal environmental impact. The 404 program is 
related to the Corpe' other regulatory authorities under the River and Harbor 
Act and the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act. 

The Environmental Protection Agency writes the environmental guidelines under 
40 4 (b) ( 1 ) which are the eubetantative regulations used to evaluate permit 
applications. EPA has authority under section 404(c ) to "veto" Corpe issued 
permits or predesignate an area as unsuitable for disposal based on a 
determination of unacceptable impact. EPA is responsible for delegating the 
program to qualified states in accordance with agency regulations. EPA also 
has parallel enforcement authority under Section 309 of the Act. 

Corpe regulations state that " full consideration" must be given to fish and 
wildlife concerns (both state and federal). In practice, the Corps considers 
fish and wildlife impacts as part of their overall public interest review 
along with a number of other factors. 
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Executive Orders 

Executive Orders are issued, periodically, to formulate executive policy and 
promulgate executive directives to federal agencies on current issues. Such 
policy directives provide an important s ource of guidance for federal agency 
actions. Two pertinent orders were issued on May 24, 1977, by President 
Carter: 

Executive Order 11990, entitled "Protection of Wetlands", reads in part: 
"Each agency shall provide leadership and shall take action 
to minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve 
and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in carrying out the 
Agency's responsibilities •.• ,"and" ... each agency, to the extent 
permitted by law, shall avoid undertaking or providing assistance for new 
construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds that: 
(1) there is no practicable alternative to such construction; and ( 2) the 
proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands 
which may result from each use." 

Executive 11988, entitled "Flood Plain Management" states in part: "Each 
agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and 
welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served 
by flood plains in carrying out its responsibilities for (l) acquiring, 
managing and disposing of federal lands and facilities; ..• and ..• (2) 
conducting federal activities and programs affecting land use, including but 
not limited to water and related land resource planning. 

While the intent of the orders is well meaning, inland and coastal wetlands 
will not be preserved or protected from other than federal activities. 
Further, implementation of Executive Orders lies with each federal agency. 

NEW YORK STATE 

Regulation of Wetlands. The New York State statute which is most directly 
applicable to control of the project's wetlands is Article 24, "Freshwater 
Wetlands Act", of the Environmental Conservation Law. That Act essentially 
outlines a procedure for making an inventory of wetlands and a procedure for 
granting permits for actions within wetlands. Regulation of wetlands under 
this law is controlled by the Department; this regulatory role may be assumed 
by municipal governments. The intent of the Freshwater Wetlands Act is to: 

" •. preserve, protect and conserve freshwater wetlands and the benefits 
derived therefrom, to prevent the despoliation and destruction of freshwater 
wetlands, and to regulate use and development of such wetlands to secure the 
natural benefits of freshwater wetlands, consistent with the general welfare 
and beneficial economic, social and agricultural development of the state". 

Under the Freshwater Wetlands Act, a permit must be secured from the 
Department before any of the following actions may be performed: 
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drain i ng, e xcep t f o r a g ricul t u ra l pur poses 

dre dging 

excavating 

removing soil, mud, sand, shells, gravel, o r other aggre g a t e 

dumping or filling or depositing of any soil, stones , sand, g rav e l, mud, 
r ubbish, or f ill 

erecting any structures, roads, the driving of pilings, or placing o f a ny 
other obstructions whether or not changing the ebb and flow of the water 

any form of pollution 

any other activity which substantially impairs any of the several 
functions served by freshwater wetlands or the b e nefit s derived from 
them. 

It is unlikely that the Freshwater Wetlands Act would be able to protect the 
project's wetlands to the degree that the Department could, if the Department 
or Service had control of the land. The Act only specifies a permit process 
rather than land use controls. A permit could be granted for activities which 
might compromise the natural qualities of the wetland, especially because 
certain types of activities are exempt from the permit process. The 
activities of farmers and other landowners which result in agricultural 
production are specifically exempt, including draining of the wetland to add 
land to agricultural production. Moreover, the Freshwater Wetlands Act has no 
control over residential development near the wetland, and such development 
could contribute non- point pollution to the wetland. 

The Freshwater Wetlands Act has other limitations. It does not provide an 
option for management of the wetlands and adjacent buffer areas. Finally, 
there is nothing in the Freshwater Wetlands Act which would increase the 
quality or quantity of wetlands in the area or provide public access. 

New York Water Pollution Control. Any individual who dischar ges pollutants 
into the waters of New York State must secure a permit from the Department and 
abide by the requirements of the permit. These permits are called SPDES for 
State Pollution Discharge Elimination System. 

Article 15 of The New York State Environmental Conservation Law . Except f or 
the powers exercised by the United States, all regulation of water resources 
in New York State is under the jurisdiction of the State of New York . The 
Department exercises the control of water resources for the state . It has 
powers over: 
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" •• disturbance of a stream and .•. unreasonable erosion of soil, 
increased turbidity of the waters, irregular variations in velocity, 
temperature and level of waters, the loss of fish and aquatic wildlife 
and the destruction of natural habitat ... , and the danger of flood or 
pollution ...• " 

The Water Resources Law includes a permit requirement applicable to streams 
defined as protected. Anyone who wishes to change or disturb a course or 
channel of a protected stream must first secure a permit from the Department. 

Some farming practices are exempt from the provisions of New York's Water 
Resources Law. Note: 

"No permit •.. shall be required for certain agricultural activities 
••• ; providing that the~e agricultural activities consist only of 
crossing and re-crossing of such streams or watercourses by livestock or 
by wheeled farm equipment normally used for traditional agricultural 
purposes; or the use of such stream or watercourse for the withdrawal of 
water for irrigation where such withdrawal does not require altering the 
bed, banks, or course of the stream in any manner". 

Farmers who engage in other farming practices, such as drainage projects which 
alter the bed, banks, or course of a protected stream, must secure a permit 
under the Water Resources Law. 

New York State Agricultural Districts. The State of New York has established 
a way to protect important agricultural lands from urban development by giving 
them a special tax status when they are within defined districts. In line 
with the procedure required by the state, the counties have created 
agricultural districts that cover most of the project area. 

one purpose in creating an agricultural district is to protect agricultural 
lands as "valued natural and ecological resources which provide needed open 
spaces and clean air sheds. • The action proposed by the Department and 
the Service is not inimical to this purpose. 

However, the restrictions placed on land by an agricultural district cannot 
provide the level of wetland protection proposed. Agricultural land may be 
converted to any other use, including urban development, and the law provides 
only for a financial penalty known as "roll-back taxes". It should be noted 
that land taken through eminent domain or an involuntary sale is not subject 
to the financial penalty to the original owner . 

In New York State, the Commissioners of the Departments of Agriculture and 
Markets and of Environmental Conservation have entered into a memorandum of 
understanding concerning land uses of agricultural districts. That agreement 
states that whenever the Department might purchase land within an agricultural 
district, the proposed acquisition must be identified within the district's 
certification document, and provides for other procedures to be followed. 
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New York State Requirements for Environmental Impact Statements. The New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act provides that when a state or local 
agency engages in the" ... acquisition, sale, lease, or other transfer of 
100 or more contiguous acres of land", an environmental impact statement may 
be required. 

Such a statement may be required, too, when the following criteria are met: 

(6) Construction of new non-residential facilities which meet 
or exceed any of the following thresholds;. . (i) a project or 
action which involves the physical alteration of 10 acres; " ••• 
(8) Any non-agricultural use occurring wholly or partially within an 
agricultural district (certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets 
Law, Article 25 ( sic], Section 303) which exceeds 10 percent of any 
threshold established in this section [29]". 

The action proposed by the Department meets those criteria; therefore, the 
present environmental impact statement has been prepared. 

Many of the issues discussed in this document have already been addressed in a 
general way by the Department in several programmatic impact statements, 
prepared according to the requirement of the State Environmental Quality 
Review Act. 

Municipal Controls. Zoning Controls. The land area proposed for purchase and 
for management by the Department and the Service are within different zoning 
districts, as specified under the respective Town Zoning Ordinances. 

Since the zoning of the project area permits development adjacent to and 
within the wetlands, it is evident that the full exercise of the restrictions 
permitted under the zoning code cannot protect the wetland for use by the 
public nor can it preserve or expand habitat for wildlife. 

Flood Insurance Program. New York State and its municipalities participate in 
the National Flood Insurance Program. This program has identified areas which 
are susceptible to flooding. The properties within the flood plain, 
therefore, are eligible for flood insurance if they conform to federal 
standards. Within the project area, the land which lays generally below the 
380-foot contour is within the flood hazard area. 
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Appendix B 

Land Acquisition Policies 

In the state area of interest, specific boundary lines will be determined 
ultimately by negotiation with each landowner, physical features of the land, 
property lines, and the potential for various management activities. 
Residences and other structures generally will be excluded from consideration 
f or purchase, but exceptions will be made on a case-by-case basis, depending 
on landowner desires. 

In the federa l area of interest, the Service would follow its established 
acquisition policy of obtaining the minimum interest necessary to satisfy 
refuge objectives. Potential acquisition methods within this proposed 
boundary include donations, conservation easements, cooperative agreements, 
and fee title purchases as funding becomes available. In general, any 
conservation easement must preclude destruction or degradation of habitat and 
allow refuge staff to adequately manage uses of the area for the benefit of 
wildlife. Because development rights must be included, the cost of purchasing 
conservation easements often approaches that of fee title purchase. This 
sometimes renders this method of acquisition unfeasible. However, donations 
of easements or voluntary deed restrictions prohibiting habitat destruction 
will be encouraged. 

The use of eminent domain, also referred to as appropriation or condemnation, 
may be used in the state or federal area of interest as a means of 
acquisition, but only under very special and limited circumstances. 

In the state area of interest, eminent domain may be used in the following 
circumstances: 

1) Full compliance with the State Eminent Domain Procedures Act has been 
met, 

2) The landowner requests this procedure to clear title or avail himself of 
the financial benefits the procedure permits him, 

3) An imminent conflict in land use is presented that cannot be resolved by 
other means, 

4) At some future date the procedure is essential to allow completion of 
portions of the project and all reasonable alternatives and negotiations 
have failed. 

In the federal area of interest, it is the acquisition policy of the Service 
to acquire land through condemnation only in order to: 

1 ) Determine the legal owner (clear title ) 

2) Settle a difference of opinion in value 
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3) Prevent uses which would cause irreparable damage to the resources for 
which the refuge was established 

4) Consolidate federal ownership to effectively manage or develop the unit. 

Condemnation has been used sparingly throughout the Service's land acquisition 
history. Because the Service recognizes the possible social and economic 
impacts of acquiring private property through condemnation, it does its utmost 
to avoid using this approach. Of the 6,255 parcels of land acquired between 
1978 and 1987, only 20 or 0.4% were acquired through condemnation. 
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APPENDIX C 
N.Y . S.D.E.C. NATURAL HERITAGE AND 

SIGNIFICANT HABITATS RECORDS 

USGS Cayuga Quadrangle 
Cayuga Salt Marsh, 

Inland Salt Marsh 

Cayuga Canal Site, 
Carya laciniosa, Big 
Shellbark Hickory 

USGS Seneca Falls Quad 
Black Lake Salt Marsh, 

Inland Salt Marsh 

USGS Savannah Quad 
Crusoe Prairie 

Valeriana sitchenis sap, 
Marsh valerian 

USGS Montezuma Quad 
Montezuma Marshes, Carex 

sartwellii, Sartwell sedge 

Carncross Salt Pond, Inland 
salt pond 

Montezuma Marshes, Carex 
lupuliformis, False Hop Sedge 

Year 
Last 
Obs. 

Heritage 
Global 
Rank 

1925 G2 

1932 GS 

1925 G2 

1918 G4GST4 

1919 G4 

1983 G2 

1919 G3G4Q 

Howland Island, Inland Salt Marsh 1983 G2 

Fox Ridge Salt Marsh, Inland 
Salt Marsh 1983 G2 

Fox Ridge Salt Marsh, Ranunculus 
cymbalaria, Seaside Crowfoot 

Montezuma Salt Marsh Inland 
Salt Marsh 

Howland Island, Gymnocladus 
dioicus, Kentucky Coffee Tree 

1987 GS 

1981 G2 

1987 GS 

Heritage 
State 
Rank 

Sl 

Sl 

Sl 

Sl 

Sl 

Sl 

S2 

Sl 

Sl 

Sl 

Sl 

Sl 

Howland Island, Floodplain forest 1980 G3G4 Sl 

147 

NYS 
Legal 
Status 

T 

T 

R 

E 

R 

Fed. 
Status 



Lyons Quad 
Lyons, Chaerophyllum procumbens 

Spreading chervil 

Victory Quad 
Wetbury Bog, Poa paludigena, 

Slender Marsh Bluegrass 

Millers Bog Spring Lake, Rih 
Graminoid Fen 

Northeast Butler, 
Valeriana sitchensis ssp, 
Marsh Valerian 

Botrychium Woods, Triphora 
trianthophora, Nodding pogonia 

Year 
Last 
Obs . 

Heritage 
Global 
Rank 

1871 GS 

1917 G3 

1985 G3 

1916 G4GST4 

1919 G4 

Heritage 
State 
Rank 

SH 

Sl 

S1S2 

Sl 

SH 

NYS 
Legal 
Status 

E 

T 

T 

V 

N.Y.S.D.E.C. SIGNIFICANT HABITATS RECORDS 

1. SW- 50- 01 - Black- crowned Night - heron rookery (1978) 

Fed. 
Status 

C2 

Osprey nest site (1981 1st observed, 1990 currently occupied site ) 

Bald Eagle nest site (1987 first breeding record, 1990 currently 
occupied site ) 

2 . W- 50- 006 - Great Blue Heron rookery (1978) 

Black-crowned Night - heron rookery (1978) 

3. SW- 59-001 - Great Blue Heron rookery (no date) 

4. DC 59- 109, -111, - 108, - 110 - Deer Winter Concentration Areas 
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EXPLANATION OF RANKS AND CODES 

New York Natural Heritage Program (NYNHP) Ranks 

Each element has a global and state rank. The global rank reflects the rarity of 
the element throughout the world and the state rank reflects the rarity within New 
York State. Infraspecific taxa are also assigned a taxon rank to reflect the 
infraspecific taxon's rank throughout the world. 

GLOBAL RANK 

Gl = 

G2 = 

G3 = 

G4 = 

GS = 

GH = 
GX = 
GU = 

STATE RANK 

S1 = 

S2 = 

S3 = 

S4 = 
S5 = 
SH = 

sx = 
SE = 
SR = 
SU = 

Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity ( 5 or fewer 
occurrences, or very few remaining acres, or miles of stream) or 
especially vulnerable to extinction because of some factor of its 
biology. 
Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 - 20 occurrences, or few 
remaining acres, or miles of stream) or very vulnerable to extinction 
throughout its range because of other factors. 
Either very rare and local throughout its range (21 to 100 
occurrences), or found locally (even abundantly at some of its 
locations) in a restricted range (e.g., a physiographic region), or 
vulnerable to extinction throughout its range because of other factors. 
Apparently secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its 
range, especially at the periphery. 
Demonstrably secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of 
its range, especially at the periphery. 
Historically known, with the expectation that it might be rediscovered. 
Species believed extinct. 
Status unknown . 

Typically 5 or fewer occurrences, very few remaining individuals, 
acres, or miles of stream, or some factor of its biology making it 
especially vulnerable in New York state. 
Typically 6 to 20 occurrences, few remaining individuals, acres, or 
miles of stream, or factors demonstrably making it very vulnerable in 
New York State. 
Typically 21 to 100 occurrences, limited acreage, or miles of stream in 
New York State. 
Apparently secure in New York State. 
Demonstrably secure in New York State. 
Historically known from New York State, but not seen in the past 15 
years. 
Apparently extirpated from New York State. 
Exotic, not native to New York State. 
State Report only, no verified specimens known from New York State. 
Status in New York State is unknown. 
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TAXON RANK 

The T- ranks are defined the same way the Global ranks are, but the t - rank only 
refers to the rarity of the subspecific taxon, not the rarity of the species as a 
whole. 

A "Q" indicates a question exists whether or not the taxon is a good taxonomic 
entity. 
A"?" indicates a question exists about the rank. 
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New York State Plant Legal Status 

The following categories are defined in regulation 6NYCRR part 193.3 (amendment 
pending) and apply to New York State Environmental Conservation Law section 9- 1503. 

E = Endangered Species: listed species are those with 
1) 5 or fewer extant sites, or 
2 ) fewer than 1,000 individuals, or 
3 ) restricted to fewer than 4 U.S.G.S. 7 1 /2 minute topographical maps, or 
4 ) species listed as endangered by the U.S. Department of the Interior, as 

enumerated in the Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11. 

T = Threatened: listed species are those with 
1) 6 to fewer than 20 extant sites, or 
2 ) 1,000 to fewer than 3,000 individuals, or 
3) restricted to not less than 4 or more than 7 U.S. G. s. 7 1/2 minute 

topographical maps, or 
4 ) listed as threatened by the U.S. Department of the Interior, as enumerated in 

the Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11. 

R = Rare: listed species have 
1) 20 to 35 extant sites, or 
2) 3,000 to 5,000 individuals statewide. 

V = Exploitably vulnerable: listed species are likely to become threatened in the 
near future throughout all or a significant portion of their range within the state 
if causal factors continue unchecked. (The attached list does not contain a 
complete listed of the species in this category. 

3 /89 
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New York State Animal Legal Status 

Categories of Endangered and Threatened species are defined in New York State 
Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0535. Endangered, Threatened, and Special 
Concern species are listed in regulation 6NYCRR 182.5. 

E = Endangered Species: any species which meet one of the following criteria: 
1) Any native species in imminent danger of extirpation or extinction in New 

York. 
2) Any species listed as endangered by the U.S. Department of the Interior, as 

enumerated in the Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11. 

T = Threatened Species: any species which meet one of the following 
criteria: 

1) Any native species likely to become an endangered species within the 
foreseeable future in New York. 

2 ) Any species listed as threatened by the U.S. Department of the Interior, as 
enumerated in the Code of the Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11. 

SC= Special Concern Species: those species which are not yet recognized as 
endangered or threatened, but for which documented concern exists for their 
continued welfare in New York. Unlike the first two categories, species of special 
concern receive no additional legal protection under Environmental Conservation Law 
section 11-0535 (Endangered and Threatened Species ) . 

P = Protected Wildlife (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-
0103): wild game, protected wild birds, and endangered species of wildlife. 

U = Unprotected (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103): the 
species may be taken at any time without limit; however, a license to take may be 
required. 

G = Game (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103 ) : any of a 
variety of big game or small game species as stated in the Environmental 
Conservation Law; many normally have an open season for at least part of the year, 
and are protected at other times. 

3/89 
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APPENDIX D 

* * * * * 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* Status: 

* u 
* G 

* E 

* T 

* s 
* b 

* 
* Projected 

* 

p = 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

KEY 

protected in NYS Presence: A 

unprotected in NYS C = 
game species in NYS 0 = 
endangered in NYS I = 
threatened in NYS 
special concern in NYS 
breeds locally 

Impact 

* * * * 

= abundant 
common 
occasional 
infrequent 

* of Proposed Action: 0 = no change 

* + = slight increase ( 10% or less ) 

* ++ = moderate increase ( 11% - 25% ) 

* +++ = substantial increase ( 25% or more ) 

* = slight decrease ( 10% or less ) 

* = moderate decrease ( 11% - 25% ) 

* = substantial decrease (25% or more) 

* 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* * 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence Proposed Action 

AMPHIBIANS 

Red-spotted Newt u C b + 
Eastern Red-backed Salamander u 0 b + 
Spotted Salamander s I b 0 

Spring Salamander u I b 0 
Mud Puppy u 0 b 0 

Jefferson Salamander s I b 0 

Northern Dusky Salamander u 0 b + 
Eastern Four-Toed Salamander u 0 b + 
Spring Peeper u A b +++ 
Bull Frog G C b ++ 
Green Frog G C b ++ 
Northern Leopard Frog G C b ++ 
Pickerel Frog G C b ++ 
Eastern Gray Tree Frog u 0 b 0 
Wood Frog G 0 b 0 
American Toad u C b 0 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence ProJ;!O&ed Action 

REPTILES 

Snapping Turtle u C b +++ 

Stinkpot u 0 b + 

Spotted Turtle u 0 b + 

Eastern Painted Turtle u C b +++ 

Wood Turtle s I b 0 

Northern Water Snake u C b +++ 

Eastern Garter Snake u C b + 

Eastern Ribbon Snake u 0 b 0 

Northern Black Racer u 0 b 0 

Black Rat Snake u I b 0 

Red- bellied Racer u 0 b 0 

Northe r n Ringneck Snake u 0 b 0 

Smooth Green Snake u C b 0 

Eastern Milk Snake u C b 0 

Northern Brown Snake u I b 0 

MAMMALS 

Opossum G C b + 

Masked Shrew u 0 b 0 

Short - tailed Shrew u 0 b 0 

Least Shrew u 0 b 0 

Water Shrew u 0 b + 

Pygmy Shrew u 0 b 0 

Starnose Mole u C b 0 

Hairy Tail Mole u 0 b 0 

Little Brown Myotis u C b 0 

Small Footed Myotis s I b 0 

Eastern Pipistrelle u C b 0 

Silver Haired Bat u 0 b 0 

Big Brown Bat u 0 b 0 

Red Bat u 0 b 0 

Hoary Bat u 0 b 0 

Eastern Cotton tail G C b + 

Woodchuck G C b 0 

Eastern Gray Squirrel G C b 0 

Southern Flying Squirrel u 0 b 0 

Eastern Chipmunk u C b 0 

Red Squirrel u C b 0 

White-footed Mouse u 0 b + 
Deer Mouse u 0 b + 
Meadow Vole u C b + 
Pine Vole u 0 b 0 

Redback Vole u 0 b 0 

Southern Bog Lemming u I b 0 

Muskrat G A b +++ 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence Pro12osed Action 

MAMMALS continued 

Norway Rat u C b 0 
Meadow Jumping Mouse u 0 b + 
Woodland Jumping Mouse u 0 b 0 

Red Fox G C b + 
Gray Fox G C b + 
Raccoon G C b + 
Longtail Weasel C 0 b + 
Ermine G 0 b + 
Least Weasel G 0 b + 
Mink G 0 b ++ 
Beaver G C b ++ 
Striped Skunk G C b + 
Porcupine u 0 b 0 
White-tailed Deer G A b 0 
Coyote G 0 b 0 

BIRDS 

Pied-billed Grebe p 0 b ++ 
Horned Grebe p I + 
Red-necked Grebe p I + 
Red-throated Loon p I 0 
Common Loon p I + 
Double-crested Cormorant p I + 
American Bittern p 0 b ++ 
Least Bittern p 0 b ++ 
Great Blue Heron p C b ++ 
Great :Egret p I + 
Snowy Egret p 0 + 
Little Blue Heron p C ++ 
Green-backed Heron p 0 b ++ 
Cattle Egret p 0 + 
Black-crowned Night Heron p 0 b + 
Glossy Ibis p I 0 
Tundra Swan p 0 ++ 
Snow Goose G C ++ 
Canada Goose G A b ++ 
Brant G I + 
Wood Duck G C b +++ 
Green-winged Teal G C b +++ 
American Black Duck G C b ++ 
Mallard G C b +++ 
Northern Pintail G C b +++ 
Blue-winged Teal G C b +++ 
Northern Shoveler G 0 b ++ 
Gadwall G 0 b +++ 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence Pro~osed Action 

BI RDS continued 

Eurasian Widgeon G I + 
American Widgeon G 0 b +++ 
Canvasback G 0 b + 
Redhead G 0 b + 
Ruddy Duck G I b + 
Ring- necked Duck G I ++ 
Greater Scaup G I + 
Lesser Scaup G I + 
Oldsquaw G I + 
Black Scoter G I 0 

Surf Scoter G I 0 

White- winged Scoter G I 0 

Common Goldeneye G 0 + 
Bufflehead G 0 + 
Common Merganser G I + 
Hooded Merganser G C b ++ 
Red- breasted Merganser G I ++ 
Turkey Vulture G C b + 
Osprey E 0 b ++ 
Bald Eagle E 0 b ++ 
Northern Harrier T 0 b + 
Sharp- shinned Hawk p 0 b 0 

Cooper's Hawk p 0 b 0 

Northern Goshawk p 0 b 0 

Red- shouldered Hawk p I 0 

Broad- winged Hawk p I + 
Red- tailed Hawk p C b + 
Roughlegged Hawk p I 0 

American Kestrel p C b 0 

Merlin p I 0 

Peregrine Falcon E I 0 

Ring- necked Pheasant p 0 b + 
Ruffed Grouse p C b 0 

Wild Turkey p 0 b 0 

King Rail p I + 
Virginia Rail p C b + 
Sora p 0 b + 
Common Moorhen p C b ++ 
American Coot p C b ++ 
Black- bellied Plover p 0 + 
Lesser Golden Plover p C + 
Killdeer p C b + 
Greater Yellowlegs p C ++ 
Lesser Yellowlegs p C ++ 
Solitary Sandpiper p C + 
Spotted Sandpiper p C b + 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence ProEosed Action 

BIRDS continued 

Upland Sandpiper s I b 0 

Whimbrel p 0 + 
Hudsonian Godwit p I 0 

Ruddy Turnstone p I 0 

Red Knot p I 0 

Semipalmated Sandpiper p C ++ 
Western Sandpiper p 0 + 
Least Sandpiper p C ++ 
White-rumped Sandpiper p I 0 

Baird's Sandpiper p I 0 

Pectoral Sandpiper p 0 + 
Dunlin p I 0 

Stilt Sandpiper p 0 + 
Ruff p I 0 

Short-billed Dowitcher p 0 + 
Long-billed Dowitcher p 0 + 
Common Snipe G 0 b + 
American Woodcock G C b ++ 
Wilson's Phalarope p I + 
_Red-necked Phalarope p I + 
Bonaparte's Gull p 0 0 

Ring-billed Gull p C + 
Herring Gull p C + 
Great Black-backed Gull p 0 + 
Caspian Tern p I 0 
Common Tern T I b + 
Black Tern s 0 b + 
Rock Dove u A b 0 

Mourning Dove p C b 0 

Black-billed Cuckoo p 0 b 0 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo p C b 0 
Common Barn Owl s I 0 
Eastern Screech Owl p C b + 
Great Horned Owl p C b 0 
Snowy Owl p I 0 
Barred Owl p 0 b 0 
Short-eared Owl s 0 b 0 
Long-eared Owl p 0 b 0 
Common Nighthawk s 0 0 
Whip-poor-will p 0 0 
Chimney Swift p 0 b 0 
Ruby-throated Hummingbird p 0 b 0 
Belted Kingfisher p C b + 
Red-headed Woodpecker p C b 0 
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker p 0 b 0 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence Pro~osed Action 

BIRDS continued 

Red- bellied Woodpecker p 0 b 0 

Downy Woodpecker p C b 0 

Hairy Woodpecker p C b 0 

Northern Flicker p C b 0 

Pileated Woodpecker p 0 b 0 

Olive-sided Flycatcher p 0 0 

Eastern Wood- pewee p 0 b 0 

Acadian Flycatcher p 0 0 

Alder Flycatcher p 0 b 0 

Willow Flycatcher p C b 0 

Least Flycatcher p C b 0 

Eastern Phoebe p C b 0 

Great crested Flycatcher p C b 0 

Eastern Kingbird p C b 0 

Horned Lark p 0 b 0 

Purple Martin p 0 b + 
Tree Swallow p C b 0 

Northern Rough- winged Swallow p C b 0 

Bank Swallow p C b 0 

Cliff Swallow p 0 b 0 

Barn swallow p C b 0 

Blue Jay p C b 0 

American crow G C b 0 

Black-capped Chickadee p C b 0 

Tufted Titmouse p C b 0 

Red-breasted Nuthatch p 0 b 0 

White-breasted Nuthatch p C b 0 

Brown creeper p C b 0 

Carolina Wren p 0 0 

House Wren p C b 0 

Sedge Wren p 0 b + 
Winter Wren p 0 b 0 

Marsh Wren p 0 b + 
Golden-crowned Kinglet p 0 b 0 

Ruby- crowned Kinglet p 0 0 

Blue-gray Gnatcatcher p 0 b 0 

Eastern Bluebird s 0 b + 
Veery p C b 0 

Gray- cheeked Thrush p 0 0 

Swainson's Thrush p 0 0 

Hermit Thrush p 0 0 

Wood Thrush p C b 0 

American Robin p A b 0 

Gray Catbird p 0 b 0 

Northern Mockingbird p 0 b 0 

Brown Thrasher p C b 0 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence Pro;eosed Action 

BIRDS continued 

Water Pipit p I 0 

Cedar Waxwing p C b 0 
Northern Shrike p 0 0 
European Starling u C b 0 
Solitary Vireo p 0 0 
Yellow-throated Vireo p C b 0 
Warbling Vireo p C b 0 
Philadelphia Vireo p I 0 
Red-eyed Vireo p C b 0 
Blue-winged Warbler p 0 0 
Golden-winged Warbler p 0 b 0 
Tennessee Warbler p I 0 
Orange-crowned Warbler p I 0 
Nashville Warbler p 0 0 
Northern Parula p I 0 
Yellow Warbler p C b 0 
Chestnut-sided Warbler p 0 b 0 
Magnolia Warbler p 0 b 0 
Cape May Warbler p I 0 
Black-throated Blue Warbler p 0 b 0 
Yellow-rumped Warbler p 0 b 0 
Black-throated Green Warbler p 0 b 0 
Blackburnian Warbler p 0 0 
Pine Warbler p I 0 
Prairie Warbler p I 0 
Palm Warbler p I 0 
Bay-breasted Warbler p I 0 
Blackpoll Warbler p I 0 
Cerulean Warbler p 0 b 0 
Black-and-white Warbler p 0 0 
American Redstart p C b 0 
Prothonotary Warbler p 0 b 0 
Ovenbird p C b 0 
Northern Waterthrush p C 0 
Louisiana Waterthrush p I 0 
Connecticut Warbler p 0 0 
Mourning Warbler p 0 b 0 
Common Yellowthroat p C b 0 
Hooded Warbler p I 0 
Wilson's Warbler p I 0 
Canada Warbler p 0 0 
Yellow-breasted Chat p I 0 
Scarlet Tanager p 0 b 0 
Northern Cardinal p C b 0 
Rose-breasted Grosbeak p C b 0 
Indigo Bunting p 0 b 0 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence Pro:12osed Action 

BIRDS continued 

Rufus - sided Towhee p C b 0 

American Tree Sparrow p 0 b 0 

Chipping Sparrow p C b 0 

Field Sparrow p C b 0 

Vesper Sparrow s I b 0 

Savannah Sparrow p 0 b 0 

Grasshopper Sparrow s I 0 

Song Sparrow p C b 0 

Lincoln's Sparrow p I 0 

Swamp Sparrow p C b 0 

White- throated Sparrow p 0 0 

White- crowned Sparrow p 0 0 

Henslow's Sparrow s I 0 

Dark- eyed Junco p 0 0 

Lapland Longspur p 0 0 

Snow Bunting p 0 0 

Bobolink p C b 0 

Red- winged Blackbird p A b ++ 
Eastern Meadowlark p C b 0 

Common Grackle p C b 0 

Brown- headed Cowbird p C b 0 

Northern Oriole p 0 b 0 

Purple Finch p 0 b 0 

House Finch p C b 0 

Common Redpoll p 0 0 

Pine Siskin p I 0 

American Goldfinch p C b 0 

Evening Grosbeak p C 0 

House Sparrow u A b 0 

Fox Sparrow p I 0 

FISH 

Alewife u C b 0 

Bass, Largemouth G C b + 
Bass, Smallmouth G C b 0 

Bass, Rock u C b 0 

Bass, White u C b 0 

Bowfin u 0 b 0 

Bullhead, Brown u C b 0 

Bullhead, Yellow u C b + 
Carp u A b + 
Catfish, Channel u 0 b 0 

Chub, Creek u C b 0 

Crappie, Black u 0 b 0 

Dace, Blacknose u 0 b 0 
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NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 
WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

Projected Impact of 
Status Presence PrO:QOSed Action 

FISH continued 

Dace, Longnose u 0 b 0 

Darter, Fantail u 0 b 0 

Darter, Johnny u 0 b 0 

Drum, Freshwater u 0 b 0 

Fall Fish u I b 0 

Goldfish u C b 0 

Hogsucker, Northern u C b 0 

Lamprey, Sea u 0 b 0 

Burbot u 0 b 0 

Mudtom, Tadpole u C b + 
Minnow, Bluntnose u C b 0 

Minnow, Cutlips u 0 b 0 

Minnow, Fathead u C b + 
Mudminnow, Central u 0 b 0 

Perch, Log u C b 0 
Perch, White u C b 0 
Perch, Yellow u C b 0 
Pickerel, Grass u I b 0 
Pickerel, Chain u 0 b + 
Pike, Northern G C b + 
Pike, Walleyed G 0 b 0 
Redhorse, Greater u C b 0 
Redhorse, Northern u C b 0 
Shad, Gizzard u A b 0 
Shiner, Common u A b 0 
Shiner, Emerald u C b 0 
Shiner, Golden u C b 0 
Shiner, Mimic u C b 0 
Shiner, Spotfin u C b 0 
Stickleback, Brook u C b 0 
Stickleback, Nine Spine u C b 0 
Stickleback, Three Spine u C b 0 
Stone Roller u C b 0 
Sucker, Common u C b 0 
Sunfish, Bluegill u A b + 
Sunfish, Common u A b + 
Silverside, Brook u 0 b 0 
Trout, Brown G 0 b 0 
Trout, Rainbow G 0 b 0 
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Environmental Conservation Law 
S51.2 

Appendix E 

PART 51 
NYCRR 

PUBLIC USE OF STATE WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREAS 

SSl.1 Bunting, trapping and fishing. 
Hunting, trapping and fishing are permitted 

on wildlife management areas except as specifically restricted by posted 
notice. 

SSl,2 Boating, 
( a ) Use of vessels operated by mechanical 

power is prohibited except as specifically permitted by posted notice. 
( b ) Overnight mooring or storage of boats 

is prohibited. 

Rules & Regulations S51.7 

SSl.3 Camping. 
Camping is prohibited except pursuant to 

written permission of the regional supervisor having jurisdiction or his 
agent. 

SSl,4 Roads and parking areas. 
( a ) Vehicular use of roads posted against 

such use is proh ibited. 
( b ) Off-road travel or use of motorcycles, 

motor scooters, mopeds, trail bikes, snowmobiles or any other motorized 
vehicles is proh ibited except as specifically permitted by posted notice. 

( c ) Where required by posted notice, 
parking shall be confined to designated parking areas. 

SSl.5 Structures . 
No permanent structure, blind, stand or 

platform shall be constructed or placed except pursuant to written permission 
of the regional supervisor having jurisdiction or h i s agent. 

SSl.6 General provisions. 
( a ) No fires are permitted except for 

cooking, warmth or smudge; and no fire shall be lighted until all flammable 
material surrounding it has been removed to the extent necessary to prevent 
its spread; and no fire shall be left unattended. 

(b ) Swimming is prohibited except as 
specifically permitted by posted notice. 
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( c ) No person shall remove, cut or 
willfully damage or destroy living vegetation of any kind, except pursuant to 
written permission of the regional supervisor having jurisdiction or his 
agent. 

(d ) All personal property shall be removed 
from the area at the time of leaving the area. 

( e ) No person shall enter upon property 
posted with "no trespassing" signs, except pursuant to written permission of 
the regional supervisor having jurisdiction or his agent. 

( f ) No person shall discard or deposit any 
trash, waste or litter on lands or waters, except in waste receptacles when 
provided for such purpose. 

(g ) Grazing by domestic animals is 
prohibited, except pursuant to written permission of the regional supervisor 
having jurisdiction or his agent. 

S51.7 Waiver•. 
Notwithstanding any provision of this 

Subchapter, the department, acting by the regional supervisor of natural 
resources, may waive the application of any prohibition contained in this 
Subchapter relating to public use of State wildlife management areas, except 
prohibitions relating to open seasons for taking of fish or wildlife on such 
areas, where it finds that the application thereof to any individual or group 
of individuals would be inequitable, discriminatory or not in accord with 
public policy. 
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CHAPTER I FISH AND WILDLIFE § 90.2 

Sec. 
90.1 
90.2 
90.3 
90.4 

PART 90 

HUNTING, FISHING AND PUBLIC USE IN THE 
MONTEZUMA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

(Statut~ry authority: Environmental Conservation Law, S 11-2106) 

Applicability 
Migratory waterfowl 
Big game 
Small game 

Sec. 
90.5 
90.6 
90.7 

Fishing 
Public access, use and recreation 
General provisions 

Historical Note 
Part (S§ 90.0- 90 .4 ) filed Oct. 5, 1973; repealed, new (SS 90.1-90.7) 

filed Nov. 4, 1974 eff. Nov. 1, 1974. 

Section 90.0 

Historical Note 
Sec. filed Oct. 5, 1973; repealed, filed Nov. 4, 

1974 eff. Nov. 1, 1974. 

90.1 Applicability. The provisions of this Part shall apply to the 
Montezuma National Wildlife Refuge located five miles east of Seneca Falls 
(area ) . Maps delineating the refuge, including the areas where hunting and 
fishing are permitted, may be obtained at the refuge headquarters. Montezuma 
National Wildlife Refuge is closed to all entry and recreational use unless 
specifically opened to that use(s) by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Historical Note 
Sec. filed Oct. 5, 1973; repealed, new filed Nov. 

4, 1974; amd. filed Oct. 6, 1987 eff. Oct. 21, 1987. 

90,2 Migratory waterfowl. ( a ) No person shall hunt migratory waterfowl 
in the area other than in those areas designated by signs as open to waterfowl 
hunting. 

(b) No person shall hunt migratory waterfowl in the area on Sunday, 
Monday, Wednesday or Friday. 

( c ) Hunters may not possess or fire more than 25 steel shot shells, with 
shot size no larger than No. 1 fine shot. All lead shot is prohibited. 

(d) Waterfowl hunting by persons having a reservation will be allowed on 
Tuesdays, Thursdays and Saturdays from the opening day of waterfowl season 
until: 
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(1) the end of the first half of a split season; or 

(2) the pool freezes over--whichever occurs first. 

Twenty hunting parties of two or less people will be allowed per day. Boats 
propelled by power are not permitted. Parties will be allowed to select t he i r 
own hunting sites within the Tschache Pool. Hunting reservations will be made 
by a telephone reservation system. Telephone reservations will be accepted at 
the refuge check station between the hours of 8 a.m. and 12 noon on hunt days. 
The reservation number is (315) 568-4136. Reservations will only be accepted 
for the succeeding day's hunting. Reservations for the first day of hunting 
will be received on the preceding day only. An individual hunter will be 
granted only one reservation per hunt week (Tuesday / Thursday / Saturday ) during 
the first two weeks of the season. 

(e) The first Sunday of the season will be reserved for the young 
waterfowler's training program hunt. 

S 90.3 TITLE 6 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 

(f) No person shall hunt migratory waterfowl in the area between 12 noon 
and one-half hour before sunrise. 

(g) No person hunting migratory waterfowl in the area shall fail to check 
out at the waterfowl check station by 1 p.m. 

Historical Note 
Sec. Filed Oct. 5, 1973; amd. filed March 5, 1974; repealed, new filed 

Nov. 4, 1974; amds. filed: Oct. 10, 1975; Oct. 6, 1987 eff. Oct. 21, 1987. 

90.3 Big game. (a) Deer of either sex may be taken. No person shall 
hunt deer in the area in areas designated by signs as closed. 

(b) No person shall hunt deer in the area except from the first Monday 
after November 15 through the first Tuesday after December 7. 

(c) No person shall hunt deer in the area on Saturday or Sunday. 

(d) For the first two hunt days, no person shall fail to register his take 
before leaving the area. 

(e) All hunters on each hunt day must pick up, possess, and return at 
day's end, a valid refuge permit card. 

Historical Note 
Sec. filed Oct. 5, 1973; repealed, new filed Nov. 4, 1974; amd. filed 

Oct . 6, 1987 eff. Oct. 21, 1987. Amended (d ) , added (e ) . 

90.4 Small game. ( a) No person shall hunt gray squirrels, cottontail 
rabbits, raccoons, foxes and unprotected mammals in the area except between 
the third Sunday in December and the last day of February. 

(b) No person shall hunt ruffed grouse in the area. 
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(c) No person shall hunt in the area in the areas designated by signs as 
closed. 

Historical Note 
Sec. filed Oct. 5, 1973; repealed, new filed Nov. 4, 1974; amd. filed 

Oct. 10, 1975 eff. Oct. 9, 1975 . Amended (a) . 

90.5 Fishing. (a) Sport fishing is permitted throughout the year in 
areas so designated by signs. 

(b) Fishing will be permitted only in those areas designated as open to 
fishing. 

Historical Note 
Sec. filed Nov. 4, 1974; amd . filed Oct. 6, 1987 

eff. Oct. 21, 1987. Amended (b). 

90.6 Public access, use and recreation. ( a ) Travel by motor vehicle or 
on foot is permitted on designated travel routes for the purpose of nature 
study, photography and sightseeing during daylight hours. 

(b ) No person shall travel other than on designated travel routes. 

( c ) No person shall be in the area after dark. 

(d ) No person shall have a pet in the area unless it is on a leash. 

( e ) No person shall be intoxicated wh ile in the area. 

Historical Note 
Sec. filed Nov. 4 , 1974; amd. filed Oct. 6 , 1987 

eff. Oct. 28, 1987. Amended (d ) , added ( 3 ) . 

90.7 

Historical Note 
Sec. filed Nov. 4, 1974; repealed, filed Oct. 6, 

1987 eff. Oct. 28, 1987. 
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APPENDIX F New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation 

50 Wolf Road 
Albany, New York 12233 

ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND SPECIAL CONCERN SPECIES 
OF NEW YORK STATE 

1. ENDANGERED 

**Chittenango Ovate Amber Snail 
Karner Blue Butterfly 

*Shortnose Sturgeon 
Round Whitefish 
Pugnose Shiner 
Eastern Sand Darter 
Bluebreast Darter 
Gilt Darter 
Spoonhead Sculpin 
Deepwater Sculpin 
Tiger Salamander 
Bog Turtle 

*Leatherback Sea Turtle 
*Hawksbill Sea Turtle 
*Atlantic Ridley Sea Turtle 

Massasauga Rattlesnake 
Golden Eagle 

*Bald Eagle 
*Peregrine Falcon 
*Eskimo Curlew 
*Piping Plover 
Least Tern 
Roseate Tern 
Loggerhead Shrike 

*Indiana Bat 
*Sperm whale 
*Sei Whale 
*Blue Whale 
*Finback Whale 
*Humpback Whale 
*Right Whale 
*Gray Wolf 
*Cougar 
Eastern Woodrat 
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Succinea chittenangoensis 
Lycaeides melissa 
Acipenser brevirostrum 
Prosopium cylindraceum 
Notropis anogenus 
Ammmocrypta pellucida 
Etheostoma camurum 
Percina evides 
Cottus ricei 
Myoxocephalus thompsoni 
Ambystoma tigrinum 
Clemmys muhlenbergi 
Dermochelys coriacea 
Eretmochelys imbricata 
Lepidochelys kempi 
Sistrurus catenatus 
Aguila chrysaetos 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Falco pereginus 
Numenius borealis 
Cheradrius melodus 
Sterna anatillarum 
Sterna dougallii 
Lanius ludovicianus 
Myotis sodalis 
Physeter catodon 
Balaenoptera borealis 
Balaenoptera musculus 
Balaenoptera physalus 
Megaptera novaeangliae 
Balaena glacialis 
Canis lupus 
Felis concolor 
Neotoma floridana 



II. THREATENED 

Lake Sturgeon 
Mooney 
Lake Chubsucker 
Mud Sunfish 
Longear Sunfish 
Cricket Frog 
Mud Turtle 
Blanding's Turtle 

**Loggerhead Sea Turtle 
**Green Sea Turtle 

Timber Rattlesnake 
Osprey 
Red-shouldered Hawk 
Northern Harrier 
Spruce Grouse 
Common Tern 

III. SPECIAL CONCERN 

Buckrnoth 
Silver Chub 
Gravel Chub 
Blackchin Shiner 
Black Redhorse 
Banded Sunfish 
Longhead Darter 
Southern Leopard Frog 
Hellbender 
Jefferson Salamander 
Blue-spotted Salamander 
Spotted Salamander 
Wood Turtle 
Diamondback Terrapin 
Worm Snake 
Eastern Hognose Snake 
Common Loon 
Least Bittern 
Cooper's Hawk 
Black Rail 
Upland Sandpiper 
Black Tern 
Common Barn-Owl 
Short-eared Owl 
Common Nighthawk 
Common Raven 
Sedge Wren 
Eastern Bluebird 
Henslow's Sparrow 
Grasshopper Sparrow 
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Acipenser fulvescens 
Hiodon tergisus 
Erimyzon sucetta 
Acantharchus pomotis 
Lepomis megalotis 
Acris crepitans 
Kinosternon subrubrum 
Emydoidea blandingii 
Caretta caretta 
Chelonia mydas 
Crotalus horridus 
Pandion haliaetus 
Buteo lineatus 
Circus cyaneus 
Dendragapus canadensis 
Sterna hirundo 

Hemileuca maia 
Hybopsis storeiana 
Hybopsis x-punctata 
Notropis heterdon 
Moxostoma duguesnei 
Enneacanthus obesus 
Percina macrocephala 
Rana sphenocephala 
Cryptobranchus alleganiensis 
Ambystoma jeffersonianum 
Ambystoma laterale 
Ambystoma maculatum 
Clemys guttata 
Malaclemys terrapin 
Carphophis ameonus 
Heterdon platyrhinos 
Gavia immer 
Ixobrychus exilis 
Accipiter cooperii 
Laterallus jamaicensis 
Bartramia longicauda 
Chlidonias niger 
Tyto alba 
Asia flammeus 
Chordeiles minor 
Corvus Corax 
Cistothorus platensis 
Sialia sialis 
Ammodramus henslowii 
Ammodramus savannarum 



Vesper Sparrow 
small-footed Bat 
New England Cottontail 
Harbor Porpoise 

Pooecetes gramineus 
Myotis leibii 
Sylvilagus transitionalis 
Phocoena phocoena 

* Indicates that the species is currently listed as "endangered" by the 
U.S. Department of the Interior. 

** Indicates that the species is currently listed as "threatened" by the 
U.S. Department of the Interior. 

Effective 8 / 3 / 87 
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X. Public Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Agency 
Responses 

Summary 

Public comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement was received by the 
Department and the Service at three formal public hearings and by mail 
subsequent to the public hearings . A summary of the official transcripts 
taken at the public hearings and the agency responses to these comments is 
contained in the following pages. Written comments received after the public 
hearing follow the transcript summary and responses. As many of the written 
comments contained the same subject matter, representative written comments 
are duplicated, and a single response is given here in this section to reduce 
redundancy and duplication. Below is listed the subject of the comments 
received and the frequency that this subject arose in the written comments 
received by the agencies. 

TOPIC OF COMMENT 

Loss of tax base-- increased taxes 
Loss of farm land / crop production 
Support for the project 
Wildlife crop damage 
Insects - -disease vectors 
Eminent domain 
Stewardship of public lands 
State and federal public debt 
No future development needed 
Oppose project 
Flooding problems 
Area economic development hindered 
Work closer with landowners 
Local concerns are being ignored 
Farming restrictions opposed 
Effect on school districts 
Indian land claims 
Effect of water management on private land 
Alternative 2 is impractical 
Property owners not notified 
Hunting conflicts 
DEC presence needed in area 

NUMBER 

104 
43 
32 
30 
27 
25 
25 
18 
15 
13 
12 
11 
10 

9 
9 

8 
6 

6 

5 

3 

3 

3 

The Department and the Service held three public hearings on the Northern 
Montezuma Wetlands Project draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS ) . These 
hearings were held on June 19, 1990, at the Seneca Cou nty Office Building in 
Waterloo; June 20, 1990, at the Junior / Senior High School in Weedsport; and 
June 21, 1990, at the Elementary School in Savannah. Statements from the 
public regarding the draft EIS were stenographically recorded and transcripts 
of the hearings were prepared and made available for public review. A summary 
of the statements received at these hearings follow, along with responses to 
these statements. 
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Public Hearing - June 19, 1990, Seneca County Office Building 

1. William Dalton - is opposed to t h e taking of property or regulating its 
use. 

2. 

Response - The policy on the use of eminent domain is described in 
Appendix B. No additional private land use regulations are proposed as a 
part of this project. 

Nancy Dalton - is opposed to recreational use facilities development. Is 
interested in maintaining land ownership and t he natural character of the 
land. 

Response - Recreational 
on publicly owned lands 
agreeable to such uses. 
of the landowner. 

uses and ancillary facilities are proposed only 
and / or private lands only where the landowner is 
Public uses of private land is at the discretion 

3. Richard Clingerman - is interested in maintaining public recreational use 
at the north end of Cayuga Lake and what DEC will do about proposed 
developments in this area . 

Response - The Cayuga Lake Wildlife Management Area will continue to be 
open for recreational uses. The Department will carefully review any 
permit applications for proposed development in this area. To date, no 
application has been made or firm plans presented for such development . 

4. Rick Capozza - supports the Proposed Action but is opposed to eminent 
domain. 

5. 

Response - Support for the Proposed Action is acknowledged. The policy 
for use of eminent domain is found in Appendix B. 

Bru ce Prosser - supports the Proposed Action. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

6. Edward Lawrence - is concerned that his land drainage is affected by 
water levels on the Montezuma NWR. Has no objections to the project. 
Bird depredation on crops and loss of tax base are concerns. 

7. 

Response - Staff at the Montezuma NWR will work with Mr . Lawrence to 
determine the cause of the problem of land drainage and correct it if 
possible. Crop depredation and loss of tax base are discussed in the EIS 
in Section V. 

Barbara Engma - Farmers and government should work together to raise 
endangered species so landowners don't have to sell their land. 

Response - The proposed action described cooperative agreements that 
would accomplish this. 
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8 . Hamilton White - Payments in lieu of taxes should be made to local 
governments. Are properties north of 318 and west of Rte. 89 in a buffer 
zone? Is concerned about mosquito- borne health problems and the Revenue 
Sharing Payment calculations. 

9. 

Response - Section VB has been revised in regard to payments in lieu of 
taxes. Other than the lands shown on Figures 2, 3, and 4, no other lands 
are proposed as a buffer zone. Section VB has also been revised 
regarding mosquito problems. Section V describes in detail how Revenue 
Sharing Payments are calculated. 

Floyd Bush - experiences crop damage from deer and wildfowl. 

Response - Both the Department and the Service have provided Mr. Bush 
with technical assistance and special permits to mitigate crop damage and 
will continue to do so, as stated in Section V. 

10. Richard Hewitt - is opposed to the project. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

11. John Lincoln - Not opposed to environmental protection and wildlife 
needs. Supports voluntary approaches on wildlife management rather than 
land acquisition. Opposes the use of eminent domain; farmers should 
receive direct compensation for crop damage by wildlife; the use of 
fertilizers and pesticides must not be restricted in permits for 
agricultural uses on public lands; the implications of the agricultural 
Districts Law on the project needs more discussion; payments in lieu of 
taxes must be made by the sponsoring agencies to local governments; 
concern that wetland management will affect private agricultural land 
drainage. 

Response - Voluntary approaches through management agreements are an 
integral part of the proposed action. At the present time, there are no 
programs offering direct payments to farmers for wildlife damage of their 
crops. The Department would be pleased to participate in discussions 
regarding any program development proposing to do this. Fertilizer and 
pesticide use is not now restricted on permits to farm public land. The 
agricultural Districts Law and the policy it acts forth is entirely 
compatible with the goals of this project. Wetland management programs 
cannot affect private landowners, as this would be an illegal activity. 
The Revenue Sharing Program and payments in lieu of taxes are discussed 
in Section V. 

Public Hearing - June 20, 1990, Weedsport Junior/Senior High School 

1 . Richard Chase - feels that available money should be used to maintain 
existing facilities. 

Response - The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are legally mandated to maintain 
their propert ies , whatever and wherever they may be. 
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2. Edward Grala - doe s not want to move his property; is opposed to u sing 
this property to settle any Indian land claims; and does not want to see 
a major building project. 

Response - Mr. Grala will not have to move his property; the Northern 
Montezuma Project has no connection to any Indian land claim settlements; 
the Northern Montezuma Project is not re lated to a major building 
project . 

3. Bruce Prosser - supports the efforts of organizations s uch as Ducks 
Unlimited to preserve wetlands; is opposed to the use of eminent domain; 
supports alternative II. 

4. 

Response - Works of Conservation organizations such as Ducks Unlimited 
acknowledged; policy on use of eminent domain is explained in Appendix B; 
support of alternative II acknowledged. 

Jack Davies - No one has the right to take my land. 

Response - Comment acknowledged. 

5. Vickie Chase - would like to see money used for taking care of land New 
York State already has. No one is taking care of Howland Island--it is 
wasting away. 

Response - Howland Island Wildlife Management Area is open for a wide 
variety of outdoor recreational pursuits. Timber management, 
agricultural production, and waterfowl research and management are just a 
few of the activities conducted at Howland Island Wildlife Management 
Area. 

6. Richard Drescher - would like to have Mr. Bill Jaynes speak. 

7. 

Response - So noted. 

Bill Jaynes - Principle concern centers on the hydrology of the entire 
Oswego River watershed; is appalled that no engineers or hydrologists 
drafted the document; corrected watershed map; stated that the dEIS is 
totally unacceptable in size and content. 

Response - The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Northern 
Montezuma Wetlands Project is a document written to address land 
conservation and management programs and was never meant to correct the 
nuisance flooding problems that have occurred around Cross Lake and the 
Seneca River; deficiencies in the watershed map will be corrected; legal 
staff reviewing the dEIS have found that this document satisfies the 
legal requirements of the State Environmental Review Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 
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8. Gerald Smith - prefers alternative II; would maximize the ecological 
benefits of the project. 

9. 

Response - So noted . 

Janice Lillie - How much land is going to be taken off the tax rolls; the 
agricultural impacts have not been answered. 

Response - Tax impact data can be found in Tables 13, 14, and 15; 
agricultural impacts are discussed, starting on page 54 and throughout 
the document. 

10. Ronald Mills - supports the Farm Bureau's position; more hunters can be 
expected; mosquitos are a problem; rabies in raccoons was not discussed . 

Response - Acknowledged. Recreational hunting is discussed throughout 
the document, see pages 57-59; mosquito populations are not expected to 
decline or increase; raccoon rabies has been discussed in the final EIS. 

11. Henry Young - Tax base is the big problem; opposed to the project; 
mesquites were worse 60 years ago. 

Response - Tax impact data can be found in Tables 13, 14, and 15; 
acknowledged; as has been stated several times, mosquito populations are 
not expected to increase or decrease with the institution of any of the 
alternatives. 

12. Honey Goshorn - Impact Statement is incomplete; it does not address 
hydrology at all; loss of agricultural land will cause this area to have 
to import potatoes; Seneca and Cayuga Lakes are not being managed by NYS 
Department of Transportation as flood storage reservoirs. 

Response - Final Impact Statement has been amended as directed to comply 
with the SEQR and NEPA regulations; hydrology is addressed on pages 14-
15, 26, 42, 62, 67, 89, 97, and 106; potential agricultural impacts are 
addressed on pages 9, 12, 39, 41, 45, 50, 54, 55, 64, 67, 78, 80, 90, 95, 
97, 99, 105, and 108; the management of the canal system relative to the 
Finger Lakes is a complicated question recognizing the fact that NYS 
Department of Transportation does not control all of the lake discharge 
rates throughout the system. 

13. Barb Cousineau - agrees that the Impact Statement is incomplete; no 
discussion on hydrology; where will the money come from to manage the 
properties acquired? 

Response - Acknowledged. New York State and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service are legally mandated to ma i ntain their properties; money will 
come from the operating budgets of both agencies. 

14. Stephen Kahl - would endorse alternative 4, if tax base loss issue was 
resolved. 
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Response - Acknowledged. 

15. Ronald Wilson - Loss of tax base and the overall negative impact 
economically is main issue; Indian land claim another issue; opposed to 
New York State going further in debt to finance this project and others; 
opposed to project, unless financial problems are resolved. 

Response - Tax base issues are thoroughly discussed in the dEIS; 
acknowledged; acknowledged; acknowledged. 

16. Herb Marshall - Loss of tax base main issue; since the Federal Government 
does reimburse towns for loss of taxes and New York State does not, this 
is discriminating and should result in a lawsuit being brought against 
the State. 

Response - See previously referenced sections on tax base impacts; so 
noted. 

17. Mr. O'Hara - Totally against this project. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

18. Harry Pettingill - Wetlands have increased in the area since 1938. 

Response - Land use changes and plant succession of idle property is 
discussed throughout the document. 

19. Len Flier - in favor of the proposal; incumbent on the State to re­
imburse towns for tax loss . 

Response - Acknowledged. 

20. Ronald Motell - Howland Island is a beautiful place for wildlife; is 
ridiculous to consider any of the proposals until the Indian land claims 
case is settled. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

21. Sharon Hoatland - We all love the animals, but also want our homes. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

22. Charles Dennison - Hearings should have been scheduled back in March when 
the farmers were not working their fields. 

Response - The hearings were scheduled based on the availability of the 
document for public review and the mandates of legal advertising 
requirements. 
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23. Russell Harris - The New York State Grange is expected to review the 
document and take a stand. 

Response - So noted. 

24. Bill Adams - is against this project. 

Response - So noted. 

25. Jim Wiley - is against this project . 

Response - So noted. 

26. Glen Harrington - Farm Bureau will have a statement coming out on this 
project; will New York State pay for crop damage caused by increased 
numbers of wildlife? 

Response - Acknowledged. New York State does not have a program for 
paying for crop damage. 

Public Hearing - June 21, 1990, Savannah Elementary School 

1. Don Calvin - The policy on building purchases renders farm buildings 
worthless if the land is purchased . The value that the State will pay 
for wetlands is not reflective of current sales. The loss of tax base in 
the Town of Savannah is significant. Crop damage by wildlife is a 
concern. A local DEC presence is needed. 

2. 

Response - The Department's policy on building purchases permits 
exceptions to be made in such cases. Otherwise, severance payments must 
be made. The tax base impact on the Town of Savannah is recognized as 
being substantial. Section VB has been revised to further address this . 
Section VB has also been revised to further address crop damage from 
wildlife. A local DEC presence has been made a part of the Proposed 
Action; a multi - functional DEC facility (office, maintenance, education ) 
is now included as a commitment, if this alternative is chosen. The 
Department has made no purchase offers for land at this time. Any such 
offers that may be made are reflective of fair market value based on 
detailed appraisals. 

Fred Anderson for Senator Kehoe - 1 ) Payments in lieu of taxes to offset 
tax base loss is the subject of a bill (Senate Bill 1131- B) introduced by 
Senator Kehoe; Department support of passage is requested. 2 ) DEC 
Commissioner Jorling committed the Department to taking no action until 
the tax base issue is accommodated. 3 ) The loss of prime agricultural 
land is a concern, as 23,500 acres would be removed from production. 
Senator Kehoe requests that all prime and unique farm land be removed 
from the project. 
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Response - 1) DEC will consult with the legislature to attempt to 
develop a rational statewide approach to the issue of removing lands from 
the tax base when such lands are acquired in fee. 2) Commissioner 
Jorling has stated that this "project would not go forward prior to the 
completion of the Environmental Impact Statement". The project sponsors 
are very aware of concerns in the Montezuma/Savannah area relative to 
potential tax losses created by state and federal purchases of land. For 
federal lands, some revenue sharing monies are made available to local 
governments to offset tax losses. Payment in lieu of taxes for state 
lands is made in many parts of the state, such as the Adirondacks and 
Catskills, and not in others creating an inequitable situation. The 
sponsors are certainly willing to continue working with all levels of 
government in an effort to accomodate issues such as this. However, due 
to the state's fiscal situation and other related concerns, the sponsors 
cannot promise that this project will not go forward before the tax issue 
is settled . 3) Alternative III essentially removes all agricultural 
land from consideration. Not all prime and unique farm land is in active 
production in the project area . Continued agricultural uses of most farm 
lands that may be purchased is encouraged under public ownership. Public 
ownership is one way of ensuring prime and unique farm lands remain in 
agricultural production. 

3. Harold Secor - favors some version of the program. Concentrate on lands 
below the 380-foot contour level, especially in the Crusoe Lake Basin and 
drainage system. Tax revenues or new residential structures and private 
hunting exceeds that from farm land that has been lost through 
abandonment. 

Response - Alternative III includes those lands of interest. The Crusoe 
Lake Basin and drainage system lies above the 380 contour interval in 
many areas, and thus would fall into alternative II. Tax revenues from 
new construction generally are higher than from tax revenues on abandoned 
farm land. It should be noted, however, that the costs of local services 
to new residential properties often exceeds the revenues derived in 
taxes. Open space properties require little in services, so tax revenues 
from these areas support themselves. 

4. John Giardina - disputes the visitor use figures given on the Montezuma 
NWR. The loss of tax base is a major concern, as is the economic impact 
of loss of agricultural land. The project will force people from their 
homes. Health concerns regarding Lyme disease and EEE are a concern. 
Crop damage from wildlife is an issue. Project implementation will 
increase the Town's cost to upkeep roads. More swampland will change the 
weather. 

5. 

Response - Visitor use data on the Montezuma Refuge is supportable as 
stated, based on actual car counts and visitor surveys. The other 
concerns he raised are addressed in the EIS in Section V. 

Dale Jackson - questions the need for land for wildlife. The loss of 
farms would be a loss of tax base. His land is not for sale. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Response - The Purpose and Need Section (Section I) discusses the need 
for waterfowl habitat conservation and management . The sponsors 
acknowledge that agricultural production losses would occur, and the 
resulting impacts are discussed in Section V. 

Harry Pettingill - Wetlands have increased in size since 1938 in the 
local area. The place for this project is in the Dakotas or Canada. 
There isn't the waterfowl on Montezuma as there should be; water from 
Cayuga Lake should be brought in. Government should seek the help of 
farmers in accomplishing wildlife management. 

Response - Wetlands have increased in the area since 1938, but not to the 
extent that they existed in 1850. Fewer wetlands are present in the 
project area than in colonial times. Projects similar to this are being 
implemented in the Dakotas and Canada. The plans for a water source from 
Cayuga Lake into the Montezuma Refuge are proceeding, which will have a 
beneficial impact on waterfowl use of the refuge. Cooperation of the 
private sector, including voluntary management agreements with farmers, 
is an integral part of the Proposed Action as described in Section II. 

Joseph Kolczynski - disagrees with the SEQR/NEPA process, as it doesn't 
allow a referendum (vote) on the project. Economic impacts are a 
concern, as are the health concerns from Lyme disease and EEE. 

Response - The SEQR/NEPA process does not provide for a public referendum 
or vote . Public participation and input is a vital component of the 
process and is important in the decision-making process. Section V has 
been revised in regards to the economics impact of the project and the 
expressed health concerns . 

Frank Everhart - opposed to the whole thing. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

Donald Waterman - The muck lands are very valuable farm lands and should 
not be converted to wetlands. How many areas of State land in the last 
10 years have not had farmers accept the terms of farming them? Crop 
damage from wildlife is a concern. Questions the expenditure of public 
money for this project. Advocates cooperation between farmers and 
government to accomplish wildlife management. 

Response - The muck lands were once wetlands, and when their viability 
for agricultural uses ceases, the agencies propose to then purchase them 
and revert them to wetlands. There have been no cases in the past 10 
years of failure to rent State lands for agricultural use because of 
permit restrictions . The problem of farming on Howland Island is one of 
access. Cooperative management programs between farmers and the agencies 
is strongly advocated in the Proposed Action. 

10. Bob Erlandt - The open- ended time frame for the project will limit 
economic growth. Wayne County Grange doesn't believe payments in lieu of 
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taxes will work. Higher priority environmental problems need the funding 
this project will consume. Recommends alternative V. 

Response - The agencies hold that other factors besides announcement of 
this project are at work limiting economic development of the area. It 
is true that "payments in lieu of taxes" spreads the impact among all 
taxpayers in the state. Funding priorities for environmental issues are 
usually established at the legislative and executive levels of 
government. Funding projects such as this has been determined to be a 
high priority at these levels. Alternative V support is acknowledged. 

11. Barbara Engman - prefers alternative I. 

12. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

William Jaynes - The dEIS does 
not study the hydrology of the 
levels in the canal system for 
to fill proposed impoundments? 
to determine flooding courses. 

not address the flooding problem and does 
area. The project will affect water 
90 miles. Where will the water come from 

A Corps of Engineers study will be done 
Recommends alternative I. 

Response - The final EIS contains additional information to address these 
concerns. Major revisions in the hydrology sections have been made. 

13. Leonard Davy - is concerned senior citizens would be hurt because of the 
loss of tax base and other economi c impacts of the project. 

Response - The economic impacts in Section V have been revised to better 
address this concern about the loss of tax base. 

14. Leon Goode - explained the results of a Project 70 project in 
Pennsylvania 25 years ago. 

Response - No response necessary. 

15. Roger Arliss - Increased crop depredation from wildlife as a result of 
the project is a concern; will farmers be compensated? Wants assurance 
that agricultural practices (spraying ) will not be curtailed on private 
land adjacent to public land. Encourages further development of 
management agreements on private lands to accomplish project goals. 

Response - Section V has been revised in regards to crop damage impacts 
from the project implementation. There are no proposals to restrict 
agricultural land practices on private lands as part of this project. 
Alternatives II, III, and IV include the use of cooperative approaches on 
private lands to achieve wildlife management goals. 

16. Honey Goshorn - Perceives a conflict between wildlife habitat 
preservation and allowing hunting on public lands. Is concerned about 
eminent domain and flooding problems along the Seneca River. 
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Response - Habitat preservation is paramount if populations of wildlife 
are to survive. Regulated hunting is a legitimate use of renewable 
wildlife resources where species populations can sustain this use. 
Eminent domain policy is clearly described in Appendix B. Hydrology 
sections have been revised to more fully address stated flooding 
problems. 

17. Bob Davis - would be receptive to a voluntary management agreement to 
accomplish wildlife goals. Is opposed to removing land from the tax 
base. Hunting programs on his land work very well but is concerned that 
hunters using state lands will block private driveways. 

Response - Voluntary cooperative management programs are strongly 
advocated in the Proposed Action. Recreationists, including hunters, 
will be directed to specified parking areas provided for their use while 
they use public lands. See Section II B, Public Use Management. 

18. Carol Waterman - is opposed to the project and fears the land acquired 
would be part of an Indian land claims settlement. 

Response - Opposition is acknowledged. While it is not the intent or 
purpose of the project to acquire lands for settlement of the Indian land 
claims, it is true that any public or private land could be a part of 
such settlement. 

19. Kenneth Disanto - When land is purchased, children do not relocate within 
the same school district as stated. The proposed project has been 
identified as the most important impediment to economic development in 
the area. The impact on the school districts needs elaboration. 

Response - Revisions to Section VB have been made. See also the 
response to Bob Erlandt (10) . The impact on the school districts has 
been elaborated on in Section V. 

20. Cyrus Waterman - is opposed to the proposal and encourages better 
management on existing management areas. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

21. Milt Black - expressed opposition to the project. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

22. Walter Davis - not in favor of the program. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

23. Janet Slocum - critical of Savannah Evergreen Preserve operations. 
Alleges that a developer is behind the project. 
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Response - The Savannah Evergreen Preserve's role in this project is 
identified in Section I. 

24. Gail Taylor - critical of t he advertisement o f t he hearing. 

Response - The hearings were advertised in numerous newspapers and other 
media. 

25. Yvonne Phelps - expressed opposition to the project. 

Response - Acknowledged. 

26 . Herman Hull - disagrees with the Town of Savannah's resolution t hat 
opposes land acquisition in the Town. Favors the project . 

Response - Acknowledged. 

27. Susan Blaisdell - opposes the project. Want s to vote on t he outcome of 
the project . 

Response - See response to Joseph Kolcynski (7); her opposition is 
acknowledged . 
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J.l. I 6 1900 

United States Department of the Interior 
NATH>NAI . PARK SF.R V l ( : t-: 

.July 9 , l990 

L-76llJ (NAP.-l'EC) 
rms - 90/0010 

llr. mnrarulum 

Ho,iu n , f,.fauarh uM" UJ 021M 

To : Rceiorml l>ircctol'., Flsh and H1 1.d ll fc SeL·vlce, Newton Corne r, 
l·hsSilchus!! Lls 

From : /frgionol Director, Notth Atlanlic Kegiun 

Subjec t : Drn(t Environme11L.1l Impact Stutement (l>EIS) on the Nort he rn 
Mo11teirnnv1 \let lund,; Project 

Th i. i; memoran<lum i ,; n r es poma! to your ,·cquest foe comme nL R on the l>El S for Lire l 
Nur.tlie rn Montezuma Wet l a nd s Project. lie su pport the proposed actions to 
protect waterfowl hahit1;1.t i.11 ttnd around Lhc. f.lontczuma Natlonal Wildllfe Kefuce, 

\,'e u oul<l like t o poi nt out un omiss i on ln t he statement tlmt there in 110 2 
menti on o f tl1e Hontczu1J<.1 ~~tr.s hes being a Nat ional Natural lan<lrnurk (NNL), 
he;1L"lng thaL <li.sti11ction, si nce July ul: 1~7.1. A copy of a ma p de lineati ng tho:? 
rm1. hu111111:Jry ; rncl ;111 NNL hri~• r , ,rl"! 1i111: l oi:c ,1. 

·nic UNI, Is ins pecte d biannu~J.ly; the l;1 st NNL Status Heport by 
Ur. J ohn l~- Confer detai l e d 11u1t11!t·o us 11W. nugc1nc nt issues related to a decline in 
wct t eL·fowl in the Kefug'? . A copy of hl s comment s arc also enclosed for 
reference. Th e proposed actions in the DEI S are a BOO<l sta1·t in addre ssi ng 
the i s sues lhrcuteu ln~ the productivity uf the llo ntc.z u1Da M..·ush habitat. 

Ile ~•rpreci.ite the op portuni ty to revi ew LIil ~ environmental st11temc nt ,rnd 
eucouragl! iLs impt·uvcme nL Uy i·c l ~ v1111cc Lo t he project a rcu' G NuLuruJ. Lmtdu\/1rk 
sLatus . 

Enc l o s ure ;, 

AUG 7 19ro 

UNllEO S TATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC TION AGENCY 

REGION II 

JACOD K, JAVITS FEDERAL BULDING 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10U8 

JUL 311990 
Mr. Ronald E. Lambertson 
Reg ional Directo r , Region 5 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
One Gatewa y Ce nter 
New ton Corne r , Massachusetts 021 c; n 

Dear Mr . Lamber t son: 

.. LiiWss: 
l< ~C [l ,:[ u 

IJ) 

The Environmental Protec tion Agenc y ( EPA) h as reviewed t h e draft 
e nvironmental i mpact statement (EI S ) for Northern Mo ntezuma 
Wetland Projec t loc ated adjacent to the Montezuma National 
Wildlife Refuge in Cayuga, Se neca and Wayne Cou nties, New York. 
This review was conducted in accordance with section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act, as ame nded (42 U. S . C. 7609 12(a) 84 Stat . 1709), 
a nd the National Env ironmental Polic y Act . 

The Northe rn Mo n tezuma Wetland Project i s a land conservation 
management projec t jointly sponsored by the U.S. fish a nd 
Wildlife Se rvi c e (FWS) and the New York State Department of 
Env ironmenta l Conser,vation (NYSDEC) pursuant to the North 
America n Water(owl Manag ement Plan. The project will consolidate 
a nd unify existing federal , state, and private lands i nto a 
cooperat ive effort to protect, r es t ore, and enhance wet lands a nd, 
associated upland habitats, spec ific ally for waterfow l . 

The draft EIS desc ribes four alte r natives, i nc lud ing t h e no­
action alternative. The second alternative, wh i ch i s t h e 
preferr e d alternative, would i n c lude the purchase of 24 ,150 a c res 
by the NYSDEC a nd 11,900 acres by t he FWS for a total of 35 , 050 
acres. The lands purchased by FWS would become part of the 
exi~t i:,g llo r:tc~urr,a Uuti o nal Wildlife Refuge a nd land purc nased by 
the NYSDEC would bec ome part of it s Wildlife Ma nag ement Area 
System . The r ema ining third and fourth alternative s purpose 
acquiring a total of 11,200 acres of la nd and a total of . 50,979 
acres of land, re s pP.ctiv e ly. 

Based o n our review of the docume nt, the EPI\ has no objection to 
t he preferred alternati ve . However, o nce the property is 
acquired, the draft EIS states that c ertain techniques (e.g ., 
green timbe r impoundment , potholes, level ditch i ng, paddy 
sys t e ms , and i mpou ndments ) may be u sed as part of the management 
pl a n to e nhanqe and/or r es t o re certai n areas. We understand that 
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Response t.9 tl ational pack serv ice comments : 

l. 

,. 
Support. f o r t.he proposed action is a c kno wledged. 

2 ,100 acres of the present Hontex uma llat. ional Wlld life Refuge is indeed 
a tlati o nal tlatural Landmark. This fact. was inad vertent ly omi tted in t.he 
Description o f th e Affected Environme nt.; the project sponsors are 
cognizant of this designation. 

site-specific management plans for these activities will be 
d eve loped o nc e manageabl e quantities of land are acquired . EPA 
r eques ts the oppo rtunity to coordinate with the FWS and the 
NYSDEC on the developement of t hese plans and to review these 
plans whe n they are available. 

Based on o u r rev iew and in accorda nce with EPI\ policy , we have 
rated this draft EIS as LO, indicating that we have no objection 
t o the project as proposed. However, EPA requests the oppor­
tunity to be involved in the next phase of the pro ject, wh ich is 
the development of site-specific management plans. 

Thank you f o r the opportunity to comment. If you h ave any 
ques tions regarding t h is r eview , pl ease contact Mr. John 
Filippelli, Ch ief, Federal Activities Section at (212) 264-6723. 

s~1:;0F~ -
Robert W. Hargrove, ~ 
Environmental Impacts Branch 
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He!IDODH t.o Environmenul Protect.ion Aaencv convnant. ■: 

,. The project ■pon sors welcome EPA i nvolvement and coordination on the 
development and review of site-specific management plans that will be 
prepared once manageable quantitie■ or l and are acquired . 

Hr. Paul Casey 

5, Blackbirds ;md geese co1111111mly fly up to 4D ml !es ench day to feed . 
8 I ackbJ rds roost lng and geese resting on the re r uge cou ld reed and 
depredation over an area of 8 1832 square ml les. 

l t would seem prudent for the refuge to plant l a r ge enough corn and grai n 
c rops on the re fuge to insure that most ,.,.aterfowl feed on the refuge 
not on surrounding fa r m lands . Thi s s hould be incorporated i n the 
p l anning phase. 

8 
Q 

l n r e ga r d to ltem 1: Poss i b l e Conf l ict, page fl8-89 , we fee l ttte topic 
"Agricu l t u ra l Damage and De predation " s hould be i ncluded os a possib l e 

~ - 10 · 
Thank you fo r the opport11nlty to r evlt.!w the drart document. For acldlt l onol 
lnfor111atlon r ega rding our comments ple:1se contact Hr . James Forbes, State 
Director, Animal 0,1mage Control , Albany , Ne,.,. York, Area Code (518) 472-6492. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Bobby R. Acord 
Deputy Administrator 
Animal 0Amage Control 
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United States 
Department o f 
Agr1eulture 

Hr. Paul C;isey 

Animal and Plan1 
Heallh Inspection 
Service 

Un i ted Sta.tee; Fish anJ Wlldltre Serv l ce 
U.S. Depa rt cent of Interlor 
One Ga te,.,.ay C'!!: nter - Sulte 700 
Ne,.,.ton Corn'! r, HI\ 02 l 58 

Dear Mr. Casey: 

P 0 . Box 96464 
Washington, DC 
20090-6464 

Augui; L I , 1990 

Tha11k you for the opportun l ty to comme nt on tho! Draft Envlronmente l lrupact 
St.1tP.ment : Nortlu!rn Munt ~,:uma Wet lnrJ s Prujt!Ct, Senecn, \foyne nnd Cuyugn 
Count l es , New York, Ha y \?YO; DES 9Q- 1O, 

The f o llowlng comments are in r eg1n1l to te em C. Agricultural R~sources, 11ages 
78 to 82: 

l, the incro!ase ln the nu111b'!!:r'I of bl;1ckblrdo; and g~o!se ond the assoc l ated 
crop depredatlons which could result f r o111 this project hos bo!en g re atly 
underestlraAted . This nre11 has the potentlal t o develop goose depredation 
problems slm tl -'l r tu Lhosl! presently occur rin~ at Horicon National Wlldll(e 
R!:!fuge, Wlscon.11in , and on the Ot?lu1ar vn. Pt!ninsu \ ,"I. 

2 . P r ese ntly, wl ld ll fe d1'1oag~ contro l e {forts by the Unl ted States Department 
of Agrlculture (USOA). An\1111111 D.!rnage Conlr .>l Program , are in the fo r ro of 
techn i cal assl11tance whlch provides 1nfonriatlon ur control t echnique s to 
fannl:!r s . The far111er!'I do the Jctual CQ ntro l. The fa r merR must pu r cha,;e 
tht!lr o,.,.n control materials and cqulpr:ient . The goose and blackblrd dnmage 
con trol techntriuen ment i o ned o n po~e 8 1 are very tl111e co n auroing and ln. bo r 
lnt e ns lve . The proposed w~tlfmds pro je c t cou l d re s ul t in the need for: 
( I) addltionol USDA i\nlm11l Oa11m g1? Contro l (ADC) blo l ogls t s ; (2) .1Jdltlonnl 
AOC equlp111ent and mat t! rl.1lt1 purchiH1e d by [;irrners; and (J) an operational 
funded cooperatlve program to deal wlth tht! increased wildlU e 
d!:!predatlons. Any or all of these wo11ltl rl! SU \t Ln substantlally inc r eased 
ou tlay of funds by the State , Federal gover nment, and lo<:.Rl farrDe r s . 
There Ls no dlscuss lon of a potentlal ,;ou r ce of funds to meet thl s need. 

4 

5 
), Page 81, paragraph\: Mallard and b in.ck duck damage to crops l s rare 

because the na tionwide population of ducks are presently deprnssed and 
have been for LO yea r 'I o r so. lf mall-'ll rd and black duck populations 
recover as a rP. s ult of the !fo r th Ame rican Waterfowl Hanagement Plan, the 
resulting duck depredations ln central New York could become s lgnlflcant. 

4. Page 81, paragraph ) : Jhere ilre no che111lca l repell e nc. s legally available 
to fanner s fo r use ln pro tectlng crops fro111 mlgratl ng wat e rfowl da mage , 
Graln fleld s nea r the refuge could experience annual duck , goose , and 
blackblrd depredJtlons yea r after year . Flelrls located 1.n such ace11s ar,. 
i nell g i ble for Federal crop ln•rnrance. 

6 
7 

Response to USDA - Animal and Pl.ant Health Inspection service corrmenta = 

4. The project sponsors disagree ae to the effect project ma nagement 
activities ,.,.ill have on blackbird and goose depredation . This subject 
is covered extensively in the FEIS (see Section V, Alternat ive 2, 
Agricultural Resources) . Aleo implied by this comment and others is the 
belief that existing state and federal holdings are largely responsible 
for existing depredation problems . 

A quick review of oome facts and figures are perhaps i n order. It has 
been stated that an effective coverage of miles per day to feed, giving 
a flock an effective coverage o f 5,000 spare miles or s ome 3.2 million 

Land use data for central New York indicates that J. 2 mill ion 
acres will include about 37,137 acres of non-forested wetland&, the type 
of vegetation complex cunaidered to be ideal blackbird habitat. Tha t 
same land use analyses shows that public lands i n the project area, 
including the Montezuma HWR and Howland Island WKA, contain less than 
1,000 acres o f the same vegetation complex . Therefore, baaed upon 
habitat production capabilities, Lt le probable that only one blackblrd 
in 37 is a product o( public lands and/or management techniques. If one 
also conslders that flock& are made up primarily of migrant&, that 
effects of r efuge and management area production are reduced to the 
point of being irrelevant, 

To follow this line of thought one step further and we add another 3,500 
acres of emergent vegetation (making a total of 4,500 acres) as 
suggested for Alternat i ve 2, still fewer than 10\ would be the reault o! 
state and federal management activities . Again migrant floc ks o f 
blackbirds reduce& these numbers to an undetectable level. 

In short, the number of blackbirds being produced by any current or 
future management activities will not be a major facto r when compared to 
the overall potential for the area . The same will hold true for geese. 
Geese overwinter where there is a good source of food and sufflcient 
open water for loafing. The onl :; open water in mld-w l nter ia on the 
lakes. Therefore, goose numbers , at least those which are causing the 
dabig*► iaaa plottlJgaJJoht l 11d: 9pentsent1adE sbate l eod l [pdpredl umadage■eota re 
responsible for "luring" migratory birds into the area and geomet rical ly 
increaslng the c rop damage. Unfortunately, thls i s no answe r to the 
problem at hand. The local flocks re in the finger Lakes area to atay . 
There is simply too much good habitat in central and western Hew York 
for them to do otherwiae. 

Year-round goose number ■ in the Finger Lakes region should remain fairly 
stable. Population numbers and depredation problems of the acale 
experienced around the Horicon Refuge in Wisconsin are unlikely. As 
with blackbirds, a tremendous acreage of breeding habitat for geese l s 
al read~ available so that if the population were going to "explode", it 
should have dona ao aome years ago. 



5 . Thie relates closely to response number 4, Since it is believed that 
future project management activities will contribute little to 
increaaing ·.,L ldlife depredation problems , this issue was discussed only 
briefly in the FEIS . See Section II, Alternative 2 , Cultural. 
Agricultural Resources. 

This is not to downplay the very real problem of wildlife depredation, 
eapecially from blackbirds, being experienced in the area now. However, 
putting all current and future (potential) management efforts into 
perspective, it is highly unlikely that this project will produce the 
catastrophic increaees in wildlife damage that ie suggested in this 
comment. 

As a migratory species, blackbird control falls under the auspices of 
the Animal Damage Contro l program {ADC) within U.S . Department of 
Agriculture (USDA). The ADC has been researching and working to 
minimize wildlife damage for many years. A number of techniques have 
been developed which are reasonably effective in controlling damage . 
These range from the use of repellents and noisemakers, to the 
disruption of roosting areas. Unfortunately, the use of any of these 
techniques requires a substantial management and financial inve:stment by 
the individual farmer. At today's low commodity prices, both of these 
""investments" may be an impractical luxury for the average farmer. 
Therefore, the Department and Service will continue to cooperate to 
minimize existing damages and to avoid, in future management decisions, 
those practices that may create unnecessary agricultural hardships . 

6. State and federal biologists do not believe that mallard and black duck 
numbers will become a pc-oblem in the future. Hallac-d and blac k duck 
numbers are not gc-eatly decreased in this pac-t of the flyway so there 
will be no major ~recovery"' in the foreseeable future. Project 
activities should increase the number of locally nesting duck!!, but 
migratory flocks (which can cause damage) should remain close to 
existing levels. 

7. The use of chemical repellents on waterfowl is not legal nor is it 
appropriate. Waterfowl have not been a major problem o n most farmlands. 
A more important fact is that chemical repellents can be used on 
blackbirds whe n they are causing significant damage . 

8 . See response number 4. 

9 . The suggestion that lure crops be planted o n f ederal refuges and state 
wildlife management areas t o attract foraging birds away from private 
lands is a common one. Unfortunately this is neither practical nor 
particularly effective. To begin with, there is no way to guarantee 
where a flock of birds will feed - they will go wherever the crops are 
most palatable and accessible. The accessibility of one field will not 
be improved over another when one is dealing with bird flocks that can 
travel several miles in a few minutes. of the hundreds of thousands of 
acres of corn, wheat and oats grown in centi:-al New York, a few hundred 
acres grown on a refuge or wildlife management area will not make a 
significant difference . 

: --·~ DEPARTMENT or ll[AL TII ' HUMAN SERVIC[S -.~t Puhl,c He,1l1h Se,v ,ce 

Ce11 1ers for O,se,11e Con u ol 

~~'l'yGf9933p990 

~~~~~~~r~- o~t~:ion of Fish 'Sl} 1-1~-1iJ13if~2:5B 
Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, New York 12233 

Dear Mr . Wich: 

We have completed our review of the Draft Ehvironmental Impact 
statement (DEIS) for the proposed Northern Montezuma Wetland Project 
in Cayuga, Seneca and Wayne Counties, New York. We are responding on 
behalf of the U. S . Public Health Service . 

I f the no-action alternative is selected, it is stated that housing 
development, commercial activity , and run-off from agricultural lands 
would contribute to a continuing decline in water quality in the 
project area . The preferred alternative would serve to improve both 
water quality and national flood storage, a nd improve ground water 
quality. However, it is also stated that increased public use will 
create a need to provide additional services such as restaurants, gas 
stations , motels, etc . (page . BS) . The only r:i itigation for this 
potential commercial growth that is addressed appears to be a 
statement that any potential conflicts may be resolved by regu lating 
such uses as may be necessary (pase 8'1) . l\l though 11 growth inducing 
aspects 11 of the proposed project m<1y not be the purpose of this EIS, 
the Final document should briefly address the p lanned miti ation /r; ,1,.. 

strat egy for addressi ng potential impacts of in uce growth, and 
specifically note that conformance w_ith all. State and fede_r~.l 
regulations will be required for any new construction within the 
bound s of th i s wetla nds project. 

We were pleased to note the discussion on heal th concern s regarding 
potential vector-borne diseases. H1t1gat1on plans are identified 
that are positive measures that can be undertaken to reduce or 
e limi nate the magnitude of potential impact£ on human h ea lth. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment o n this document . 
Please insure that we are included on your mailing list to receive a 
copy of the Final EIS , r1nd future EIS 1 s which may indicate pote':tial 
public health impact and arc developed under the National 
Environmental Policy /\ct (NEP/\). 

Sincerely yours , 

✓-/ I ,ju 1y , . ......_, .. '{:..i ( 1./ , .. {/ 

Kenneth H . Holt, M. S .E.H. 
Envi ronmcnta l Health Scientist 
Center for EnviL-011mentay. Hea lth 

and Inju _ry Contro l . 
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Al ■o , under current federal waterfowl baiting laws, the planting o f lure 
crops would mean that these areas would be closed to hunting. The added 
sanctuary provided by no hunting over lure crops (as discussed in the 
FEIS) might very well increase the number of overwintering waterfowl and 
quite po■ a ibly make t '.1e crop damage problem worse. 

10 . The project sponsors do not believe that project activities will 
measurably increase agricultural damage and depredation over current 
levels. 

Response to Public Health Service Comments: 

lOa. Induced growth in the form o f additional services to provide the needs 
of tourists and other recreationaliets to the area is a reasonable but 
speculative impact of the project. The sponsors feel that little if any 
mitigation is required. This impact is a positive and desirable o ne in 
providing economic i ncentive and opportunity to the local communities. 

10b . Acknowledged. 
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The Ne w York Slalc llrprH· Lmr-nl n f /\gric-u lt.ur c- nnd Markel s has 
CCH~pl c- lcd ils review o r the- r1raf1 l·:nviro nr11c-nl.al lmpa c l Slale mc nl 
( 111\ 15) on lhc proposed Norl hc rn Monlc 7. uma Hc llands ProjccL and has 
ronc ~uded Lhal c la1·1 fi ca li nn o r the proj,..c-L's purpos(> must be 
pro~1d<:d along wilh additi onal in f o rma tion and analysis be f o r e any 
~al 1d ;u~gcmcnls c an be mad': concerning Lhc n<:-cd f o r Lhc projec l, 
1ls magn1ludc and rclcvcint i mpacts . The commc n ls whic h f ol l o w 
i cl0r~lify lhos0 specific ar·ras of roncc rn whi r:: h LhC' llcpnrtmC'nl 
bc l 1cves rnusl be addressed in r evis ing Lh i:! DEI S . 

l l 

12 

I. T he DEI S i s Unc l ea r wi l h l<cspcc l Lo~ Lhc rurposc _o f _L]lc__CT£j~.£_L 13 
The. lll':1 5 slates lhal lhC' µr o jcc l is being proposed unde r 

Lhc a usp i ces o f and pursuanl Lo l h r:! No rlh Ame rican Waterfow l 
Managemr,,nl Plan (N/\WMP), whirh il de-scribes as " ... an 
ag r ccmcnl be lwe011 tht:' Unil t.."'d Slalcs and Canada Lo address 
habi Lal prolcc li o n anti manag ,:•m0nl needs r or waler f o w l on the 
Nor lh /\mC' r ican Conlint'..'nt" . The goats and obj cr::L i vcs o ( Lhe 
N/\WMI', as dc~c ri bcd b y t he 11,.; 15 o n pagC' 2 , arc" ... to sec ure 
the pro t ect i o n o r wal c rfowl lhro ugh pr o lcc li on, cnhancemcnL, 
and r cs lorati o n o f w0llands and assoc ialcd up l and habilats" . 
Th0sc goal s and obj0rt ivcs are- consislenl with lhc c hoice o f 
projccl l ocalion s ince iL i s a maj o r migralory wa terf o wl 
s lagi.ng ar e a i n lil r:- /\l lanl ir Fl ywa y . The l>E I S confuses Lhc 
purpose o f lhc prny'cl, hnw,..vr:- r, 1-1he n il inlcrjcc l s a seri es 
o ~ o bj 0c livr-s wh, ,:h 9n bc-ynnd lhr:- rC'sling aml fc0ding n0eds o f 
m1gralory wat0rf owl Lo also r,nr;ompass lh0 ncsling and brood 
rearing r cquiremcnls o f ot he r l oca l and migralory birds and 
wcl lr1nd d0pc ndf:'n l wild l if0 in gcn,:,ra l. The llcparlm'?nl 
b,:• ticvcs s tr ongly Lhal any jus lifi r::ali o n f o r thi s projecl must 
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Re 9pon11 to New Xork State Peoartment of Tranaoortation CorM1ent11: 

lJ. 

12. 

The sponsor• have no dealre, intent, or authority to utiliz.e canal lands 
in a manner incon■ iat mt with their primary purpo■e. Nor do the 
■pon■ora have any plan or intent to alter, by way of this project, any 
water level management practice■ on the finger lakes or canal system 
that are now in place. 

The sponeora support a etudy to addrae ■ the flooding concerns of the 
area and wili ae ■ iat the Army Corpe of Engineae" e when posaible in 
■tudying the hydrology of the ae"aa. 

Ml~. l'/\UI. C/\S f ;y 

I I . 

IJJ. 

b0 lied princ ipJI ly to Lhc requir ements o( migraJ0ry 
walcrfow l. The seconda r y pr o j•~c l objectives o r suppo r l ing 
incre ased populations o f l oca l wildlife and resloring 
c urrenlly farmed wcllands when lhal may no l be necessary Lo 
m0cl lhC' seasonal need s o f migralo r y wal c r f o w/ shou l d be 
1·ri'I SS0SSf"d. 

! h~_ !_)~J§__F'al!;,_ L9 _ _l\~aly zc_ Lhc /\dp guag _o f _ ! ,ands ./\lcc ady in 14 
f!,bli c Ownc r _s _l!l.e_ wi Lh jn Lhc . Pf_Qjcct /\rca Lo Support Mig'r"alocy 
Wa _Lc _r ~ O'!,' I 

I L is es timalE"d lhcil abou l 12,'150 ac res o f wetlands and 
asso c i a Led upJ ands in the proposed project area a r e a J ready in 
publi c ownership. Appr o ximately 6,450 acres in the Montezuma 
Naliona l Wi Id life Refuge ar e under federa l conlro l. /\bout 
'1,000 acres in the Cayuga Lake, Crusoe f.ake, and ll ighland 
I sland Slale Wi lc.ll ife Management /\reas are under Lhe conlco l 
o f the New York Slate IJepar t ment of Environmenlal Conse r vation 
(l>EC) wilh anolhcr 2 ,000 ac res of DeparLme nl of 'l'ransporlalion 
righl -o f - ways al so under DEC managemenl. llespile Lhe 
e xistence of these vasl pub I i c landholdings, lhe OEIS faiJs to 
demonstral e Lhe d eg r ee Lo which they fai I lo satisfy the 
,·est ing and fe r:!ding n~eds of migratory waterfowl. Be f o r e a 
decisi o n c an be made r c lali ve Lo t he need f o r acquiring 
addili~nal ac reage, and in what amounts, if any, a lhorough . 
ana I ys Is o f Lhe adequacy, o r inadequacy, o ( ex is Ung public 
lands lo meet lhe migralory watec( ow l habital objectives of 
Lhe prOposcd projcc l musL be presented . 

~J'hc .yy!~ , Und~ ~.§!-~Lcs . Lhc _1,cy~ _I_ Q! ~1 r Q~C~ ~ ~~ ~ ~Cf ~!'_!J_~d We l l i!.1'!..c!.s l 
~ l·.x 1s l 1ng S l alc and Fede r a l Hcgul at 1o n s 

The nr-: 1s con veys Lhc no ti o n lhat pr cscnl slate and 
f ederal land usC' r egulalions p r ov ide minimal pr o l ec li o n l o 
wellands, parli c ularl y wil h r espect l o Lhe ir dcainage f o r 
agri c ullural purposes. For exampl e, in iLS review of t he "no 
acti o n" alte rnati ve on page 6'1 , Lhc OEIS s la les Lhal : "Current 
land use regulali o ns give minimal pr o tec tion to wellands, 
e spec ially as lhey pe r lain Lo draining, and virtual ly no 
prolec lion Lo uplands . . . There are no immed iate prospects o f 
l ocal, slale , o r f e d e ral legis lali o n lhal wil l e((ect.ively 
protec t c rili c al wildlife hab i lat." The Department believes 
Lhal lhesc assc>rlions, and 0 Lh0rs 1 ike lhcm whi c h a r e r epeatet 
lhroughoul Lhc l>l~IS, are a se r ious unde rslalcmenL of Lhe l eve l 
o ( r egulato r y prolec li on t ha l is p1·ovidcd l o welland resources 
wilhin New York Slate by bo lh slate and f e deral Jaw and 
r egul alion . 
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/\ppc11dix I\. of lhe> llEIS is said lo contain a summary o r 
al I s late and fedC'ra l la1,1s lhal hav C' some regulalory cf fr.c l o n 
wel lands . Ycl, lhc Swam pbusl0 r provision o f Lhe F"ood and 
S0curily /\cl of 1985 dors nol appC'ar in Lhe Appendix . Thi s is 
ii siqnificilnl nmi~sinn sirw" I.he Swampbuslrr p1·ov ision i s 
aimr"d al discnurilqing 1hr t.; ,111vr rr;ion of \--lf•l l<111r l~ for 
ag,·icu llural purpos,:,s. Under· Lhe lerms o f lhis provision, 
farme rs 1,iho converl wcl I ands lo c r op land use Sllbsequenl to 
December 23, 1985 l ose- Lheir eligib ilil y for USD/\ p r ogram 
benefits including, bul nol limited l o, pr i ce and income 
supports, crop insurance?, Farmers llome l\dminislralion l oa ns, 
Commodity Credi l Corporal ion storage paymenls, farm storage 
raci 1 i ly l oa n s, and Conserva l i on Heserve Pr ogram annua l 
payments . '!'he Lexl o r Lhe m:1s does o ff er a c urso r y re(er ence 
Lo Lhe Swampbusler provision on page 62, bul dismisses il as 
having li lllc> practical w0ll;:ind proleclion ulilily because : 
"Nol al I farmers parl iciµale in lhese IUSDI\I programs.·· This 
dramalical l y undcrslal0s lhe cxlent o( Swampbusler cove rage 
which arrccls approximal0ly 12,000 f armers and 30,000 farm 
parce l s in New York Slale . 

The Departmenl bc-1 i~vt?s Lhe IJF.15 also undereslimates 
Seclion 110'1 of Lhe Federal Clean Waler /\cl of 19 77 and ils 
e(fecl on we lland proteclion. In facl, Lhis Deparlmenl and 
Lhe Stale ' s rarm community have become increasingJy concerned 
wilh lhc rigid adminisll·alion o f lhis Seclion by Lhe U.S. l\rmy 
Corps 0f l·:ng i nc-r-rs wh ir:-h is lhrcalcm i ng lhe ab i 1 i ty of farmers 
Lo continue cullivaling lands which have been drained and 
rarmed f or many years. 

Conlacls wilh local Counly Soil and Waler Conservati o n 
llislrict slaff conrirm Lhal minimal drainage of wellands for 
farm production purposes has occurred in lhC' project area in 
t he lasl fi ve Lo Len years . The lleparlmcnl, Lhere[ore, 
recommends Lhal a mori:- Lhorough eY.ami nal ion be co nducted on 
Lhe e ffecl of prcscnl rcgulalory proleclions, lhal data be 
gathered and presenled on lhe amount of wetland acreage that 
has been converlcd lo cropland use wilhin Lhe project area in 
the \asl decade, and Lhal such clala be used, in lhe I ight o( 
existing regulations, Lo objcclivc l y forecast Lhe potential 
for fulur e wclland conversions for agricultural purposes. 
Such analysis is essential Lo Lhe se l ection o f Lhe most 
appropriate project allcrnaLivc- . 

Mlt. 1-'/\UL CI\SEY Page 5 

VI . 

VI I. 

shou I d be mini ma I as I ong as Lhe bes L · I ands ,·ema in in 
produ7Lion ··. This conclusion ignores the significant, 
damaging e ffecl lhat a loss of c rili ca l farm mass c an have o n 
the l ocal agribusiness supporl struclure. The facl Lhat Lhe 
prererred a lternaliv" is prr-di,:Lcd to rcsull in a 22.5 percenl 
rcduc lion in agricullural ar:r0agc, noL Lo mc-nlion any losl 

· production due lo rcslriclivc manag0mcnl agreements, ca nnol 
simp l y be dismissed as having a minimal adverse impacl . The 
negative effects of l osL farm acreage on lhe overa l l viability 
of farming in Lhe projr:-cl a r 0a musL be given subs lanlive 
cons ideralion in determining Lhc mosl appropriate projecL 
a I lernal i ve . 

The UElS_Mus~ llc More . Ex_e J i.c_: i l in_ Desc r ibin9 llo w Prq~~ 
Managemen l Wi ll /\(fee l _Fa r minvrac l iccs and O enitions 18 

The DP. I S acknow 1 edges on page IO Lha L Lhe managcmen t p 1 an 
porlrayed is intended lo· convey " ... the overall concepts and 
Lechniques Lhal wi 11 be used lo adminisler reguJated public 
access and habiLaL rnanagcmcnL. acLivilies", and no l Lo provide 
" ... a delai l ed specifi r:: alion o f when, how, and where speciric 
aclivilies wil~ occur". TllC' l>0parlmcnl undcrslands Lhal it i s 
nol possibJe Lo provide clelailcd, silc-specific management 
plans al lhis Lime . ll owcver, Lhe Dcparlmenl does believe Lhat 
adclil i ona l informati on musl be provided in the DEIS o n Lhe 
polenLiill e ff ecLs o r project management aclivilies on farming 
praclices and op0ralions . In parti c ular, Lhe IW:15 musl 
address in more spcciric LC'rms whelhcr, o r Lo whal exlent, 
farmers operating on either publicly acquired land s or Lhose 
subject Lo managemenl agre01nenls wi 11 be al l owed to use 
f er Li I izers and pesti c ides in accordance wiLh accepled 
i nLegraled pesl managemenl melhodo I og i es and other best 
managemcnl praclices. IL musl also dclai I how farms, Lhal are 
in proximity lo acquired lands Lhal are lo be rlooded, wi .11 be 
prolci:: Led. '!'he 111-: 1s indi c aLC's lhal "dik es, drainage dilches, 
elc ." w i 11 be usc-d Lo prolccl olher I andowners but docs nol 
adequately clelail how effcclive soil drainage ca n practically 
be maintained during Lhe growing season on farms whi ch are 
near i nunda Led I ands. The IIE IS musl provide dcta i .led 
assurances on how gravily-rlow drainage will continue and if 
Lhal is nol possib l e- , hoH agricultura l waler managemcnl will 
be miligaLcd. 

'l_"hf? Dl:: 1s . sc rious l y Ur'!dcn;~ LimnL~s Ll1c l'rojec l ' s l'olcn lia l (or l Q 
Slimul ~ Li 'ng _l.nc_i::cn 5cd Wi l d! i f c Uq(!l~gc l ~ _Crops 

Th0 111 ·: I S acknowledges on page 79 Lhal crops in Lhe 
proj0cl area ·· ... arc already be ing damaged by blackbirds, 
ra ci:oons, while-lai l c-d deer, and Lo a lesser cxlent, Canada 
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IV. 

v. 

T he 111•: 1s <.:n r,·i:-r. Lly puintn nul r,n p.,g,.... '10 th,,l mucks arr­
progressiv0ty drpl,..liny rr-sn1 1r c-r-s whir.:11 in Lim" .... . br:-co mC' 
unprorilablc l o farm and arc- ilbandonecl Lo rC'vr:-rl Lo ci\llai I 
marshes and olhe r f orms of welland vegelalion" . llowcver, o n 
pag e 6'1, il sugges ls Lhal lhis may nol be Lhe rale o f many o( 
Lhe '1,'135 acres o f farmC"d mu,:k in the rroj0cl arC'a which 
generally I ie downslream from existing well ands. 

The llE I S spccu l alc-s Lhal d,:-plr.led clownslr0am mucks will 
be prevenLC'd from r evrrling Lo well ands because' pressure wi 11 
be cxer l C'd 01 1 farm0rs lo drain lhr upsln?c:1111 wcLlands if Lh,:, 
dc-rnand for agricullural commoclilics grnwn on muck soils 
increases. While lhe lleparlmenl disagrees wilh lhis 
conclusion because of Lhc conv,:-rsion consl rainl s imposed by 
lhc 51.Jampbusle r and S0clion '10'1 provisions, lhc facl remains 
lhal bolh mineral and organic soi I s which have been farmed arc 
con linuing to go oul of produclion (as Lhc PF.IS documents), 
and Lhal a significanl Lhough uriinvC'nloricd porlion of Lhcsc 
lands are reverling bar::k Lo wr:-Llands nnd associaLC'd upland 
habi lals . 

In lhc lleparlmenl's opinion, Lhe nalural revC'rsion 
procc-ss from farmland lo wel land substantially negates lhe 
need lo purchase lnnd, such as Lhe 5,000 21cres o f farmland 
which Lhe DEIS preclicls wi 11 bC' acquired under Lhe preferred 
alLC'rnalivc. Consequcnll y, Lh C' IJC'parlmenl believes Lhal mo r e 
allenlion musl be devoled lo Lhe assessmC'nl of farmland 
reversion Lrends in lhe projf::'cl a r ea over Lhe pasl Lwo or 
lhree decades and Lo lhe analysis of how Lh0sc Lrcnds affccl 
the projecl objcclives and ullimalely, lh0 proposed 
allcrnalivcs . 

On pagr. ~5 , lh0 111-:15 properly nol0s lhal lhc s lr ong farm 
economy in lhc projec l area is reflected in Lhc number o f 
agricullural supporl businesses which are localed nearby. IL 
also logically slales on page 82 Lhal: "lrnpar.:ts on 
agricultural supporl induslrics in and around Lhc project area 
wi I l direclly depend on Lhe amounl o f farmland Lak e n oul o f 
produclion". IL errs, however, or al hcsl oversimpl ifies lhis 
issue when i l concludes Lhal " ... the Monle;,;uma rrojecl may 
haslen Lhc loss of farmlands, allhough Lhe overall e(fects 
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gees!?'", and Lhal ltle arlclilion o r new, managed habilat " . .. wi 11 
mC'an increased wildlife- numlJcrs 1.Jhich cou ld 10.acl Lo nddilional 
I ossc-s . .. The- llcpa r Lm0nl b0 l i i:'VC'S Lhcsc adrl i l i nna I I OSS('S ,;, rr. 
su r e Lo occur and lhal Lhey will be subslanlia l. 

/\s lhr 111<15 points oul, blc11 ·kbinls 1x,sr parlirular 
p1nhlr111s fur cor n p1oclu,:-0 1~, dam,,ginQ sproulinq rrJrn in lhr:­
sprinq, corn cars in lhe laL0 summer, and (ul ly malurecl co rn. 
/\ producer in lhe proposed projccl area indicales Lhat he 
suffers aboul a 10 percenl l oss in his grain corn crop 
annually due Lo blackbird damage despilc the facl he employs 
extensive conlrol measures . lie estimates lhal his losses 
would easil y exceed 50 percenl without conlro l s . lie also 
advises lhal local f ood processors indi cated Lhis year Lhal 
Lhey would nol acc0pl any sweel cor n which evidenced blackbird 
damage. Consequcnlly, Lhis producer c hose nol Lo Lake Lhe 
risk of planling sweel corn, even Lhough il is a desirable, 
high valu0 crop. 

Whil e Lhe projcc L is oslensib l y Largeled al migralory 
1,1alerfowl, Lhc l >F'. 15 c l C'a rly admils Lhal il will have lhe 
e ffecl o f inc r eas ing blackbird numbers because of the grealer 
availabiliLy of callail marshes for nesling and r oosli ng 
cover . The l lepa r Lmen l finds lhe DEIS proposa I lo continue and 
"perhaps" expand currenl blackbird control t echniques to be an 
unacceplab l e answer Lo lhis ser i ous problem which is sure lo 
worsen as a resull o f Lhe project. If an eY.pansivc 
impl emt?nlal i on allC'rnaLivc, like Lhe pre f erred allernalive, is 
u I l i ma le I y adopled, lhc llepar Lmen L is prcpa red lo seek a 
l egis lati ve remedy which wi 11 require Lhe Slale lo provide 
ful I reimburs0menl lo producers wilhin lhe blackbird influence 
zone o f Lhc projecl area for crop damages inf] i c Led by 
blac kbirds. 

VI 11. T_he llE: 15 Fails_ lo_/\c knowJ c dgc _ Lhal Lhe _L.oss of Loca l Tax Uase 2C 
and_ Ucvenues /\ssoc iale d __ wilh /\ll t he /\ll crnalives Involv ing 
Pub I ic /\~is i Lion WjJ J Jlavc a Primary Ef f ec l o n Fa rmland 
Owne r s i n Lhc Pro j ccl /\r ca 

The llf~I S recogni 7.CS Lhal acquisition o f lands by 
govc rnmenl agencies wi 11 r0movc Lhem from local Lax r o l Ls . 
For lhe purpose of compar i son, Lhe l >E I S examines Lhe l oca l lax 
reduc Lion consequences o f alternatives 2, 3, and '1, Lhe onl y 
allernaliv0s whi c h invo lve public acqui s ilion. Thi s 
comparison assumes thal al I l ands would be acquired inslanlly 
and in fee Lille. Th<' resulls indi cate thal the annual 
r,:-duc lion i n counLy, Lown, and school distri c t Laxes ( or bolh 
slale and federal areas of inlercsl combined using 1909 
dollars would be '110,81'1 dollars, IJ6, 226 dollars, and 653 ,576 
dollars for a lternatives 2, 3, and 11, respecliveJy. l'lhile it 
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1!=i unclc-rstood thr1t not all lands would bc- acquired in~Lanlly 
o r 1n rcC' lillc-, this comrar1son docs rcrtccl Lhe magnitude o( 
lhc Lax r cvC' nucs al some risk r or eac h o r Lhc rrojccl 
allcrnalivcs involving public acquisil1on . 

The- 1,1: 1s al 5n r,:,rogni;,.c>s Lhal ruJ ri cu llurc and ils r 0 l alcd 
sL1pµorl bu s inesses are Lhc larg .:-s l si ngle indus try in Lhr:! 
projecl c1rca. It c l ea rly d c monsl raLcs Lhal agriculture is the 
l argcsl sing l e land use as wel I. IL comprise s, ror examp l e, 
46 percent of all the land in Lhc pr c rcrrcd a l ternative. Yet , 
desp i Le ag r i c u I Lure' s ove rwhe lming s i 7.e anrl economi c presence, 
thc 11r: 1s n eve r ac know l e dges Lhc fact Lhal rarmland owners 
would o bvi ously have Lo make up Lhc mosl signi fi cant share o r 
l ost lax r e-ven u es resulting fr om pulJI i c acquisition. 

In o rde r lo assur e lhal rarming, Lhc principal industry 
in lhc prOJC'Cl arc,a, conl inucs lo n•111ai11 et..:o nomi1.:a lly viable, 
Lhe Jlt"parlmcnl strongly be! icves Lhal Lhe implementation o f 
any allernalive involving acquisil1on of land by Lhe Stale 
musl also be accompanied by a sla t e program of r ei mbursement 
whi c h would provide annual paymenls in lieu o f taxes l o 
affccled l ocaliliC's al a lt"vf:'I al least equa l to payments made 
by lhe f cde ra I gov0rnmcnl for suc h purposes unde r lhe Refuge 
He-venue Sharing /\cl . 

1 n oclrlr css I ng Lht" abovr:- conce rns , Lhc llc par lmenl be Ii eves lhal 21 
Lhe Service and DF.C musl consider ol hc r impl cmenlalion aJler-nalives 
than Lhosc dclai l ed in the llF.I S o r prev1 ous l y cl1smisscd . f\l I 
allcrnalives s h ould I) be directed al pro l ccling and en hanc ing 
habitat for migratory wi\lerfowl ; 2) minimize l he r e moval of land 
fr o m agri c ultural p r od uc tion through ac quisiti o n and o nly under 
wi 11 ing 5r,\ Jcr condi lions ; 31 rccogni 7.e lhe impo rtance o[ 
maintaining Lhc economic viability o f agricullLire as the area ' s 
number one industry ; I\) 0mphasi?c Lhe obtainment o f project 
objer:Lives lhrough landowner agreements with Lhe sponsoring 
agencies and private organi 7.alion s; and 51 be cosl e ffecUve. 

The neparlment bf:'I ieves lhal a hybrid o f lhe non­
jurisdiclional alternative meels these crilc r1a and merits serious 
considerati o n . l'his allcrnali vc wou ld combine private sector 
participati o n in implcmcnling conservati o n measures and management 
practices with an ac ti ve publi c sector c ffo rl lo develop management 
agrcc-mc nls with landowners. One desirable f eature might inc lude 
mandatory agreements with area muck farmers lo fl ood l heir fi e lds 
during lhe no n -g r o wing season {approximately Novembe r l lo /\pri l 
I). 'l'his would provide additi onal landing· and resting habitat (or 
migralory wale r f owl while also serving lo prolccl valuable muck 
so il s fr om wind e r osion. Ry no l c r e ating permanent c attail 
marshes, iL would also minimi7,e any inc r ease in blackbird 

Resoooae to riew Xork State Department of Aarlcultuce and Markets comments: 

13. The purpo■e of this project ls clearly identified in Section I (Purpose 
and Need) of the FEIS. That purpose is not limited to just the needs of 
migratory waterfowl or to the objectives outlined i n the North American 
Waterfowl Management Plan (NA.WMP). Tho Depa~tmant and Service have had 
a strong interest in the Mo ntezuma area for at least SO years. Similar 
projects have been proposed in tho past, long before the inception of 
the NA.WMP, These efforts were not limited to the needs of migratory 
waterfowl. 

Given the wide ranging environmental and species management 
responsibilities of the DEC and the USFWS, it would be inappropriate to 
limit the project. s cope as suggested. It would also be inappropriate 
given the types of funding like ly to be used in the project's execution. 

14 • The purpoae of the project ia not confined to solely the needs of 
waterfowl. Even so, waterfowl populations would not be declining if 
existing public holdings were sufficient to provide the habitat 
requiremente to maintain or increase waterfowl populations. 

15 . The eponeoring agencies believe that the present land regulations alone 
are not sufficient to adequately protect wetland resources . Land use 
regulations, such as the Food Security A.ct of 1985 and its swampbuster 
provlelon, are subject to change, repeal, or amendment at any time. 
Additionally, enforcement of these land use regulations is at best 
tenuous given the fact that implementing agencies seldom have the 
resourcoe for adequate enforcement. The sponsoring agencies also 
bol leve that regulations alone are not the solo solution to problems of 
wetlands resource protection, management and public use. This fact is 
reflected in the frequent. public mandatee and legislative initiatives to 
provide funds for acquisition and management of these resources . 

16 . The project sponsors fail to see why the fact that land might be 
abandoned "substantially negates" the need to purchase and manage. 
Revereion of agricultural mucklande back to wetland is discussed in 
detail within the FEIS. This procesa le inevitable . 

The type of wetland formed on reverting muckland may not be of the type 
that will serve the project's goals and purposes. Hanagement will be 
requlrad to i nduce the succesaional sequence with the most desirable mix 
of vegetation types. Management ls not possible without some form of 
agreement, easement or transfer of title. Therefore, this project is 
needed au portrayed in section I of the delis. 

17. Concern over the proJect's impact on the farming community, both 
economic and social is widespread. Although covered in some detail in 
the FEIS, a few points need to be cla r ified. To reiterate, there is no 
doubt that a. certain amount of farmland will go out of production during 
the acquisition phase of this project. Up to 22\ of the farmland within 
tho project boundaries might be l ost by the year 2000. However, it 
would be incorrect to presume that this entire loss will be due to 
project activities. Many of these lands wil.l be taken out of production 
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popL1lalions and allcnclanl crop damagr:-. Hc-cluccd fct" simp.lc land 
Lakings associaled wilh this kind of operaling allernal1.ve wou ld 
afford substantial savings in l ong term stale and fcdc raJ cosls for 
paymcnls in I icu of laxC's. 

The 11epa rlmenl is con v inced Lhal a~ impl ementat ion pla~ can be 
dcvel.oped lhc1L wi 11 meel lhe needs of mtg rc1tory ~ale~ f owl w1L1.1oul 
caus ing signiricanl, adverse impacts t o Lhe farming industry in the 
project area. The llc-pa rlmenl is prepared Lo work with Lhe 
sponso r Ing agenc i cs Lo ach i cv0 l ha l end. 

We apprPciale lhc opporlunily lo comment. 

Richard T . McGuire 
Comm Issi oner 

independent of the Northern Montezuma Project. 

Thie figure of 221 la specifically dealing with farmlands having 
excessive wetness, impractical topography and declining fertility. 
Excessive management coats fueled by these factors will make it 
difficult for a farmer to work these lands and still obtain a reasonable 
profit . The project spoi:iaors feel that these lands will be forced into 
alternative uses as economic preeauree dictate. If that happens, the 
Department and service should be in a poaition to purchaao auch lands 
for the greater public benefit. 

A.a stated in the FEIS, land will be purchased either in fee title or 
through easements from willing sellers. State and federal acquisition 
policies require that theoe purchases be made at fair market value - as 
determined by licensed, independent appraisers. It la not the intention 
of the project sponsors to solicit sales from active farmers - they will 
have to contact us if they wish to sell. 

A.a a result, farmland sales to the project should be largely eelf­
regulating . Land that ls agriculturally viable should remain in 
production . Land that ls not will revert . These safeguards ahould be 
more than adequate to protect that local farming community and to 
support the intent of Hew York's Agricultural District regulations. If 
prime farmlands are sold by willing sellers and end up under project 
ownership, the stated intention is to leave such lands in production. 
Local · farmers could rent these lands to grow crops as they see fit. The 
only management restrictions will be to follow an approved farm 
conservation plan (i . e.: embrace good soil conservation practices) and 
to limit activities to those which are compatib le with state and federal 
wildlife programs. Properly approved and applied fertilizer and 
pesticides are certainly acceptable. Public ownership of such lands 
would therefore effectively guarantee their perpetual availability for 
agricultural production. Few privat.ely owned farmlands provide 
permanent legal protection against change in use from agricultural 
production to other purposes such as residential or co1M1ercial 
development. Permanent protection of flew York's agricultural lands in 
general , is an issue beyond the scope of this delis. 

'Farm production from the Montezuma area should remain at its current 
high levels, especially for those h igh value crops (potatoes, onions, 
etc . ) grown only on the beet lands. Any major change in crop 
production will probably be due to conditions well removed from this 
project's activities. 

18 . The statement has been revised to more clearly define how project 
management will effectively utilize agriculture as a management tool. 
An actual use agreement la included in the appendix which apeclfle■ the 
types of operations that are currently in use on state-owed lands. 

19. Thie subject is covered ln some detail in response numbera 4,5, and 6. 
Compensatory payments covering wildlife depredation damage are certainly 
a possibility if leglelatlvo financing can be obtained. Administration 
of payment11 however, would be complex and time consuming. For instance, 
the landowner might first have to exha ust all possible preventive 



measures and prove appropriate management (i . e. : reasonable c r o p 
selection for the site, appropriate variety selection, timely harvest, 
etc.) before becoming eligible for payment. 

The project sponsors will certainly cooperate to the extent possible in 
reviewing ouch a program. 

20 . The eponeoring agencies recognize this fact. While the USFWS has a 
revenue sharing program to offset tax loss impacts, DEC does not. DEC 
will consult with the legislature to attempt to develop a rational 
statewide approach to the issue of removing lands from the tax base 
when such lands are acquired in fee. 

21. The proposed action has been revised i n the statement to better meet the 
points raised in this comment. 

Response to SUNY College of Environmental Science and Forestry Comments: 

22 . Reversion o f active mucklands through natural succession is occurring in 
the Northeast, as can be identified in Oswego, Wayne, Orleands and other 
New York counties. The sponsoring agencies are not aware of any 
scientific papers that have been published spec if ica 11 y on this subject, 
and would be fully supportive of efforts to increase the kn owledge b ase. 
The project could provide opportunity for interesting research. 
However, it is known through DEC's biological invento ry of freshwater 
wetlands that there were approximately 4,900 acres of reverted drained 
muckland, and 35,000 acres of actively farmed mucklands as of 1968 in 
New York. Thie information is available in the Departments Regional 
Offices. 
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e e)Ao•"""• St"t"Univl' r!iilyofNl' wYork 
-____ :_ ·_ -~---·. _·:_, ____ c_·,_11_.L_[_<_:F. o r ENVIRONMENTAL SC IE NCE AND f O RESTRY 
_ . Sy r"CU 5<' , Nl'w York 1321 0 

FACULTY OF ENVIRONMENTAL AND FOREST BIOLOGY 

July 19, 1990 

Mr . Paul Casey 
U.S . Fish and Wildlife Serv i ce 
One Gateway Center, Suite 700 
Newton Corner, MA 02158 

Dear Mr. Casey: 

The draft EIS-Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project, prepare d 
by your agency, presents some very important and exciting 
alternatives to enriching wetland habitats in central New York. 
As the instructor for the Freshwater Wetland Ecology course here, 
I and my students find this project very interesting, especially 
in relation to the topic of wetland restoration. As Chair of the 
Central New York Chapter - The Nature Conservancy , I am not 
s urprised that all of the members that I talk to enthusiastically 
support the goals of this project. 

My only concern is that most alternatives rely par-tly on the 
success of restoring mucklands to functioniPg wetlands . I am 
very interested in studyinc natural succession on and restoration 2 2 
of abandoned mucklands in the Northeast, yet I am not aware of a 
single scientific paper on either topic. If you know of such 
in:"ormation, would you please provide .it to me? 

I would especially appreciate being informed about any 
research opportunities related to these topics, now or in the 
future. I have enclosed my resume to indicate rr.y bacl:ground to 
you. I would be glad to furnish you a pre-proposal or proposal 
at any time. Thank you for your consideration to this request. 

DJL: smp 
Enc. 

Ster•~ 
Dona~~old 
Associate Professor 

COHKENT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 
MONTEZUHA \TETLANDS PROJECT 

Draft Environmental I mpact Statement: 

NamE; : UXJIS A. DE LISIO 1 SUPERVISOR 

Organ i%a ton: TOI-.N OF GAI...0\/ 

Street: 106 GIJIS:./.:Jtl, P.O. ='OOc,X'-".Je_2 __________ _ 

City: CT.YOE State : NEW YQRK 

Phone Number : ( 315 ) 923- - 7259 

Zip : ....l.44J3___ 

Page 1 

Comments: In Lieu of taxes : 1'k.:> rrure l and s!,oµld lY-' taken nnt of Nc;qrne 0-,1mty unless 

P3yrrent in lieu of ta..xes are rrade to ea.ch qpyemreo t entity wl:ere tJ::e land is taken2 

for State o r Federal use . 

'This st-ould te a J>Ew York State project in picking lm rnsts as it is lYlt the 

wisffis of t.re i:eople in this area. New York Sh::ru.ld pay tte regular taxes (rot 1% or 

2% of tre taxes) and it srould cure out of tte Gereral furd ,lust l:::e:::anse oth?r 

areas of wetl.m:ls in tre State and th:! lhlited States ~ye teen destrQ¥Pd i,c_ 

draired and devel oi:ed for oonstruction of tores and crnrrercia J h 1si resses i n tb? P3st 

which has l-elp:c>d tlEir tax b3se . lb rot p?ralize only our ceqp]e in this SUE] J 

depressed area with picking up cl ffiavie r tax rurden of paying hinter taxes to make 

up for tl""e l oss of tax 11Unies taken away by this takeover of ,,.etlands 

Each Tuwn and also Hayre County and rre.ny villages passed a resolution j n 1908 

askirg tre State not to take anynore lar)d wi.th:>ut tl"e payrrent of taxes 1te Stat.e 

can FSY full ta.."<es as it does in sare of tl""eir o tter State owred land 

3 

Recreation & Visitor & Education Center : 'Ilse State sh:>uld provide a recreation µrea 

stch as on p.3ge 84 of 1-.~tlan:ls PropJsal took in tl"e HaYT!: County area aN l;;e Stat.e2 

oi:eratea . '!'re ~'tat:e sh:>uld place a Visitors center at Sa~ with St;,1te funds ) /1 
(Please u s e addi tional paper for further comme n ts . } (cont on p::tge 2) •...... • •· q __ 
which alternative do you fa v or? 

Comments should be received b y August 1990. 

(Fold ln half, !it a pl~ or tnpe. and mai.l . No postage neces s ary .} 



COMKENT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 
MONTEZUHA VETl.ANDS PROJECT 

Draft Environmental Jmpact Statement 

Name : Louis ~sio, SUn..gyispr 

Organiuton: ID-.'N OF GALEN 

Street : 106 Gu'9JQl.1 STREET 

ct ty · __ 00CL,,_YD=Ec__ ____ _ State : _.J>N1"0"-' ..1Yllf\R!<!8i..' __ _ 

Phone Number · ( Jl 5 ) 923-71-59 

Comments: RECREATION, YJSI'IQR & ED CATTO\'."! CEbU:FR· (om' t) 

Hp:~ 

PJ'Gf. 2 

'Ite State sh.>u.ld provide an educational scip.;>J nf l ard 2 year cn,cses i o 

Dwirorr.ental IE.search and have it fun:jed t):e sarre a3 SU&~ . -----

MJNIBZlJMA COJS1WCTION & HFALTII: ')5 
n-e State has to keep a oonstruction cn:w to aaintain s:xre nf tbe roads and.L 

highways to a.rd fran tre pro iect plus tteir own on St.ate laOOs ~ 
TI"E State stculd ):e involved in all tre fealth Prubleros in hl.rnns.....am-wild life, 

partic:ul.arly Lyn-e ' s Disease (ticks) and nusguitoes which rarrv virnres Also tt'e 

diseases which cul.rninate fron an overab.mdance of wild life. 

~= 27 __ 'Ire~:.._!:fame~~r_!ha~s___!t~o!.,_El:e~taken~~'=':car~e--'o~ft__l:l:eca~~use~__<;o'!_f--'tre~--'de~struct1~g~· o!!:n!ao~f~f~•!!rn,!!::=c~n~ms and 

pn.xtu:ts frL'XTl tre over ab...lndanc.'e of aninals eating tlEir crops. 

LAND USE : ~s 
O. E. C. sruuld te restricted to lard use and have regular rreetings with tl'e 'Ib.L. 

i.e . infon:ationaL rreetirqs al::out develop-:ents so it may l:::e determined if Tuwn' s 

(Please use additional paper for further comments. 
(con ' t on (:age 3)· · • • • · · 

\lhich alternative do you favor? 

Signature 

Comments should be received by August 1, 1990 . 

(Fold tn half. staple or tape, a nd 111atl. fo postage necessary .) 

Response to Loueis A. peLieio - Supervisor Town of Galen Comments: 

23 . See response number 20 and Part V.3 . A. of the FEIS. 

24. The description of the proposed action in the FEIS has been revised to 
include such a facility in the Savannah area·. 

25. This fact is identified in the statement in Section 11.B.l. Staff to 
maintain and manage the area must be provided to meet project goals . 

26 . Health concerns are addressed in the statement in Section V.B.3.g. 

27. Agricultural crop depredation by wildlife is addressed in section 
v.e.3.c. Also see response numbers 4-10, 19. 

28 . The DEC will comply with all applicable laws and regulations in its 
management activities. DEC staff would be pleased to attend town 
meetings if and when in·,ited to discuss proposed developments. 
Management plane when developed will be publicized and subject to 
appropr iate State and Federal environmental review , 

29. Stewardship and management activities on existing state lands under DEC 
administration are currently provided at the full level that resources 
will allow . Wh ile there are always additional management activities 
that might be undertaken, these might not change the general appearance 
of the land nor the public perception of its use. Wildlife management 
areas are just that. They are not state parks having extensive lawn 
areas or public buildings. To a certain extent these lands must retain 
much of their ••primitive" character. 

30 . Maintenance of roads is clearly and legally the responsibility of the 
governmental unit having jurisdiction. Considerable state and federal 
assistance is already provided to all jurisdictional levels through 
varioue etate aid, federal revenue eharing and aid to municipality 
programs. Roade not seeing sufficient public use can alwaye be 
abandoned if the county or town feel they are no longer necessary . 

,J.. r- -

31. We disagree, such a proposal would reduce public enjoyment of and access 
to publicly- own ed lands. It is also very doubtful that there will be 
any shortage of potential building lots within the communities involved. 
Therefore, the sale of building space is not a reasonable consideration 
except in very rare circumstances and then such a proposal would be 
considered only on a case by case basis. 
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COMMENT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 
MONTEZUMA I/Ill.ANDS PROJECT 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Nair.e : __ LOOI __ s_DELI __ s_ro_,:_SUP_ERVI __ SO_R __ _ 

Organl.taton: _ _::ro:iwn!i•J.9/tf.JG:iiAl!.1.j,?Ji'L------------

Stre•t: ___ _:l:_:06~G1AS:n<==:.__SIREE1'==:_ _________ _ 

City : ____ ,,CL,.YD=E~--- s u ce : NTh' YOEK Zip: .111.lJ_ 

P/IGE 3 

Co=ents: 
zoning Laws and land use laws are ccrnplied with. 

REN!' OF LJ\ND: 
'Ihis procedure of land rentals srould go back to tile area in which }'t)U rent 

land for up-keep of th::! roads. n-e state has erouc.;;Jh for signs, etc. to keep 

2 
Q 

up its [brain. 1te State can ' t take care of what it has in larrl row . 

ROAffi • 

~tate and Coonty am 'lbwn sh:lu.ld share g,st of road upkeep If the St~te ha30 
a fee for visitors of tte lands t.ren this stould l::e used for mad pJjreep fl rst . 3 l 
1te state srould let To.,ns use or give tre TQ',,ffiS rights to sell lots along 

any roachtay to ffilp tte Town ' s tax base. 

(Please use additional paper f or further comments.) 

l.'hich alternative do you favor? NJNE. But. if ...e are forced or rnve 00 say #2 

Comments should be received by August 1, 1990 . 

(Fold in hal f, staple or tape, and mall. No postage necessary .) 

COMMENT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 
MONTEZUKA VETUNDS PROJECT 

Draft Env i ronmental Impact Statemen t 

Name : David Spickerman 

Organhaton: Town of Butler - SuPervisor 

Street: R.D . # 1 Rt.89 

City: _ S'--'a'--''-'-"cc""c:•cch _____ _ State: tlew York 

Phone Number : ---'-----"-)'-'15'-----')-o,c"IJc,4cc8s,:4,a>e,U __ _ 

Zip: 1)146 

Comments: I am against this project . 1 do not feel that the State o f New 

York o r the Federal Government can afford to keep buying up land for 

conservation practices . I also want to protect the environment but taking 

land off the tax rolls without payment in lieu of taxes is putting a 

hurden on the r emaining property owners that will be unbearable. I feel 32 
that the State of New York is in a financial crisis now and should conserve 

resources and main tain the property they own at the present time. We also 

3
\/ 

lm,vc lo co11:; i 1\er the increase in thr mo:;qultocs that ca u not be co11trolled 

1101~ due to O.E.C. regulati on . fls larger areas are being made available for 

~w:.:i l:;;•1..:.1 c:lfc::cc..w:::e:....::w..:.il:.:lc...::ha::'c:•_:•::o:.:r.::.c_,pc:r.::.o::_b l:.:•::::•::_s ...:wc:i.:.thc._;;a;;n,;:i •=•=l=s aad=•=s t~r=o~yi=· n~g=caaraao~p=s ...:•=:n.:.d ___ 3 
fa r rncr5 will want to be suhs idizc<l . I would ask the Stale to set iL's 

[innncial priorities and not include any r.iore land acquistion at this time. 

(Please use additional paper for further comments.) 

1.'hich alternative do you favor? 

/{~.==.£ r Signature 

Comments should be received by August 1, 1990. 

(Fold in ha lf, staple or tape, and ma il. No postage necessary.) 



Response to David Soickerman - Suoervi eor To wn o f Butler comments : 

)2 . See re • ponoe number 20. 

J J. See respons e number 26. 

J 4. Agricultura l c r o p depredat ion by wil dlife is add r essed i n Section 
v.e.J. c . S e e also 't.he r espons es to c o1TVT1e nt s 4 - 10 , 19 . 

IJcverncr Stanley !...unc!ine :;aid at~ meeting in Canandaig1:a, t/Y on Jul}• 26 , 1990 
tha'.: agr-icultw·e ;~ ab:-;oh1telr ba::i-.: '.:0 th£: future of t·lew Yori-. 1 would add that 
~'.:]rkult:,.we is absolutclr b.:i5k. :o lhe future of Wayne County. Any long range 
plan that su93es'.:s rem0v al cf valuable and in-eplaceab le agr icu ltu:·a l land from 
prccil;ct:o:-, i!c. :;11spP.~l. 

Per !~:ip~ th~ '.:)l '!?'lt'?st cr.-~cern ! ha·,c 1 ~-:;t:; \•1ith t'1e potential for to\'m and 
cnu nty tax base erosion. I r e alize that ' 1" the JHw poses of thi5 DEIS , acquisition 
1•1eZ\n~ all ':!nd m.1nagcmcnt t oo!~ , ;r:c lm . .lii ,g out.dg~, t p u r chn!.P. . 8r.c.,11se p11blic3Q 
purchase ir; an optio11, it i5 ir1 p"'1 ~t• .- ~ \; hat tht!•· p h,? fit1,;1n ,:-: h\ <:om p P.n-:;ation '.:-:> 
m1:nicipali~.ies who 'cse tav reve~t1C! a s a result of land purcha:.e by t he state or 
fe deral gc'lernmen'.:. 

The J~a!1:rc Cn,::;cr·.';:mc 1 i-; ,,lrcaci.· -:i~q1:ir·in:; pd1atP. l;;in~!, r··r--:wnably f r.-1 
re::.al-:? t-:> the llY~ Deparlme1,t of Envi, onrnctl t.31 Con:;e1·vatior. c1 '.:h~ U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Se: ·:~•;P. tapon compl~t.ior, o f tt-,e SEQP. review. Thi:; m.J.'f b~ leg.:il az far 
a--:. SEOP. is c-:>nc~rned , l,:.1t ethkall-,• this practice is ... irong. !t b use of ar·, 

- ~3e:~':: }' .,.,1th •·10 :11 ·:~l·.'r:?,mer:t in~~,,.. '";f"".'!P ~: -:;-::~s= to furthi?r "?cl!:al .:i.cquisition 
i:,tention:: -:-: f ~he !;tat-:? ar:d fede1 ·a l 3'J•1~• nmcr:l-:. l his tynr: cf bf"?hi11d U1~ sr:enes 
r!1aneu verin9 er e.~tc~ n r1 i:n:11~dlate .:ilnicsphe:-e of dislr·ust .:'!.nt! suspicion. The 
p la:·1 rr.ay defin~ 1.-c.q:.. •:::~~o:~ ~r 1~.-: ::11· i-:~::; fo•·m:: , but the actions of the Nature 
~ni·: t.er·:anc'/. p~i:·,t ~ ~<'\ r· c~~f fc1 cnt. pic~.u ,.,_ All 1:md acrwisition h;• the Natu1·e4 0 
.!:nns.er..Y2..llCY' "hou ' d CF!aJC untq U-•:: S!:Of! procer;s i~ concluded. 

!:~ ~c-nt: h1 :;;r:-:-,, r.o rr: :u,d ti -~ ~1.s . r: ... h ·mfl \'!i!-!li~~ '°;l'?r . :ce mu~t be sen~itive 
t ::> the mipa-:~.J th ;-:; ; .. •-(' j0ct H;l1 have 0•1 ~0Uthe:1st,,.r·n W.:ty nr, Cou nty. 1n th-:! 
gr.?.·"' d :;ch~~•c c f ~!-dng:. , thn To~,n'.i o f G~\'lanr1ah, Galen and Butk•1· may seem 
ir.r; i5ni~i~an~. 1 n::iir--::ab that full im plP.:nent..J':.ior. of lar,C a=quisition through 
pt;blic pur r. ha:'.;e 1-,cu )d render· :.-, r. '.::iw~ ~ninl-n1pt ,::ind ':.\·1 0 rn<:-i-e f'.~encially 
t;.! i;)pled. / !,:, an:Olmt o f wi?tl'=lr, d re::;toration b wor th ::;~1ch a price. 

Sha•·on '.... :1~.1 
C' ire~lo:· 

CC: 001--:ald Co\:::i, St:r,1:: ·1!s~=- , To·,1!1 , .. f 5av.:mna!1 
Leu is 9cL !:;io, ~~1r,ei- ·,i:s~·r, To1·1n ~f Gnlen 
David Spicl.'?t·ma:-: , St:pcr· ·1b::w, Tow:1 cf Bl;tl';!l' 
11ar·:in OP.d.er, Ch.:iirman , Wn yne Co1::1lf !3o.:in! cl ':cp-:-1 ·:b-::ir~ 
Dc,·,na Chitl~nd-::1--: , Ch-~i!· p'.:!•·-.01 ,, Pla:1nin3 Committee, Boc:- ,j cf Superviso:·s 
Senator L. 0 ,3,uJ !"~hoe 
Asser:1 l>ly 1•::1.•, r: ich-3.el '. lozzo l10 
.l\s:;embl,'m,•rn !1ob~1·t. Y ;ng 
Assemhlym-in ;:-:-,:u•I- Taio1111P. 
".:ongres!:man rrank ~cr• -:-1 
Ser1at0:· Alpho nse D'/\m3~0 
';r:nc1tr1 D-11 ie! :ir,y;1i!1a; : 
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wayne county planning board 

!!ORT!-IERN l·IOfl f[Z~H1A Y/ ElLMIDS P!10.J[C:T 

011A'" r EIIVl'}O ' l'!El!l /\l IMPACT STATEMEIJT 

COl1Mrtll S 

7 /30/90 

1 prr?f.l<.:e u1y con1111c:11t:; 1,11 U,~ ubuve , efei·enc.ed docu1111:nt l,y ~aying ~l,:i l 
I !la..-c nr, di!:l)Ul':? with the i11tr?:1t o f lhe /J01 ·Lhen1. 11ont<?7.U ma Wetland!; ProJect. 
Welland rwe~.cr·.,.:,lic,11 is vibl l':J habilat protection , flood cont.·ol a~1d _waler 
qu.ality. Cons1derat1on mu5t be giv,m lv existing development and hvelihood. 
rhr 13,000 ,lt:rl'?J c 111..-cr. t-ly m.,nnged ."!.!'i th~ 11o ntezuma /lat -Ymal Wildli:P. Refuge are 
per·ceived by n1any a~ <:1deq11.,t~ f r~, habi~al and w~tk1.11d fll"C~r;!!'val1on. 

! take is:'.;l: e wit h the claim '.:.hat :'.;late aiu..! federal cwner~hip 1-,ou!d provide 
one cf the r-1ost .Jcthe mi •;waticn stagir~3 a!·eas in Centra l li e ,,., York. I believe 
:he exbt:ng Monlezum.'.l wclbnd .:i!ready c.lcr.er ·,er; th.:it designation . . 5~n·ounding 
propert) o wner:; are signifk.:antly .-e:; pc11sible for the fa-::t that th1s 1s r;uch an

3 

n-:;live sta'.)ing area. Contrary :c- the belief of the state and federal government, 
PCl'te\• jnd it i1iials a,e c;,r 0 ful a:id thm,9htfu! stewards of the ervironment. 5 

Tt" 'iL"'tC er ~irw ...,.rl'. 1·,as a 000,. land ma!~;19ement tra~k reco~d in ~ ayne36 
County. One need onl)' e Yamine lhe broken promises assoc1ated w1th Chimney 
Bluffs !:,t.:ite rar·k ~.:, :m drr -, f'!11d 1-,hy ri?-;>,Jents are rl'!hict<"nt. to place any form 
cf land m:1.nagement fr-1 the hands of the state. Accor-din_g to the text o f thi s 
!)E: s , ;n;:rint'-!na1 1ce and Ce·:e!c;.~ment ac:i'litif.!s \·1ill requ1;e a perman~nt _ and 
-:;~,b:; t..::i. 11Li,1; c0nH11ilment o f -:;l..'lff and othr:r 1·e:.ou1·ces. As 1t stands, the, e 1s no 
r!et! i--:ated long term sou.--::e u f o pe, alion and maintenance money in place. fhe,·e 
:;hould be ~o acqubition cf lanrl until :\ lon g te1-m funding p lan _for mana~ement 
;:; deveioped .:inc.I n~adied fc.r imp!e111enlation. !t i:; blally 1r!·esp•.:ms1ble ~o 

3cq•~in' lane! withollt a t.Jedi-::::at-?~! 111e-:h ,1, i:;m in pb.ce to manage and prese .. ve ;t. 

lnc~uded :n thlr; ;Jlan ~hc;.dd be u_,~•:wi=~n f'"'r an_ o ff ice 3nd mainter.anc~ 3· 7 
-- e der ;0 ti"' "' Jgwn cf Savannah. Any s p,n -cff 1nte1- pn:twe or educat 1o~al cente. 
also sbrn i)d be )cr;ated in southeastern Wa)'11e County. The dc,astatmg -:?ffect 
a c quisition ~,ill ha ·,e c:1 thP. ta ,. base of southea5ten""l Wayne County ~n~:.t be 
c:;m pP.i\ =•'l.h"'c! ~or· :11 v:u-io11r. ways , c!-,e o f 1-,hich ::. employmc11t oppor t un1t1es. 

1 a m p:u·t,c.ll la··ly ,.::-o :;•:ernerl abcl!I. the impact this _p lan will have ?n the 
,,:;r kll ~t.w ;ii ...;r,11111111 nity. Th,.. nc1-:; <1dr.1it r; th.'.ll priv at.<! r1911r:1:ll 11 rc on puhh~~ land 
,s .::1. \egilimal-:? land use. However , •_he long I ange goa l of the /Jo, ~~':' n 
f! onte;:um.7 wctl:i1,ds rrojcr:t , emo:i? s mo11y acres o f valu:ible anC sens1l1_ve 
farmland fr om procL1cticn . I am conce1·ned how this objective cor,-ela~s w1th 
::i~riculturnl lnnd policies developed by the 1/YS Department of. A~riclllt.~r~ and 3 8 
11 .1.i·ket!;. I" ;wne:H"S th?:., !..hf"! Sta ' "' -:,f !!~1•1 Y,:-,rk may ha ve -:onfhf";tmq po hc1es on 
this pr0jecl, ;,pec1fk:ally •be ?r"~er-" 1h ·9 af ... cti' ·e n9ricult1t1·;:il_ );ind v~r:;e5 the 
rcmrn•ul ,-. f L\Jil'" b•1CI frorp 0··2rf 11 rt jc•"' (nr• wetla nd 1·e~torat1on. L 1eutenant 

cou11tyol lice building lyons. new york 1,MQ9 

. Response t o Wayn e c o u n ty Plann i ng Board comments: 

35 . 

36 . 

37 . 

38 . 

39 . 

40 . 

The e poneo rs agree that most p r i vate landowners a re reason a bl y good 
enviro nment a l stewards. Ho wever, few wi ll be able t o do the types o f 
management necessary t o take full advantage o f the land's potent ial . 
There are also many other bene fits inherent in cooperat i ve ma nagement 
public ownership as desc r i be d i n Sectio n I o f the FEIS . 

See reo pon e e number 29. Neithe r of the s po ns o ring age ncies have 
management res ponsibility f o r t he Chimney Bluff s Sta t e Par k . 

See res po nse number 24. 

See res ponse number 1 7 . I t is no t the intentio n o f the proj e ct sponsors 
to remo ve high quality land from agricultural pro du c t io n . If pu r c ha sed 
from will i ng sellers, these l a nd s will rema i n in p r odu c t io n as l ong as 
they are economically v iable. 

See respons e n umb er 20 . 

The Nature Co nservancy i s a pr i vate land mana ge me n t organizat io n with 
stro ng interests i n the Mon t ezuma ar e a. They have owned l a nd just west 
of the Howland Island Wildlif e Ma nagement Ar ea f or a numbe r of yea r s . 
Any land purcha sed by the Con se r v anc y may be r eta i ne d , r e so l d t o state 
or federal age ncies, o r reso ld t o a pr ivate individual. As a p ri va t e 
organizatio n , these are all opt i o ns which the y are f r ee to exerc i se . 



Reaolutlon No. _,,l._Jk __ _ 

In opposition to the Oratt Environmental lmpoct Statement 

By : Mr. Dennison, Chelrman, Agriculture Committee 

WHEREAS, the re s idents o f Cayuga County have reviewed the Draft of the 
Environmental Impact Statement in regards to the Northern Montezuma Wetl a nds 
Project, n o w, therefore be it 

RESOLVED, that the ~-a.Y.~8.!!-County Lesi slAt.ure hereby goes on record 
oppgsins the Northern Montezuma Wlldlif ~ _.E.JS...e@sion program due to the 
1.m..qomplete D.~~wr1tten and the reaultnnt deli.i.m_gpJdll_~cq~o~ic impact 
o n t h e _greo.t.<u: .C.0.YulUL.C_ounty Community. 41 

AGRICU~TURE COMMITTEE 

I H[IIU't CERTrr't', lH.o\T I liAV[ CO~IPAR[D Iii( IOR[G(.Utll, LUl'Y ul A Hl,v l .:h•I• l•JI • 

•·1c;s rn ANO /IIXlfllU RY IH( L(CilSLAIIIII( Of CAYUGA COUNTY, /\I A M(HING 1mu OH Ill( 

-1../1.4-___ u-y nr -#~. 19~ lllloi lllf OIIIGlffAI R(SVl' ,olUff, 

.,hJlllfl l r1 •. ,.- .. 1 I. . • 1•._1} " • -•:.1:·: •u ·,m,.,,,mrn(WH0lllH(J;t0r. 

'-~""' /4_;)(,. ,. r t'r 
· - • -1,. •• il/l. UJtlNff~1SWURt 

UAT(O }., .. 1,7 , 19~ -

/ ,j 

THE PO RT BYRO N CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 

T.M WISNIEWSKI 
Su - •"l~n<H<U etl k"OOI • 

July 26, 1990 

98 UTICA STREE T • PORT BYRON, NEW YORK • 131400310 

(315)776-5728 

United S tal es Fish and Wildlife Service 
ATTN: Mr. Paul Casey 
One Gateway Cente r, Suite 700 
Newton Corner , MA 02 158 

RE : Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project 

Dear Mr. Casey : 

T.A. BLANCHFIELD 
e.,,,,..u Man•i,e• 

After a review of the available materials and discussion with various resource 
people, it is clear that the proposed Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project will 
have profound effects on Port Dyron Central Schoo l. 

We_ ~ 1rnosed to this project due to the effect it will have on our tax base 4 2 
and t he neeacive impa.c t iJ: will hav~ on the area ' s agricultural resources. lt 
will be essentia l for our District to receive some r edress for lost tax revenues , 
if an alternative i s selec t ed that reduces our tax base. 

We would select Alternate I (no ac ti on) but would ask you to modify Alternate I . 
Increased serv i ce and better management or current holdings would s peak to all 4 3 
of the project ' s objectives. Perhaps n cooperative r elat i onship with private 
landhold ers rather than purchasing or condemning land, i..s...a ... mDLILPasitl'!.t. _rou.!.£ 
to pursue . 

funding o f this projec t i s going to be pun.ued through a public bond. We are 
opposed to this funding mechanism at a time when New York State ' s resources are 
being s tretched t o the limit . Public expectations concerning taxes are that they 
moderate rather than increase. We are agaiJls t the upcoming bond i s s ue referendum . 

In summary , we believe that continued development of o ur wetland s is an important44 
priority, but not at the expense of education. 6 JD.OJ:e concerted effort to manage 
cuuent holdings. coupled with efforts t o forge new voluntary relationships with · 
private landholders appear to be viable alternative s from our viewpoint . 

Sincerely, 

dlJ1t,u~~-
Timothy H. Wisniewski 
Superintendent of Schools 

THW/ebw 
cc: file 
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Response to Aoriculturt convnitt•e Cayugi. County Legialature comments: 

41. Ar••• of incompl■ten••• are not defined by the County Legis latures 
conment, hence it i • difficult to make a specific re■ponse other than 
the fact that all SEQR a nd NEPA requirement• have been met, see 
section V for analy■ i• of the economic impact■ of the project. 

Response to Port Bvron central school District comments: 

42 . See Section V for i n formatio n on tho impact of the project on the tax 
base and o n agricultural resources. Agricultural 1.mpacte are also 
discussed further in res{)Onae number 17 . 

43. The description of the proposed ac tion has been revised to emphasize 
cooperative relationships with private landowners. 

44. See response number 29, 



~ Clyde-Savannah Central School District 

DISTRICT OFFICE 

115 Ql,\Sg0W Slutel 

Clyde Now Yooli 1"4-433 

Un ited St a t es Fish 
a nd Wil dlife Service 

At t n : Mr . Pa u l Casey 
One Gateway center 
S u ite 700 
Newton Corner, MA 02158 

To whom i t may conce rn: 

Pt,or,11t315)913 7747 

July 26 , 1990 

F1edrock O Good11ch 

$Uf)flf1'1ll'lndllnl of Schools 

o n be half o f the Clyde - Sava nna h Doa rd o f Educa tio n, I enc l ose 
a pos it ion pape r r e lative to the No rt~e~n Monte zuma . W~tl a nd 
Project . 1'h is d ocument re present s the pos 1t.1o n o f the maJor1.ty o f 
our membersh ip . 

FDG/k k 

Enc l osure 

Ke nne th E. Di santo, Pres ident 
Cl yd e - Sava nna h Boa rd of Educ atio n 

rlEALTV 
IICCEIVEU 

Wherea s, the Board of Education feel s it is unfair for the Federa l 

Government, New York State and non-profit agencies to own so much land 

in a small community, to propose the eroding of it's tax base, and leaving 

only a limi ted lax base lo provide other necessary services to the 

communi ty residen ts. 

Wh ereas, at a recent meeting sponsored by the Director of the Wayne 

County Economic Deve lopment Office, and the repre sented group in 

attendance of over one hundred people consisting of business, clerical, 

clergy, schoo l officials, interested ci tizens, and others from the Towns of 

Galen and Savannah , recogn ized that the number one detriment of economic4 6 
growth at the eas tern end of Wayn e County is the proposed Northern 

Montezuma Wetland Project. 

Whereas, the Clyde -Savannah Central School District now is experiencing 

3 loss in student population due to the purchase of land and homes around 

the wetland area known as the Vand erbilt Swamp, by a private developer. 

"hi s deve loper has made this a private water fou l and hun ting game 

3s erve. The purchased homes are removed and the student population 

ave left which effects the school district state aid . The removal 

,sidential property is also taking real property o ff the tax base . 

it resolved that the Board of Education of the Clyde-Savannah Central 

.100 / Distric t strongly oppo ses any federal , s tate, and non-profit 

rncies acquisition of properties wi thin the township comprising the tax 

:e of th e Clyde-Savannah Cen tral Schoo l Di stric t without written 

1ran tee that payment of monies will be made in lieu of taxes. 
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801\RD OF EDUCATION 
CLYDE-S/\VANNAH GEN rRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT #1 

215 GLASGOW STREET 
CL YOE, NEW YORK 14433 

Opposing 1he agencies ol the Federal Governmen t, the State ol New York 

and non-pro/it pub lic agencies who are tax exem p1 in th e lurther 

acqu isition ol lands in support of the "NORTHERN MONTEZUMA WETLAND 

PROJECT". Supporting that written legislation be enacted by the federal , 

state legisla tu re to make payments of monies in lieu of taxes for the45 

proposed property to be acquired /or the wetlands projec t to protect the 

ta x bases of the Towns of Savannah, Galen, South Butler, and Lyons of 

Wayne County and the Towns of Tyre and Junius in Seneca County, New 

York which in whole or in part are within the boundaries of the tax base of 

the Clyde-Savannah Central School District. 

Whereas, the Board of Educa tion of the Clyde-Savannah Central School 

Di strict, passed th e following resolu tion. Be ii "resolved our loca l, state 

and federal legislature oe made aware of the conce rns and impact this 

project will have on our school dis tr ict and not support the use of tax 

dollars to fo ster the projec t·. 

president did not vote, carried . 

The vote was: YES - 6; NO · 2; the 

Recorded in Board of Education curren t 

minu tes book, pages 107 and 108 dated October 19, 1988. 

Whereas the Board of Educa tion and/or it's school officials have . never45 

received any formal written reques t for data to be incorporated in the 

Draft DES 90-10 Environmental Impact Statement for the Northern A 
Montezuma Wetland Project, the adv_ertised and projected stati stics in the 

impact study are subject to gross error. 

Be ii further resolved that 1110 Board of Education of the Clyde-Savannah 

Cen tra l School District strongly urges passing federal and state 

legislation to abolish th e Northern Montezuma Wetland project to allow 

economic growth to develop in the area . The long term lingering of the 

project limits the potential ol fina_ncial investment in the area. 

Be it further resolved th at th e Board of Education of the Clyde-Savannah 

Central School District urge the legislature and Governor of the State of 

New York, to adopt and approve legislation to amend the real property tax 

laws to require th e Federal, Stale and non-profit organizations lo require 

payment of monies in lieu of taxes for all properties acquired to protect 

the tax bases of local communi ties . 

Be it furthe r reso lved that the submitted data become part of any further 

or future studies, and that copies of this resolution be sen t to Governor 

Mario Cuomo; Senator ·L. Paul Kehoe; Assemblymen Frank Talomie and 

Michael Nozzo lio ; Congressman Frank Ho rton; and Senators Alfonse 

D'Amato and Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

Respectfully submitted by: 

Joseph J. Kolczynski 
to Kenneth DiSanto , President 
Board of Education 



Response to Board ot Ed ucation Clyde savannah Centra l School District #1 
Comment■ : 

45, s e e r e•ponse numbe r 20 . 

45a. 

46. 

47. 

All ■tat ia t ic ■ o n taxes we re obta i ned t hrough e a ch cou nty tax office and 
compu te r reco c-d ■• All school dist r ict tax recor ds were obtained from 
the se ma■ter f il e e . 

The projec t epon aor e do not agree wit h t h i ■ a ssessment. It might be 
■ a id t hat deve l opme n t tha t doea not benefit from proximity to publicly 
owned op e n spa c e , recc-ea tional land, ac t ive agricu ltural land and fish 
a nd wild life hab i t a t p r obab l y would be d iscou raged . A more compelling 
a rgu ment could be ma de t h a t th i s project wou ld encou r age deve l opment 
t ha t ie desi r e d by t he a reas cu r re nt re■ idents, development that is 
b e nefic i a l no t o nly t o wildlife b u t most significantly to the towns 
t hemse l vee , 

The policy on a cqui r ing res i den t ial p r operties is described in Section 
11.~ . l . Essen t ia l ly, no residential properties would be removed by this 
p r o 1ect . 

CAYUGA COUNTY fflPLANNING BOARD 
J ames S. Ca rr A ICP 

Directo r 

Co un ty O ffice Build ing , 160 Ge nesee S1rce1, Aubu rn, New Yo rk 13021 · 

MEMBERS PRESENr: 

John B.Jtera 
Judith Lauer.!ons 
lonald aro,,n 
l1oger Ba.lcMn 
Richan:I Kalet 
David Farrell 
Ralph Allen 

Q/ES'IS PRESENl': 

MINlJIBS 

= = PL'\NNIN:; B'.lllRD 

J uly 11, 1990 

Frnocill VUillaJDt 
Marg cei'alma 
J ohn lbgalBlci 
Jerry 'lrnenga 
Margaret 1-tlsher 
Olorles H:Keon 
J ohn Vogt 

(lll) 2l l -1276 

srllFF PRESEN!': 

JanEfl Carr 
Vijay Mital 
Mimi lbf fnann 
David Miller 

)aji.a representatives fi:an the c.ltizen and a local radio outlet , 
Iegilllators Paleqa and DeAngelli, l\ub.tm Assistant Police Oti.e f 
Be.rtoni.ca , CIDA rreTOer Ron Hart , and several un.ident.ifie:1 c itizens 

The neeting was called to order a t 7: 35 PM . 

'Ire minutes o f the previous neeting were revie,,e:i and the following 
corrections rrade. Fran VUillaJDt soould be recoroea a.s present. It 
s oould be ooted that Mike O' Ne!ill was rot p:resent, b.it Dan O' Ne!ill was • 
On ITOti.on by Mr. Butera , secord by Mr. Vogt , and on una.n.inous vote , wi.th 
the corrections rrentioood, the mi.ruJtes \<.ere accepted and approved. 

'rte Board re::eived and considered a report on the d..i.sp:,sit.ion o f the 
fomer COunty J ail prepared by NUtter Associates . Vi jay Mital , c.lty 
Planning Di.rector, revi er-,,oo. the re{X)rt and the rol e its preparer is 
perfm:ming in conj urction with preparation of an up::lated City Plan . ~ 
explained that the rep:,rt is preliminary in nature and that greater 
detail will be required prior to initiating any particular c:ow:,;e of 
acti o n. The rep:>rt • s general recamen:iatio n is to use the rui.ld.ing for 
activi ties such as lal:orator ies or profess i onal o ffices . ne rep;lrt 
leaves ~ questions :relating to iuplerentation. 

Mr. Carr =nrented that a special ccmnittee o f the County Planning 8oan:I 
.....as famed at the reques t o f the Planning Ccrrmittee of the 

194 

CAYUGA COUNTY mPLANNING BOARD 
Ju 111c, S. Carr A l('f' 

Ui rcc lor 

Cuulll)' ()fril:c Buildiug. , 100 (icnc~cc S1rcc1, Auhmn, New York 1302 1 

Mr. Paul Casey 
U. S . Fis h arxi Wildlife Service 
One Gateway Center , Suite 700 
Newton Corner, MA. 02158 

0ear Mr. casey, 

J uly 30, 1990 

(J ll) 2lJ - 1276 

The Cayuga County Planning Board at their Ju l y 11, 1990 neeting 
voted by a 7 to 2 rrajority to opp:,se the e xpans i on o r m::xlif icat io n 
of the M'.:>ntezuma ....etl ands anywhere within cayuga County . '!his vote 
was taken af ter cons i derabl e discussi on . 

Encl osed you will fird a copy o f the minutes o f the July 11 neeting 
along with a copy o f the staff rep:,rt which is attached as a part of 
the minutes . 'lltis staff rep:,rt was rot adopted by. the Boani . 

J SC :eal 
enc . 

Sircerely, 

\ <' . -{ •' 

Jarres S . Carr , AICP 
Director 

Iegislatum to consider this matter . Its mission was' limited in ecope . 
The Planning CCmnlttee rreetB again on Momay and pex:hapa ad1.l.tional 
di:cection will be received then, A!BO, the crunty 1.Bgislatum rreetB CDl 

'I\Jef3day and perhapo at the t1ma it will reach fOlicy decisions on thiB 
i.BBU0. 'Iha nab.lre of the iaBU0 has, of c:o.Jrse, changed since the 
·ann:runcerent by rec CL:mnlasioner Coughlin that the State is rot 
interested in acquiring the facil.l.ty far a prison t::ranefer station . 

Mr . a.tern oc:mrented that the CCmnlttee' s BI{lhaeis was on di.ealuragir<j 
the establislmant of the priean facil.l.ty in cbmt:own .Aubn:n and that 
futum neet.ingll might be able to ad'.iresa a wide rnnge of issues. 

A copy of the i:epxt will be maintained in the lbal:q ' s files, 

'Ire Board revie,,e:! referrals in aa=darne with eections 239 L & M, 
N.Y.S . General ~ipal Low. T,,o mat:terB had been received fJ:an the 
'lbwn o f Ira: a proposed camercial planned develoim,nt i:,aquested by 
Wl.l.limn Irving and ;, proposed ;um va.riarce to facil.l.tate awlication 
f= a cxmtereial planred clevel.oprent by JJ.mnia Hall . Both p,:q:osala 
affe:::t property 1n the hamlet area kn:::,..m as Bethal, on Rt. 34 rEar th:! 
o-,gocrunty l..l.re . 

'Ire Irving proposal would estahl.iBh an outo i:epa1r b.Jsi.ness, 'll-e Hall 
proposal """'1d establish an outo sales rusinees . 

'Ire suf f revi.el,e:I the oojact.l.ves of the 'lbwn Plan and Zoning raw 
regm:dlng deve.Lopmnt in this """' and the exiBt.ing developrent pat:tarns 
in this """' oteetvlng that it is pred::mlnantly resldentl1'1. A :cep:,rt 
prepared by the suff ""8 coneldared by the Board . 

'!hare ""8 exteneiva .diBcusslon reganllng the potentl1'l. f= ne.ighbarh:xxt 
detarl.aration meultlng fJ:an this eart of cammclal. developrenc. 

A notion ""8 mode by Mr , 9.Jt:ara that both of ttese prqoeale be denied, 
eeconded by Mr . aro,,n and unan!Jrously ai:proved. 

Fair Haven aJ.eo referred a matter to the Board for c:ament . '!his is a 
prop;,sal to arrend the Zoning Ii!w. 'Ire major e ffect of the prof05ed 
anerdnant """'1d be to tranfer special pennit review autrority fJ:an the 
ZBA to the Planning Board and establlih a Clllp!Y.hensive s ite plan revie, 
requinm,nt in the L3w, A IIOtion was made by Mr . Vogt, eeconded by Mr. 
BalcMn and Wlilllirrou.sly ai:proved to t:eeamerd that the Village ai:prove 
these anerdnants . 

'Ire Board .revi- the recarrrendations developed by a special =nni.ttee 
o f the l3oan1 prepanrl in response to the DEI S for the proposed expansion 
o f the M'.mtezuma Wet.lim:1s. Mr . Carr sunmorized the scope o f cm project 
which had previously been discussed 1:,y· the Board. ~ also .ent over cm 
alternatives far the project set forth in the DEIS and sunr.rrued fOlicy 
statarents rrade by DEX: offkials regarding acquisition of land and 
developrent rights. 

'tt)8 cannittee's recarrrendation was extensive. '!here was mphasis an the J'1 
need fur payrrents in-lien-of taxes to l ocal and minty gove:onents an:t L I 
sci=l districts by the State. A recarrrendat.ion far awrovaJ. of 
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alterative 2 la =nt.lngent upon State legislation to alJ.cw this to 
= . A copy of the rec:x:mrerrllt.J.ons la attached to these m1nJtes . 

MrB. Jit>sOO.C, a ccmnittee rce:iiler, stated that there ha.a been extensive 
con::em expressed at p.iblic neetings regarding this proposal, that it 4 Q 
rn11 Id r:eQAt i ve! y jnpact cm do,,nst;raam areas . She enckn:Bed the 
recame,dation that a hydrologist oo IMCia a part of the project team am 
that detailed 6Ilillyei1l oo mode of these iaaues prlm: to any actions. 
Mr . Allen expressed a carre:m about the overall viability of the 
c:onc:ept:. He diacussed the extensive nature of cun:ent wet.l.an:I 

5 n,gulationo am questiored the reed far aalit.lDnal ocquinition. He o 
offered the oa,e,:vation that noney coold oo clli:ected tcwm:1 other 
activities, for exanple inproving access to "-"tar lxx!J.es, that might 
have brooder p.ibUc 1::enefit. 

Mrs . Hoaher ccrrmanted that Mr. Allen• s points have validity. She la 
a.1Bo concemed aboot the degree of govennent influence over the 
activities of ir.dividua.ls . 

Mr. Pa=ell. stated that he has t:ail<ed to a nuntier of local of ficiaia in 
the area ircluda:I in the project am that none 8UfP')rt the prq:oeaJ. . He 
also expressed cxm::em aoout the ~ cm local tax levies om 
questiared the State's obility to =rpensate localities far this tax 
l.oes. 

Mr. ltKaan clispJted the f irat conclual.on of the racamendation that it 5 l 
lo deain!ble to protect om expand .et.lards. He camented that the 
x:egulaticma an, already too extanaive arrl offered ex,m-plea. He was also 
concemed about ~ UBe of this area as a aettlment of Irrll.an 5 2 
cl.aim,. 

Mr. Allen reiterated his c:oncem reganlJ.ng the overall program c:onc:ept:. 

Mr. Bro,,n cemented that there la a real posaibility that this project 
.oald effect Seneca River flcxx!ing. 

Mr. Vogt asked aboot potential prob lens that could r:esul t uan 
insufficient furds to a:xrplete the project. 

Mr . cazr raniroed the Brard that atatarenta cm the DEIS llll.St be 
aul:mitted by August l , 1.990 . 

Mr . M:K8:Jn rrede a notion to ~ the expansion or m:xiification of the 
M:mte=na wetlaroa anywhere within Cayuga County, seconded by Mr. Vogt, 
'lllere ...ere 7 votes in favor , 2 votes op{X)S0(i , other rrerters had left the 
ireet.ing. 

'11-ere l:eing m other b.isi.JEss the rreeting was adjOUDe:I. 

-3-

DRJIIT ENVIROOMENI'J\L IMPJ\CT srATEMENl' 
NJRIHERN !OrIBZUMI\ WE.Til\NC6 PIU!Ex:T 

CJ\YffiA CilMlY PLANIID(; EO'IRD RE:SPOISE 

The Cayuga County Planning Board has revie,,ad the DEIS for the 
llorthem Montezuma project and sutmits the following firrlings am 
:recamendations to the U.S.F. & W.S. and to the N.Y.S.D.E.C.: 

1. The £bard agrees that action is desirable to protect the 
\loetlarxis and related upland areas in the lt>rthern M::mtezum:i 
Wetlan:is area in order to n'dintain and expaoo wildlife ~itat 
and to protect the envi.romental resources of the area . 

2. Of the five alternatives presented by the Service and the 
Departn'ent in the DEIS, the ore best s uited for carrying out 
the puq::oses and objectives of the project is Alternative It> . 
2. 

3. While the 1bard agrees in principle with Alternative It> . 2, it 
also has corcerns ab:Jut certain irrpacts that the project way 
have upon the camunities with.in and adjacent to the ptop'.)SE!d 
project area. Agreerent by the Brard concerning the adoption 
and Ut{)lerrentation of Alternative. It>. 2 i s contingent upon the 
satisfactory mitigation of th:>se inpacts. 

4 . ~ rrost serious' potential .in'pac t of the project is the loss of 
real estate tax revenue by tJle to.,ms , schcol districts and the 
County. I n the 'I'o.4n of Conquest , for e>carr()l e, awrox.imately 
ore third of the Ta-m land area ....ould be iocludErl in the 
project area . .Accoroing to the calculations ircludl9d in the 
DEIS , this w::,uld result in a l oss of al:out 9.5\ of the Town's 
annual tax revenues if all of the land \-.ere to be p.irchased. 
While it ffi'ly l:e true that all of the land will rot be p.u:chased 
in fee , it i s still true that the potential exists for a large 
withdrawal fron the local tax base. 

5. 'Im Board questions the tenefi ts of increased developrent 
activity in the affected tcMns whlch would l:e gererated by the 
project. While it i s p:>5sible that there way be ircreased 
tourism activities as a result of the project, it is likely 
that trese activities will occur beyord the l:ourrlaries of the 
affected ta,.ms. None of the t.o,.ms have the infracture and 
transp:,rtation ne~rks needed to s upp:>rt new tourism related 
b.isinesses and the probability of goverment at any level 
providing such f acilities is virtually non-existent . 

'Iha major berefits of the project will be at s tate, national 
and international l evel. 'Iterefore, the cos t of mitigating 
l ocal adverse impacts strruld not be borne solely at the l ocal 
level. . The state goverrrrerlt shoo.ld adopt legislation designed 
to pay noney in lieu of taxes to local ancl County goverments 
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Response to Cayuga County Plann ing eoard Convnents : 

48 . See response numbP . 20 . 

49 . See Section V. B.d. for i nformation on the impacts of the project on 
downstream areas . 

50. See Section I of the statement foe- a discussion of t h e projec't' s Purpose 
and Need . 

51. See response number 15. Response number 35 i s also relative. 

52 . See Section V.8.3.1. of t h e statement. 

arrl to schcol districts within the project area. Such payrrents 
should l:e equal to the taxes whlch .oald l:e paid if the land 
....ere on the tax rolls and stntld te guaranteed on a continuing 
basis, regaro.less of annual state b.Jdget deli.bertions. 

7 . Coocern has teen expressed by property o,,,,ner.; c:b,.mstream fran 
the project about the possible adverse iJrpacts that the project 
ffi'ly have on flooding along the Sera::a River. 'Ille Board 
recamerds that th:1rough hydrological investigations te carried 
out by the service and the Departnent tefore any drainage 
structures or water l evel rn:xiifications are placed on lancl 
p.rrchased, ancl/or managed as a part of the project . No such 
activity soould be undertaken which ~d exacerbate flcxxling 
conditions along the river. 

8. Fanning is the principal econan.ic activity in the to,ms which 
ercanpass the project area . Also, products produced on those 
faDTlS are i.mp:>rtant inp.lts to industries l ocated in the area. 
future rrana<]"':ITJent practices on p.rrchased and leased lancl shc,uld 
l:e designed to rot only protect and enharce wildlife habitat 
rut also to allo.,, ancl encourage the continued use of high 
quality soils for high value crops. 

9. In cooclusion, it is the recamerdation of the Board that, 
contingent up:m passage of state legislation which ~d 
provide carpensation to the County , t:o,.ms and school districts 
for lost real estate tax revenues that Alternative No. 2 te 
adopted. It is also recamended that in the absence of such 
legislation that Alternative No. 3 be adopted.. 



Tmrn of Sovannah - S tate Land Acqulsl tion 

\J\IEREAS , the Town of Savannah tms been app["oached by the Sta te o( 

flew Yo["k as the slte of a \Jet Land l'roJect and 

\JI\EllF.AS, the State of New Yock and sevecal gcoups now own land in 

the Town of Savannah and 

1,HIEREAS, th ls land ls Tax exempt and 

\JJIEREAS, tlew York State pays tax es in other aceas o[ the State 

and 

'wllF.REAS, the Town o[ Savannah has 25 million dollac-s o( assessed 
valuation wt th the State o( tlew 'fork wishing to acquire about 1/4 or 

257, o[ the total assessed value of the Town anU 

\HIE.REAS, the Tax rates ln the Town o( Savannah a["e the highest in 

\Jayne County and 

\JIIEREAS, the creation of the \Jlldli(e ["e(uge would C["eate 
additional claims, upon the financial cesoucces of the Town of 

Savannah and 

1.JIIEREAS, the S tate of New Yo["k has allowed many municipalities to 
use wet lands for shopping center s , industries and housing, thereby 
gceat l y increasing the assessed values of many of the richest 

subd ivi s ions of the Stote and 

\JIIEREAS, lt ls not faic to a small town with very few ["esources 
to take a inajor part of that Town and expect the ["emalnlng property 
owners to suppon all of the activities of the Town plus the 
additional ac ti vities that pcoject will br ing to the Town, and 

'wllEREAS, many residents of the Town o( Savannah work in the area 

to be taken by the State for this P["oject and 

\JI\EREAS , the economy of the area will be adversly affected by 

this Pcoject; now 

BE IT RESOLVED, the Town of Savannah opposes the State of New 5 3 
Y..2L!s,._ecq111r1oe land in the Town of Savannah if the Sta t e does not pay 

the Beal PrnoertY Taxes on the acquired land , and 

BE 1T FURTI IER RESOLVED , the Tow n wishes the State to make54 
P.["ovision for the people that will be uneme_!~~d by the creat ion of 

the \.let Land Project, and 

BE LT FURTHER RESOLVED , THE Town opposes the State of New Yor~55 
fu din s ec ial interest rou s to bu Real P["O ert , 

ALSO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Booed directs the Clerk of 
the Board to send a cHt lft ed copy of this Resolu tion to the 
following: \.layne County Board o( Supecvlsors, Governor Marlo Cuomo , 
Senator L. Pau l Kehoe, Assemblyman t-·rank Talom le, Assemblyman Michael 
No1.zo lio , Assemblyman Roge[" L. Klng , NYSAC , and the Supe cvi sors of the 

Towns In the Count y of Wayne , 

coHHEtn SHEET FOR TII E tlORTIIERU 
KOUTEZUKA !JETU.NDS PROJECT 

D["o.[t [nvironmental Impact Statemen t 

Name: 1·)/\RQL:i) Sl=(O& 

Clty: SAVONN/d--1 

rho ne !lumber: ( .Ji 5 ) 3(. 5 '2..l o 5__ 

3 Ayts O !fa.yes 
Ca cried 

Zlpc ~ 

l111,v J1fr . c~ 1/11/90 
Comments, /J~+L I ,,JJ,~J,,iw,00 .t ~ -lL..1-tlL 8 [".',,...u;; 4'< y-~-5 
Uc&lgk ·' ±'z_t',,,.~~ :J0,. (!,.~:.. t;v,l ,..,,.:,l~I,'\.-;< ;!,. Cn~ . .,, C,.,.J1 ct,,,...>w.,.__ 
0.,-4. M hM ;:,u, ......... vl ... w. -rL. C:u~-·· :£., ... (), ::1<J ,._ tu...~~- cJt..,,.,-,..~.~.:... 

6 
r.i.~,., clw.J kJ aG:c·u....e.,...t.J A.a·-"t"" ,..,...,, (t,tt...,t:..;,... "'~•I r"~ k /-,..,'1d..f:<""1.J...1i> ....C­'*"., ol.i.. s•~J.C.. 'Ha-/ ,.,.~.,•-"'-vul,;....l : 11,. Lrw>-rl-(,.J,. t\ ... ,;..~ 
~ er A I ~ .l+iu--- L-- b,.,9 f..e."' .... dtw\t.,~J g;, c .. ~"L.,'~,,, .. ,:.....,.iu-.'.J, c.,., .,..:J.J....v,..1 

4!!.d~s '1.-Ji cl r, ,04P. 1/..:.. fi),,d /,~~-1..oI.,.:t_.t;,. 1 ... c..<;.cnd .. ~:-=&. ,.,,, ~..( 
-~ Yµq.C\.,, !!{ jl.., ·I.Ln,....J fl,tJ L.141 d.rfu~,.Lh..t, /tu,_ c..V£--,d,,...u.J c,.r fu'{: b,,, f wg.f )ud: 

f~_A/~,_,kw::iL, ~ •. ,,4., ..P,, ~ .:U.... u&;,-

1.!c_~•= ~.t,.;,H·l. ) •~,,,,,, '[ .-<k.,, ... _ __..._ ck• r :.a,,,~~1,,,.-.1_3,,,.;,..,+ih... 

I ., .. b...,. ('~kf''"_.,. 1,,).Jb.~~.(b.:.~ 

7!.....',lll.1rl.r, w,~•-l--t- }cLA..l·i:c. '1k.:..,r~hdl - ' ·tlL}, .. rtkt.1' q<--tl...t...(ln.!efU-c',I /L 
rtn; · , .. 

1 
&:•,~ ..,,....t...,.. /2u-Y-ec:~hru-::- 3,:t.' o,..1-- ,...;,b• t ,.,..,,- -1 Ml u-'-.. \ 

-~1LI'\::: 121' r ... r'-,{ly ✓ G-RiC'"': _t, u c/r.Y: _J;,,Y--< tf.,i,u · -ll.-:.. t.®Olh-~ 
~)-1:·/4..c>,+-o--t0.,t:ihc4~;._,-

'Jh..l•J "~.r: ,-,-,....y,, .........., c... yr-4-~~~ fa--tl , t, ,,,.. 'I ch,..,, ◄ t 

TH 14'4 &i-,tt.l C,Jo:t,Pd l, t:, ,L,:,-.,14,,,_,,· ...... tr. ~r Ir, t<, trv,. (U1u1~fh+l'1 1 
IL« ¼:1c'!'."X....:.ia. - '?rn+' ,,un. .. tt/ r~ c.6~r tf....,__ ""-~ Ju- L,-.,,.........4;..... .' .' 

\.lhir h nltcrnnt\ve do you f;wor?' 
So!-1/? rµe;/.JtNA{lgN or- /I LL-

C01nme 11t ~ s hou ld hr recrivell by Auguc;l l. 1990 . 

(Fold In half, sL;iple or- tnpr, /\ml ma l l. tl o pos toge necess/\ry .) 
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Response to Town o( savannah Re ■olution corrmeou: 

53. 

54. 

55. 

See re■ponae number 20 . 

Some. employment opportunitie■ may be created both in the private and 
publi.c ■ector it the project ie approved. 

See response number 40. Heither the Department nor the Service funds 
Th~ lfature Conservancy for upfront expenses. However, we often 
re1.1nbur ■e them for lntere■ t on loan■ u ■ed to buy and hold land. 

Response t9 Board of Assessment Review Town of Savannah convnents: 

56. The Crusoe Lake basin is an im o t is the DEC's higheet p r ant pa.i::.t of the overall complex and it 
management priority in eastern Wayne County. 

r 



Rf.-Sl)Lll'1' l Ci: 

'1/H~REAS , TH E U . S . 1-'JSII < ':!lllllifE SFHV!CF 1 1! r.0I:JUNCT!ON '1/J'rH 

TH E I<YS Df.f1' . OF :•:N cor; IIAV F I HO~l'LG/<TED A !'LAil TO 

RECREATE THE ORJGINAI. ~:ONTE7. Ul1A r1,ARSHES fOH THE 

ENHANCED l'ROVUCTICN or \'IATEllr"0'1IL . 

and 1,•HI EREAS : THS ES'I'J\ HLI S H~1EN'l' At!O Jff, H , Etf.FNATIOI~ OF T HI S PLAN 

WOULD HF.QlllRE 1'HF: r·UHCHA SE OR T AK] JIG OF APi·ROX!MATELY 

4 5 SQU ARE Ii, ] u ;s OF I.A!IOS : r: THl S AREA 

a nd WHEREAS 

and WHEREAS 

a nd WHEREAS 

THESE LANDS WOllLD l'c HEMOV"l1 FllOj , THE T AX P. ASE OF TH E 

VAR] ous TOW!!Slll I S At:[) ' ' IIE TOWtl OF r,:oNTEZUMA At111 AT TH E 

rnESEN'I' TJft,i~ 'l'!IER 1~ !1 1\'.: f'E ( .. (\ !\O ! LAt! H 1T FOR'l'H TO 

! ,ESSEN THI S H1 J ACT U!l TO l,1A.KE ll l' T l 1JS LOSS OF TAX H1\SE57 

THE GR ADl11\L ',·11 '!' !IDHt.':JI 0 1-· 'l' !'t-:SF AGRl CULTUR AL LANDS 

WILL 1\LSO HAV E 1<1: Al1V fHS P. f .FFF.,; T 011 THE OVER ALL ECONOMY C 8 
OF' THF. CEWI'RAL i!E1,'I YOHK AHF.A ~ 
THE EST ABLI SHh:ENT OF Tl!J S EYFMDED MARSJfLA ND WILL 

CERT AIN LY RESULT IN THE EXPANDED PRODUCTION OF I NS ECT 

AND AN! ML PESTS THAT WILL AFFECT Tfif: Hf:ALTH OF RESIDENTS5Q 

A~D THE AGRICULTURE OF THE F.NTIHE SURROUN DING ARE A , 

THEREFORE BE J T RESOLVED THAT, 

THE TO'IIN BOARD Of THE TOWN OF MONTEZ UMA I S FLATLY 

OPPOSED TO THE ESTA BL] SHl,JENT OF THI S PLAN . 

CARRIED 4-0 

John Giardina, Supe rv isor 

S tanley Long yea r, Bo ard r11 em be r 

Jacqueline s mith , eo arrl ffiembe r 

Thomas Fitzsimmons, Bo ard Me mbe r 

MA RCH 20 , 199 0 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTE E 

22 JOHN STOWELL. Pre s 
Box 10 1 
Savannah, N ewY01k 13 146 
!)15)365·3223 

93 JOHN KUJAWSKI , Vice Pres 
143 Sound Ave 
Aivelhead , N e N York 11901 
(5 16)722-•363 

9 1 JOHN CHI LD, Sec Tre,1.s 
Child Road 
Malone, New Yo,k 12953 
!5 18148352 12 

? ,,,x,;, ,t., .,;_ 

CHAI S KIMBALL . PETERSON. Et · Src 
PO Box 2615 
Bingham ton, New York 13902 2615 
(607)722-9588 

TO FOSTER THE POTATO INDUSTRY IN 

I !nit,:- :J :ikrl0-: H~il f\ \\ikj~if,~ :-;P,•Ji ~r­
/\ ! 1 :.'!11:, ,rt r~~1. ! •,Ju!'.,-:, 1'.:.·v 
I (..;a1~,~,av Crsn! '::lr s~!il ·:'- i 1J l 
M~wfnp c,:-.,pr--r t11•1~·; 
0'21:51'-

NEW YORK 

On beh,Jlf t ,f lh'l En,c,;;,J .',1.-ile l ',Jla lo Club. Inc, we want lo voice our 
concem in '-'~•"o; ttion lo l~,e Norlh0 rn Monlezumo Wildlife Pro ject. We 
1·~11 a ,:i ,:;res, o rtemalive fo1 which rr,p re1e11ls :JJ,97·1 a,:res, which is !he 
laraes t ore•J o f a ll ollemo!•1e1. Ir\ lhi1 urea. 2.700 lo .JC(() acr':ls of 
poratoe: or8 u,o,·,11 in orry given year. This represents 10 percent of 
1:,e sl,~ ':: 'i :e.f~\l acre; . The mone tary relurn la farn1ers for lhe,e 
J.''-' lol t'':'S 111 !his area lm t yerJr wa1 $6.5 million. Mos! of !his fT!oney is 
beir,q i pr:-11 1 in 5unoundin,1 1cw,m •Jnd •,illage1 .,.~!bin o 25 rnil ':l radius. 
f,:;1 nTe:. (1il. fP-rliltPr cna,ii',i, ols. rnochinP.IV. buildinq ""Jleriah. labor, 
:nsi;runce,(l ,:ixm). '/c,u CO! ! see lhe devasta lina irnpac l lhe elimination 
of !his crop 'fnuld hcrv0 on 1:iese r:rcil comrnumtie; . 

FmrPino, nexl lo we fl,,w_!s, is un exha unnecessar, burden because 
o f a•)vc,rnn"; n1ol ;P. ;J1Jlqlic n1 and ,-,ildlife damage. We are no! agciinsl 
wel iun j ~ t-t.:I f•::;rm!na ur.d pe0plo rne n~ore e~;e11lial !hon wild!ife and 
v,e !f,.:n · •-. 1 !'1·,,1·,1-r iri~ r•0 rrenl of 1he people in l!iis rnea rne opp~,,, 
l'l l<.md o,: •1ui1rti• : n b'J lhe state or federol goven,m~nt for lhe 
exparn ion o f 1-~lcllif8 refi ".!"'. 
'Ne cr1II l: 11 you 10 <l•~ •.in ir:de !h slu wilh lhe local i\SCS office, 

n:,d lhe () 0 ["' ':ii 1r,·'; ;1 ! ol'<1rir: t:!!11r~ _( M'Jf ,e ) (\ come up Yll a 60 
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Response to Town of Monte;uma Town Board Co1M1ente: 

57. See reuponse number 20, and 23 . 

58 . See Section V for a diecueeion o f the projects' impact .:in the area's 
economy. Also see reaponee number 46 . 

59. See Section V.B,J.g, for a diecusaion o n real or perceived health 
impacts o f the project. 

s and th 

. uisiion and 
no inpact D l1 f·Jrmlc 11d and o la:< slT1Jc lure. 

The EIT'pire Sflll <:> l'o1oto Club, Inc. represent; over 320 po lalo 
ur<_w;0rs 'J• :rc1s1 New Yo1k :. lute. We rne much affec ted by !his and 
F:c oe yo,1 1"1ill r onsi<1er our sugg,;slions before making any finll l 
rJeci :;ions. 

i i;onkyouf,_1, y!)r,!1 li1 r:0 . 



COKHENT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 
KONTEZUHA VETUNDS PROJECT 

Draft Env ironmen t al I mpact Statement 

Nace, _ f"~8~~~~=,.·::?....,,_/b=--
Or gani%aton : ~ ~,a{ 

Street : P. 0 . 13.ri- I 9 0 

Cit y , -~===~w=~--- State : _11'-'-li/,_ ____ _ 

Phone Number- : ( 2 0 1 ) -/9 '/ 6 ~ 8' 3 

Commen ts 

(Please use additional pape r for further comments.) 

\Jhich alterna t i v e d o y o u f avo r ? 

Comments s hou ld be received by August 1, 1990 . 

( f old i n half, staple or tape, and mail . No po stage necessary 

COMMENT SHEET FOR T1il NOR.TH.tR.N 
MONTEZUMA IIETLA.NDS PllOJ!CT 

Dra ft !nvlronmental Impact Sta t■■ent 

Na.m e: Harry Schoenmake r 

Oraanba ton : _1,_u_c_k_L_a_k_e_ A_s _s _oc_l_a_t_l_o_n ________ _ 

Strut : __ 2_l_E_. _L_a_k_e_ H_d_. _____________ _ 

City : __ P_o_r_t_ B~y_r_on ___ _ State : 

Phone Number : ) 15 l 776 . 8044 

Comments : L,u ck Lake has an assoc 1a tl on o f rlpar l a n o wners , which 

was l ncorporated in 1972. 'fhc pr i ma ry purpose o i th l s a s sociat i on 

ts to l cnpr ove and prese rve the q uality o f t he lake . 

In 1989 a committee tested al lo t our seot1c svstems with the 
a id of t he Cayuga Coun ty Health Lepartcnent . Unly a lew v i ol at i o ns 

were detect e d , and the t eE; t1 ng wlll be r epeated ln a f e w years . 

Vther on-go tng sampl ing and testing l s done in cooperu.tt o n 

with various agenc i es . 
We enjoy a var i ety o t watertowl , inc lud lng Canada geese , 

herons , mallards and l oons pl us a long list of song birds . 

Sta tely trees and unu s ual wlldtlowers e nhance thls environment. 

The area l s we JJ-popu l a ted wit h sme ll mernrnels 1nclud\ng be mer 
!-load ing wetl ands wUl i ncrease an a lready heavy mosqu ito 62 

_p_o_p_u~l_a_t_l_o_n_, -'w'-h_l_c_h_c_o_u_l_d_th_r_e_a=t=e=n=t=h=e =h=e=a=l=t=h=o=l=h=um=a=n=s==a=n=d==p=e=ts=-, -

At the Conques t hearing o n June 21 , 1990 , Wes St il es s tated 

that lwck lake sbo11ld hove been and 1.PJJ be excluded f rom tRls pr">ject. 
Whe n the federal and state def i c i ts are red uced , your 

min i ma l pro posal sh ould be s u111c i en t fo r t h e wate rf owl, 

(Please use addit i onal paper for further comments .) 

\Jhich a lte rnative do you f avor ? ALttRNATt //G-# 3 

~ 
Comme n ts should t?e r ecei v ed by August 1 , 1990 . 

(fo l d l n h alf , staple or tape , and mall. No p ostage necuury . ) 
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Response to £moire state Potato club Jnc, Convne n ts : 

6 0 . R• •pon•e number • 4 . 5,6 and 19 also relate clo•ely to this corrvnent. 

The difflculty in a•aigning a dollar value to corp losses is 
con• i de r ab le. Hany va r iables are i nvolved such aa establishing cause of 
damag• and • ••easing the appropriateness of management. Howe ver, the 
Department a nd the Service are willing to cooperate in developing such a 
■y•tem if proper funding can be obtained. 

61. Acknowledged. 

Response to Quck Lake Association Comments: 

62 . Healt h concerns were address in Section v.B.3.g. of the delis. 

, 



DUCKS UNLIMITED 

~ 
~~ 

GENESEE VALLEY DUCKS UNLIMITED 
PO. BOXE 

ROCHESTER, NY 14624 

July 2, 1990 

United States Fish and WildJife oc 
Secv ice 
Mc. Paul Casey 
One Gateway Ce n tec 
Suite 700 
Newton Coc nec, MA 02158 

Dear Mc. Casey : 

L,f::/\ LTY 
HECEIVED 

Region 5 

Please be advised .that the proposed Montezuma Wetlands Project 6 3 
is a must for: New Yoc-k as well as the United States . This 
pt"oject must be put in - place for- the future of wildl ife. PJease 
do your best to put this on tcack - the fast tcack. 

Thanks foe your help . 

Foe the Du cks 

J}.~ 
NetJ Yock State Jrrustee 

COXKINT SHEET POR TH.l lfOI.TH!.kN 
MONTE.ZUMA ¥!Tl.ANDS ,1onct 

Draf t tnvironaenul lapa ct Stat9■ent 

Naaa, :;q \tJW E { 1 fl(,JZy GD 
0r1aniuton : p,,, /5 ? t.l I./ i 111 I f f /.) 
Strut : C: l'lfi'.1&.~• )/ 

,v,=w 

eo- enu : ·7...- << <i.) ·,l h /,ff:;..:: 
ll?a&1i7 c,t '(I a /= i .-PE't1d > , 

/ 

:z;; 

Pleau use additional paper for further comrient, . ) 

h i ch a lternat i ve do you fa vor ? 

,.,,enc, ,hould b e received by Augu , i,,1990. 

Up : 

(Fold in half , 1taple or tape, and ma il . No posta ge nacuury . ) 

JJ /t, (J 
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Reaponge to Genesee valley Pucks Unlimited , Jnc convneots = 

6J. Acknowledged. 

Response to Pucks Unlimited Inc- Co!TVtlents: 

64 . Acknowledged . 
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EAGUE 

REPRES GION 7, N.Y.S. 

We, the members of the Region 7 Conservation 
League and the Cortland County Federation of Sports­
□ans Cl ubs , Support the conceot of alt ernative 4 
the Uaximu.m. i'letlands Protection and Klanagment Zone . 
We beleive that this is the only alternative that 
effectively protects and enhances the maximum amount 
of land for use be the wildlife and waterfowl. 

This ecological completness of the area 
will benifit all people for decades to come. Not only 
sportsman , wildlife researches, photographers, and 
birdwatchers but landowners and the various towns will 
benifit from this plan. The potintial income from 65 
state sales taxes alone will amount to thousands of 
dollars from interested parties as well as the tourist 
who wi 17 he going to the educational attractions that 
will be b1,il t . 

We can see no unfavorable impact on the 
enviroment or the fish and wildlife: on the contrary , 
many endangered and protected species of plant and 
animal life would be enhanded . This project would 
mak e avalia ble more habitat space ior many different 
species of fish and wildlife presently confined to the 
present wetlands. 

He should be proud that such a unique project 
is happeninb in our state and region. The benifits we 
will all gain are immesureable and our grandchildren 
will have bained back some of the natural environment 
that was entrusted to us and that we destroyed. 

John I.. l h u njagrr 
R.ll .112. llnx 176 

Cinrlnm111u. N\' IJ040 

Reponse to Region 7 Conservation League Comments : 

65. Acknowledged . 
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COKKE.NT sltr:ET FCi. THE NORTHERN 
HONTEZIJKA VETLANDS PROJECT 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Name: llarriet T . Marsi , conservation Chai rman 

Organlzaton: Federation of New York State Bird Cl ubs , 

Street: Box 1, HC 61 

City : Binghamton, KX 

Phone Nuc:,.ber : ( 607 ) 722-SQ2 1 

State: _N_e_w_Y_o_r_k __ _ 

Inc . 

Zip: 13903 

Col!lments: The Federation of NYS Bird clubs, Inc ., representing 40 bi~d 
clubs , tot-al1.ng 20,000 membE rs, has long been extremely 1.nteresEed 1.n 
the :>lontezuma Wi]d]j Ee Refnge and so unceseruedly s11pp1n•ts t;R& ggncept 
of the Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project. We have read with interest 
Fhe Draft EtS - May 1990 1 for the complex.In our op.1n1.on the £1.ve 
Al t-ernati,re Plans discPssed ha,.e be&:A fairly, frJly anc:1 gpenly pre­
sented. 
~ ,federat1.on d1.sm1.sses AlEernat1.ve No. I (No Action\ as fa1.l1.ng in 
tt:ae obligation of the 116tato and i t;s cit;izons t;g prGteGt thi6 alwable w, 
wetland from further gradation. 

terna t.1 ve No - t e Propose ternat1. ve o t 1e us. Fi. sh and Wildli f, 
Ser iae anc:1 the 1'1¥EDEC ,gets ,,ai:m appEB al fi:em the Feder:a~iel"l . 
Simply appreciably increasing the size of she wetland would be of 
tremendous vall1e t-o w1.ldl.1£e . And we heartily agree that , along with 
a1Gqllisitir.~n, m · st come milnag:emont if tho qualit:, ef the etland is 
t-o be ma ,intained . We especially s11pport the principle of mana ing 
1- e var1.0l1s componen s w1. 1.n t e ota wet an area 1.n 1.v1. ua y, 
r:g ?6 t;g ,get t;J.1e maxim"m pnHfoGtign fgr •ildlife e1t1t ef eeeh. se~ment 
base1 on the special features of that partictilar segment. 
The Federat1.on also strongly supports the ••se of spec1.al w1.ldl1.fe 
teghniq es to n rt re tl=le existin9 bree1hn'3' Sfi!eeies eensielered 
endangered, threatened and of special interest . We also extend the 
support to efforts to restore hab1.tat for spec1.es t-hat once bred 1n 
the area t~11t are not no•• foPnd there 
'J·he Federat:ion dismisses Alternative No. 3 as short-sighted in its 
plans for the ft1t:ure of the wetland. IE represents the m1n1mum effort 
to prouont G,JRt-inued ,;;gnt;,2minatign from surr:gnndin'3' a,grieultwr:e and 
(Please use additional paper for further comments.) (MORE\ 

'..'hich alternative do y~u fa vor? 

::::,(~ J )?1 ~, Cl, . ert,/) (?.,,,, 
Signature 

Comments should be received by August l, 1990 . 

(fold ln half. staple or tape, and mall. No postage necessary.) 

FEDERATION OF (J)' ~ NEW YORK S;:::

2

• . 

1~ BIRD CLUBS, INC, 
l__- \ 

Organized 1947 

COMMENTS ON NORTHERN MON'rEZUMA WETLANDS PROJECT 

CONTI NUED 

indPstry . Ke rJUestion how long the minim11m will be sufficie;,t. 
Particularly now, when there are willing sellers , we th ink a l onger 
te rm plan wo u ld be ml•ch wiser. 

Alternative No 4 is recognised by the Federation a,; t>f fering the 66 
_iJ!_~al in protection , preservation and f1·ture enhancement of t h ~ 
~-e-~!_~nE,_. Its featL,re of including the headwaters of the main and 
feeder streams, t:hus control ling tihe total d r ainage system, seems 
especia lly important. Present landowners may seem Sjllppathetic to 
the goals of the wetland , btit there is no guarantying cooperation 
from future own:ers. Land around the \-/e t land comp lex will probably 
increase in va l ue as the we t land becomes established . Not on l y 
will it be more expensive for the US Fish & Wildlife Service and 
the NYS DEC to acquire it, as it comes up for sale, but it will go 
to t-hat person. group of persons or business wit:h t h e most money. t 
This can mean anything. For ful l , lasting protection of the wet land 
t- !Je land should be acm1ired now. 

A second feature of·Alternative 4 that appeals to the Federation is 
the concept of preserving a large , compact block of habitat. Many 
wildlife species reqPire this to complete their f ,•11 breeding cycle. 
Jnst preserving a nesting site is not enOl,gh, There must be a buffer 
area to protect against certain pr.edators; and there must be adeguatG 
habitat aro1·nd t:he nes t site to provide food for nestlings , fledgling! 
young and adults. Bald eagkes , osprey, red - shouldered hawks are a 
few of the birds t-hat wo11 ld benefit from a la rge block of wetland= 

Alternative No S has obvioL,s weaknesses deriving from tL•rning the 
respons-i.bility of protecting the wetland over to private organization 
no matter how worthy or dedicated they may be at the present time. T 
wetland would be only one of the many demands p11t upon them . All 
parties would have t o agree on a plan. Leadership changes in privat 
ownership present~ a degree of uncertainty t:hat must be recognised. 
The federation thinks t his alternative should be considered only as 
a last resort. 

In summary: Although the Fede-ration gives fu ll approval to Pand 
No.~ 2.. as far as it goes, we feel it is of vital importance that 
the whole watershed be controlled and therefore urge the adoption 
of Alternat-ive No4 . 



Responee to Federatio n o f New York State Bird Clubs Inc . convnents: 

66. Acknowledged. 

6 7. The sponsoring agencies also recognize this need and wi 11 beg in 
acqui ring lands or management agreeme nts as soon as the environmental 
impact statement process is c ompleted. 

Response to Waterfowl (USA\ Limited Comments : 

68. Acknowledged. 
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111 [ NAHO~:Al WATEf\rOWL ALUANCE 

WATERFOWL (U.S.A.) LIMITED 

United States Hsh & Wild lif e 
Attn: Mr. Pa ul Casey 
I Ga t eway Center 
Suit e 700 
Newton Co rner , HA 02 158 

Dea r Paul : 

N11 lon1I Hudquu11r1 
OOX 60 • THE WATERFOWL BUILOING 

EDGEFIELD. SC, 19824 
1803) 537.575 7 

Au gus t 6 , 1990 

tlEALTY 
RECEIVED 

Region 5 

I would like to take th is opportunit y t o voice our _s_u_epo rt for Alternative 

02 which i s the Wetlands Protection with Management Zone. We s trong l y r ecomme nd 

-;;; approval, implementation, and completion o f thi s p roject t o assis t in 

reaching the goals es tabli s hed in the North American Waterfowl Ma nagement Plan. 

Wa terfowl U.S . A. is a national, no n-profi t , co nse r vation o r gani zation 

ded i cated t o fundin g water fow l projects in the United States . We c urr e ntly 

have mo re than 100 c hart ers in JZ states . We have wt: 11 o ver Z0 , 000 members 

and expect t o exceed ZS , 000 by the end of 1990 . 

The members of o u r organ iza tion who toured the Mo n tez uma Refuge d ur ing 

our 1989 National Meet ing were extremely imp r essed with the refuge a nd the 

l a r ge co ncentration of waterfowl that it benefits. We will be holding thi s 

yea r' s Na tio nal Meeting in New York also . We hope that when we t o ur the refuge 

this year that we will be able to see this new project under way . 

S ince rel y , 

Da ry l Booth 
National Directo r 
Cha pter Development 

"American Bucks for American Ducks" 

CO HHEHT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 
HONTEZU HA WETLA ND S PROJECT 

Draft Environm e ntal Impact Statement 

Name: Scott R. S tenb erg 
Orga nization: Bawasc o Ch esapeake Retrieve rs 
St reet: 7215 Va n Buren Road 
C ity: Baldwinsville State: ll ew Yor k Zip: 13027 

P h o n e Humber : (3 15) 638 - 2786 

68 

Co m11 e n ts: Please regist e r these comm e nts in support of the 69 
deve]opment of the Northern Hontezu ma Wet land s Pro j ect_ ( NHWP): 

A) Expansion of the cur rent Hontezuma wet l ands by t he NHWP 
would en hence the we ter f ow 1 habitat. Hon tezuma is a naj or staging 
area for waterfowl migrating along the Atlanti c Flyway. Due ~o 
ex panding goose populations utilizing this area, t h e current 
wetlands ar e n o longer adequate enough to prevent overcrowding on 

0 the mars h . An e nlarg ed Closs A t-1etland t-1ould r ed uce the ~ 
ove r crot-1ding and t-1ould bette r distribute the flock t-1 h ich t-1ould 
reduce the thr e at o f di sease to the waterfow l . T he UWH P t-1ould 
pr ov ide more breedi n g habitat for residen·t flocks of du c ks and 
geese in an area that is less prone to droug h t cycles - a 
ne cessity for r educing the contin e n tal wate r fowl decline . 71 

B) HHWP c ould redu ce the current floodi ng problems along t h e 
Se n eca River . A properly co ns tructed ditch and dike structure 
t hat is be neficial to t-1aterfowl can a l so benefi t flood control by 
ho lding ba ck flood waters. Th e water could be held in side the 
project t o replenish the marsh and then s l ow l y released from the 
project as req uir ed. Current land s are ditc hed to provide 
immediate drainage f o r agricultural purposes; spring r un -off is 
q ui c kly channeled int o the Seneca River so that fields can be 
planted as soon as pos s ible. Impr oved wetland s would s l o w t he 
sp ring run -o ff and r educe t he downstream flooding. 

C) The wetlands of the NHW P would filter a nd purify t h e 72 
water passing through them. This would improve the poor wate r 
quality of the Seneca River. 

D) HHWP \.letlands would provide seasonal recreation use to a 73 
soc iety that is pla c ing a large r and larger d enand on its public 
land for outdoor re c renti o n . 

E) The NHWP land s are a small part of a once giant wetland 
known as Great Cayuga Swamp. Thi s great wetland covered more t ha n 
one hundred square mil es o f what i s now Cayugn , Sene ca, and ' Way n e 
Counties. Only a fr action o f the o riginal wetland remains but the 
NHWP cou ld r esto re some of this land and turn it back into the 
great productive b i osphe r e it o n ce was - a marsh. 



The- o nly neg a tive co111 me n t that I want t o register is that the ~

4 project is not large enough There ere 11eny 11ore plots o f -
marginal farm la n C: in the Seneca River Basin that s ho uld be 
r ec loimed as wetlands. A r ec lamati o n t ha t would benefit 
wa te rf ow l , redu ce riv e r fl ood ing, and improve the wat e r ·quality 
o f the river . 

. -«Xu!.)lL ,"l~,~ 
Scot t R. Ste nbe rg ~ 

- 2 -

ROCHESTER NEW YORK CHAPTER 

WATERFOWL (U.S.A.) LIMITED 
POST OFFICE BOX 92302 

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 14692 

I would like t o urge the departme n t to support the Ho rthern Ho n ­
te z uma Wetl a nd s Project.. I represe n t ove r 750 members of Water­
f ow l USA within New York Sta te a nd they have urged me to d o what 
ever I can to e nsure that this project is funded. In this era 
of environmenta l awareness and in accorda nc e with the President 
o f the United St.a te s wh o hi'l s made a commitme nt to " Ho net los s o f 

7 wetla n d habit at'" , this i s exactl y the kind of project the dep a rt - 5 
ment sho uld be strongly s uppo rting. I know that ot her areas are 
also i n n eed o f funding, how ev er due to the small presence of 
federal wetland refuges in the Horth American Waterfowl Manage -
me nt P l an priority area of western Lake Ontari o and Lake Eri e , _! /(() 
ca nn ot think of a n y other project that wou ld be more benefic!2._l 
t o all wildlif e than this o ne in the region. 

Waterf ow l USA is a nationwide organization dedicated to preserv­
ing waterfowl habitat. within the boarders of the USA. As you 
kn ow , not only will this project be nefit waterfowl but several 
ot her species of wildlife. Some of which are e ndan gered or 
threatened. A 11 7 50 members that I re present kn o w that wet 1 a nds 
are the most productive habitats in the world. With t h e world 
ren o wn ed su cc ess of the Bald F::agl e restorati o n program at lt o n ­
tezuma, it would ~every upsetting n o t on ly to the members of 
Waterfow l USA, but to all people that love our natio n s symbol if 
this program had to be canceled because quality habitat was no 
l onger available in t h e Jlonte z uma area. 

Of the oroPosals o utlined we prefer proposal 11ym_qgr __ 2_. We feel 
this is the overall best option. It is one of the mo r e costly 
but it is also the most productive given th e dollar amount. We 
also feel that pr o posal s 3 and 4 would be acce ptable if the 
department. wishes to go with these o ptions . Th e option that 
would be total unac ceptab le h owe ver i s proposal l. We feel it 
would be very s hort sighted and ·foolish decisio n to do n othing 
for ou r nati o n s wetlands. 

"American Buchs for American Ducks" 
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Response t o eawagco Che11paake Retrieve r ■ Comment•: 

69 . Acknow ledged . 

70 . Acknowledged. 

7 1 . The ■ponaorlng agencies agree. 

72 . The sponsoring agencies agree . 

73 . The sponsorLng agencie ■ agree. 

74 The proj ec t sponsors maintain that the proposed act i on is the best 
balance between enviro nmental and s ocial / economic concerns . However, 
agree that o ther resou rces beyond the borders of the project area 
deserve pro tection and management as well . 

Reponse to Waterfowl <YSA) Limited Convnents: 

75. Acknowledged . 

76 . Acknowledged. 

77. Acknowledged. 



COKKENT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 
HONTEZUKA WETl..ANDS PROJECT 

Draft Env i ronmental Impact Statemen t 

Phone Numbe,, c ~~ . ·.s·, 7St/ .. -~Jf,'...' (>/. ~,,) , ".,/ o;/ (-,!.," (, •. ) 
' . . , · , _- " I (". 'y < . - / ' 

(Please use additional paper [or 

\.'htch alternative do you favor? 

Comments should be received by August l, 1990 . 

(Fo l d i n half, stap~e or tape, and mail . No Postage necessary . 

Va nd erbil t Ma rsh Club, Inc. 
925 Exchange Street 
Roches_ter, NY 14606 

78 

80 

! 
\lf.l\ LT Y - J 
HEC1. \V!s l ' ··- - ·= ·-.~: ::·-:. ?/~:;'-:.,. .. _, 

j . -·-
\,e[1iOll 

Dear Mr. Casey and t-lr. Slingerland , 

As the current president of the Vanderbilt Marsh Club , 
I would like to comment briefly on your recent draft of the 
North Montezuma \•letlands Environmental Impact Statement . First , 
for the record , ou r correct name is Vanderbilt Marsh Club. 

The Vanderbilt Marsh Club agrees with t he basic concept 
of preservation and expansion of waterfowl habitat as proposed 
in your Northern Montezuma Wetland Project ( NMWP) . The project I s 
goals are consistent with our own goals which we have practiced 
for some thirty five year s . . . to not on ly maintain but to improve 
our existing wetlands. For this reason our organization initially 
is eager to be inclllded in your report as one of two existing 
coope rating land owners (Evergreen being the other) . 

J\fter analyzing your report, as president I ca nnot endorse 81 
any of its alternatives until the report clarifies the role 
of cooperating land owners . A) . Property owned by cooperat-1=_ng 
land owners should be delineated in all topographical and tape­
locat ion maps published in connection with the NMWP Project 8 2 
and not included in areas marked for acquisition. B) A statement 
of position by DEC and appropriate federal agencies to the effect 
that those land owners s uc h as Vanderbilt Mar s h Club with forever 
wild covenants in their deeds would be exempt from acquisition 
without their consent. c) To further enhance wetland management 8 3 
with the project , more attention s hould be given to specific 
areas of cooperation between l andowners and NMWP agencies. 

Vanderbilt Marsh Club (VMC) endorses the goa l s set forth 
in your report and look s forward to working closely with both 
t he Department of Environmental Conservation and the U.S. Fish 
tnd Wildlife Service in matters relating to NMWP. I, as presidPnt 
,f VMC, or another representative of our club would be pleased 
:o discuss any matters pertaining to your report and our c lub ' s 
Cuture 1.nvolvement 1.n the NMWP proJect. w 

\ iQ ·~ 
(;\ Jay W. G.tlbert 

Pres.1dent 

2 0 3 

Response to Eoton Bi,rdioa society co!M'lente: 

78. 

79. 

80. 

Detailed management plans will eventually be prepared if the project 
gains final approval. The sponsoring agencies welcome pacticlpation of 
the Eaton Building Society and others in the development of these plans. 

See cesponee number 24. 

Habitat chacacterietics of the Monte zuma area make it unsuitable for a 
bobcat reintcoduction effort. 

Response to Vanderbilt Harsh Club Comments : 

Bl. 

82. 

83. 

The role of cooperating landowners is to participate i n the protection 
and management o f land resources in the project acea in a manner 
consistent with project goals. 

The term "acquisition" ie defined to include such devices as coopecative 
agreements that the sponsors hope to negotiate with landowners . Thus, 
lands o f cooperative landowners are included in the boundary lines . 

The policy on the use of eminent domain is discussed in the statement. 
In effect, there is no need to purchase pcoperty by negotiation or 
appropriation that has a protective covenant or deed cestriction such as 
that on lands of the Vand2rbilt Harsh Club. 



Jue : 

Oraaniutr.m : 

CO}O(l.NT SHEET 10R Tlil !ilOB.TH.l.llN 
)WNTE.ZlJlU. VE.Tl.ANDS HOJtCT 

Draft tnvi r orutental illpact Stat .. ant 

, 11.111 LU: 

u. ~. Fish and Wildlife Service 
,\tt : :ir. Pa ul Casey 
:)ne Gateway Cen t er, Suite 700 
'lewton Corn er, Mass. 02158 

Streat : ____ _;;_":.1.•l2,6::0 _ ;l'.c''!!.'rr.:•;c;:L• _:.:==---------
Cit1 : S titt · 

Cczment1 : r't<?ase :::-lace m~ vec: much i n 

l' 'JP "''f"I" s1r i cJs"in? ·,·0 ~ 1 ,•1dc:: 

:aver 0 ~ ':ri~ \!c ntezuma lietlands84 

') :•ye rrnarP:=Vi.,..1 so rnucb ::1 s to 

The under:-study 

"'h p q- r.> J t' "-onefitc:: j') - hp t:}Pi)I{ 'iate rrgy) g ir~ uro .... qq),j be lon<: 

.1 i 11 ~c::peri al, ,, p;<~P[jPQrP the ,, ,,,r•t greJt 

(Plea•• 1.1•• additiona l paper !or further commenu .) 

\lhich alternative do you favor ? 

Comments should be rec.e i•ad ·o~· August 1990 . 

( Fold in half . sc1iplt or ape . 1ind :::iai! . No po,uae necuury .) 

COKHENT SHEET Fva '!'HE NORTHERN 
HONTEZUHA \lJ:TUNDS PROJECT 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Nam" 7U12OTHY NOGA) Swzdoll'I 

Organ!uton, >EDE11ATw;J oF CDN$1;eVflTIOII CLVBS o~ CIJY1x,11 CLzyJry 

Street, _P.""'-"o,_, ---'l30=x'-S~'l_l _____________ _ 

City, _,...A,.,u'--"b'--'u<-'•ucl,_ ____ _ State : _,_/Ycc•c.'{ ____ _ 2!p, /3021 

Phone Number : { 31,S ) :2S2 -91.Qfe 

Comments: 

IH~ r=tDE.tll11IOAi 5uffDi.TS ALTHlNAINE tiz. fl.e5toRE i:l,c t2J,,N1f"2V'!lA 

0 Los:, Of T,iz Oos[ p!/0 Can>Pc#!ATIOl'I To PeoJe<f Towt[S/1/P,, 
TIit FIN'~l DRAFT eEPDer 6H0VLD AD~Q€$~ T,/,E Fcu.ow//Y6 SU/311f{J($: ~5 

( Plea se use addi tional paper for further comrn<' n ts . ) 

\Jhlch alternative do you fa vor? 11z 
~ ~, Si;:cett90, Fern. 

Sig a u r e 

Commenls shou ld bC' received by August 1, 1990 . 

(Fold in half, staple or tape , anc.l mail . No postage necessary . ) 
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Respon■e to Wolcott Conservation Club CQll'ffltnta: 

84. Acknowledged. 

5esponse t:O Cayuga County Federation of sportemens Clubs Convnents: 

85 . Thie issue is discussed in Section V. 

86. While a permanent funding source would be desirable to fund the 1/orthern 
Montezuma Wetlands Project., such proposals have been rarely accepted in 
the past. 

87 . Such a program is now in existence. DEC staff will, upon request, 
provide such assistance. 

88. A citizen advisory group has been established and has been functioning. 
Co ntinuation of this or a similar group would be desirable and will be 
considered more full y in the near future. 



COMMENT SHEET FOR THl NORTRE.llN 
MONTEZUMA VE.Tl.ANDS PIWJ!CT 

Drafc Environment.al l11pact. St.at.•men t. 

Zip, /3a .3/ 

~~~~~~"::@8 

8~ 
(Please u se additional paper f or further comments 

\.lhich alternative do you favor ? 

7-.;s= 'lo 

Comments shou ld be receive'1 by August 1, 1990. 

(Fold in half , staple or tape, and call. No post.age necessary. ) 

COHHEtlT 5 \IEET FOR THE tlORTIIERll 
MOtHEZUHA \IETI..AIIDS rkOJE CT 

Draft Environmentnl l111pact Statement 

!lame: G:....ot v l='\'2.Q (_,~t::,?s:(l, 

Organluton: -~C-~c;. l>..iuoo, ,YO 

City: SK.f-\ -...:i~t----- St11te: 

l'ho ne Number: c?..> 15 ) Ge< .3z.S ]_ 

Ztp, \c. \S-z.__ 

Comments:\,..._"' Gll.1"'-~U;, \~ S° l,"\\~U:,. \)Jc.. \>-..),,._\... ~ ~~P--r:<:>,. 

L~w';'>~ \:J" \).)f'., .. ,. N\r--.~'i.\.\ \,__ '?:.~C,1 1-l. \>-.),,):\ \ \:r \»J::>c=;:o-t:C:n~I.,\ 

Uc5e, g \ ,ES<; '7p.covCti,/f tJ2½ '/ Ef'f-, 'f~I'- C.R<>f \>1C,,<;>u<.;:-s:\s,l,. 

\;,...,~ '.5?S,t)~1._(!.. \)J"'"" \.'\.CL(;" C:.....-.l'ff)'J'--1'>..,~,u", \\.,V,-.:>>JI ~ aQn-~c... '\\\..O~{.,, 
'~c: C&--,~f\\. 9-:\STf'? 'tx:::,,- s ,..., ..... Lq \...l-=">, '..\f\."f; "'i.v, cy \\\\ cl,,, 

"S-IT .. 1 .. H--:S\1:i?::P:S GN J-,(. rl,.,Qg,Q ?\....")'~ :::::s:;, \\f;G,tN LUi:rw ~ Q 3 
'2,n ~ ~ N ~:f. -<STtS£:E.. ~'-..._"v...) ' ""'-1 ... T "%.v,'-~\);il.C:.. T~ 7b&~ 
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(P l ease use additional paper f or further couune n ts 

\Jhl c h alternatlve do you L'lvor7 

~ 9 )i c,,.,_..,. 
Slgnnture 

Co1nrnc nt s s h ou l d be received by August l, 199 0. 

(Fold ln half, stt1ple or tape, ond a1all. tlo postoge necessary.) 
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Reoonse to Qucka Unlimited Inc • and the flew York Retriever Club comments: 

89. 

90. 

Saa re■po n■• number 83 . 

See response number 20. 

91. Sea respon■e number 19. 

92. Compatible recreational uaes, which may include hunting, are legitimate 
activities on lands that become a part o f this project . 

Response to Ducks Unlimited Inc. Comments: 

93. See response number 15. 



Cayuga County Farm nureau hils gone on rf?COrd ilS being opposed to the Northern 
Monteztlmtl Wetlands Project. Our concerns about tl1P enlargement of the Montezuma 
WilcHi fe Management Area include: 

I. ·n1e validity of infonnation in the Drart Environmental Imp.-ict Stc1tement. 
Example: P . 12 "Agricultural land thc1t bec<:xres part of the project 
should continue . . . . . . 111ese arrangements have worked exceptionally 
well on existing federal and state-owned lands." 
How l and Island went several yC!ars without farmers accepting the 
agreements offered by t he O.E.C. Jlewland Island currently has a sma ll 
part of the island being farmed. Olher management areas similarly have 
been without farmers accepting D. E.C. agreements. What is your Q~ 
dEfinition of "except iona lly well"? ls a sma ll percentage in crop 
production to be cons idered "exceptionally well"? 

Example: P.57 " ... public recreation;\l uses, tota ll ing approximately 
200,000 visitor-use days per year . " 95 
We wou l d like verific.:ition of how this number was determined. Local 
residents have made many jokes atx>ut including N.Y.S. Thruway traffic 
as visitors because the nwubt:!r see-ms so overinflated . 

If information i n the atx>ve two exampl es has been exaggerated or overi nflated, 
how can projections be trusted? 

2. Wi ll an enlarged area be ma naged prop=!rly? 111e empl oyees of the Service 
and Department l1ave stated at the inronnational meetings that they have 
nu control over budgetary restraints . In v i ew of the current financial 
status of both the United States government a nd the New York State 
gcvernment, i t is justified to assume that neither t he Service nor the 
Department should expect to have sufricient budgetary funds to carry out 
all the programs proposed . Realistically, will funding te avuilable toQ6 
manage a n e nlarged management area? With society ' s increased interest 
in the environment, it would seem more cost effective to have the 
Department and Service set up a management service for private landowners97 
to promote wetland-wildlife improvements. Act i ve l y prcm:i t ing managemen t 
expertise to landowners cou l d bring habitat improvements to wildlife fa r 
beyond the scope of tllis project. 

3, n,e method of financing: !If! prorroted i n the previous parag ra ph ; A 97 
pt ogram utilizing free enterprise rather than gove r nment ownership 
s hou l d be sought . Rather than ask i ng New York State taxpa ye rs to tx>nd 
$400,000,000 or m:,r~ for the enlargc.•mcmt of Montczurr..:i "'et l ands , .:i programA 
to prorrote a nd cex>rdrnrite ""'etland management s hould be devel oped to 
a s s i st present owners to promote wi ld li fe. (Instead of "Alternative I -
No Action" it should be "Alternat i ve I - "Seek cooperat ion and greater 
pa~t i cipation to benefit wet l and habitat" . ) 

4 . Loss of p rcx:luct i ve fa rm land . 
The importance o f agriculture to the economy is addressed on pages 54-55 
of the O.E . I.S . Within the project area are grown 

2,670 acres (X)tatoes 
360 acres onions 

2,000 acres corn 

value $5,000,000 
value $1,000 , 000 
value $ 600,000 

I n rut"a l cotm1unities , to remove over $6 . 5 milli on of agr icultu r al prcx:luctsc;g 
wou l d be a major economic impact . It is suggested t hat agriculture will 
cont i nue on "reverting mucklands". This needs clarifica t ion. 

Cayuga Coun ty Farm Bureau RE: Nor t hern Mon tezuma Wetlands Project 
page 3 

In t he 1960 ' s , politics wanted Cent r al New York to ra i se suga r bee t s ( the 
pl a nt l ocated in Mon t ezuma). Economi cs c l early indicated th i s would not wor k - it 
d i dn ' t. I n 1990 (X)li tics want more wildli fe/wetla nds area in Montezuma. I fear 
economi cs wi ll aga i n have ve to power over t he success of t he project as presented . 

Dona l d R. Watenna n , President 
Cayuga County Farm Bureau 
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Cayuga County Fann Bureau RE : Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project 
page 2 

Ctops cannot be grown on land .,..ithout proper drainage. If drainage 
systems are disrupted, crops will not grow on "reverting mucklands" . 

5. Water l evels - drr\ inage patterns . 
As stated in the previous paragraph, it is a false assumption that 
agriculture can continue without proper drainage. Farmers have to 
continually maintain and upgrade drainage systems or cropping soon 
becomes unprofitable. 

There are many houses vi thin the area that during high water periods 99 
suffer water damage now. If water levels - drai nage patterns are altered 
how many houses will be adversely impacted (septic systems, wells, or 
water in the house)? 

At meetings it was stated that this project is only interested in land -
nc,t buildings. At a meeting in Auburn, N.Y . , The Citizen nevspap:!r quoted 
Coomissioner Thanas Jorling as stating that if floocHng or damage occurs -
the l and (home) owner ' s only recourse is with a lawsuit. 

Buildings - houses will not be purchased but may be flooded and a 
lawsu it will be requ i red to receive compensation . This certainly is 
not acceptable! 

6 . How will pest species be controlled? 100 
Hc,squito , Deer Fly and other biting insects are currently nuisance 
pests. Cicero swamp and many other villages are spraying to kill mosquitoes 
now . Increasing marshland will increase insect populations. Will the public 
safety dema nd spray i ng on the Enlarged Montezuma Wetlands Area i n the future? 

It is stated t;iat the raccoon population will increase . There is a high 
raccoon population now a nd high population concentrations often resu l t in 
diseases such as rabies which has been identified i n raccoons i n New York 
state already . How many other health risks are t!_le~ef 10~ 
l 6155 of Tax Base . 

1
1 02 

The loss of tax base issue was addressed in the D. E. I .s . 'Ille i mpact was1 
understated because the loss of tax base fran abandoned buildings was 
not considered i n this accounting . 10 3 

B. Wi I 1 emi nent dcma in be used? . 
At a n infonnational meet ing , it was stated that having houses and businesses 
scattered throughout the acquisit ion area woul d not be a probl em . If the 
Department and Service are so confident i n their response, it shoul d be 
put in writing that it wi ll be illegal to use eminent dcxnain on a ny 
property transaction rel ated to the Northern Montezuma Wetland Proj ect . 

This br i ngs us back to concern #1 : TI1e validity of information. The 
Department a nd Service have stated i n so ma ny ways for the l a ndowners 
not to worry no one will be hurt or fo rced i nto a nyth i ng . Yet t he 
Department a nd Service say { 1) they must reserve the r i ght to use emi nent 
domai n , (2)tax base losses will occu r over a long period (as if that won ' t 
hurt anyone) , {))mosquitoes will not be a problem because the fish in 
managed water will eat the mosquito eggs , etc. VALIDITY OF I NFORW\TION? ! 

Response to Cayuga c ou nt y f arm Bureau Corr.ment s : 

9 4 • " Exceptio nally we ll " means that t he Depar t men t ha s h ad no prob l ems 
keepi ng pr ime farm lands i n production o n state lands by using t he 
ex i st i ng procedure, and that farmers h ave found this arrang e ment 
profitable and acceptable . 

9 5. A traffic c o unter at the e ntrance t o the refuge is used t o cou n t c ars. 
Thia , c ompiled with visitor surveys do ne period i c a lly o n the r e fug e is 
the means by wh ich visito r numbers have been det e rmi ne d . 

96 . It i s realistic that fund i ng will be ava ilable to manage t he a r ea a f te r 
a cquisition . 

97. See r e s ponse numbe r 87, 

97 a Thia coopera t i on and partne rs h i p wit h f armers i s par t o f al t ernatives 2 , 
3 and 4 . Us i ng th i s method alo ne the serv ice and the Departme n t wi ll 
not be able t o meet the pro jects o verall goals. 

98 . Mu ck lands , due t o the i r physical propert i es , e ventua l ly become deple t ed 
when drained . The y a re h i ghly erod i ble , and subs i d e d ue t o n a t u ra l 
processes. Over t i me , these soile become wo rn out a nd u neco nomi c al for 
agricultural pro duc t ion . This e nt i re p r oceSs is re fe r r e d to a s 
revers ion. 

99 . No r e sidence s c an l e gally be ad verse l y af f e c ted by water leve l 
manageme nt b y state o r fed e ra l a ge ncies un l es s fl ood easements or 
agreements hav e be e n previou sly obtaine d. 

100. See Se c t ion V o f the FEI S . 

101 . None t he p r o jec t s po ns o r s a re aware of. 

102. Aba ndo ned bu ildi ng s we r e co nsidered in the t ax base a ssessment dat a. 
The p r oj e c t sponso rs f eel t ha t a ny bu ilding a ba ndonment will be the 
result o f e conomic fac t o r s as we ll a s proj e ct activ ities . In 
calcula t i ng t a.x i mpacts a ll t ax exemp t i ons were no t included i n the data 
analysi s . The s ponso r s co nsider these exemptions to be grea t er than the 
limi t e d build i ng a ba ndonment a t tributed t o projec t a ctivi t i e s . 

103 . Th e pol icy o n em i nen t d omai n i s c l ea r ly s t a ted i n t h e docume n t . 



Fr&CIO•lc:lt R Ct;i,lt 
Enc,,gy Center 

,. NewYorkPower 
._, Authority 

June 27, 1990 

Mr. Ken Wich 
Director, Divi sion of Fi sh & Wildlife 
Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
50 WolfRd . 
Albany, NY 12233 

., , 

Refer ence: Northern Montezuma Wetla nd Project 
DEIS May 1990 

Dear Ken: 

I have reviewed portions of the DEIS wi th emphasis on the utili ty corridors. 
With reference to transpor tation and utility corridors, page 55 and Figure 9 
(page 58), Rlease correct your references to describe the two single circuit 104 
045 KV lines as owned by the New York Power Authority. See a ttached 
zerox of Figur e 9. The NYPA Niagara-Adirondack 345 KV tie line (NATL 
345) is highlighted in blue. 

For further information or questions, you or your staff may contact me a t 
the a ddress above or Mr. Robert Graves, Director of Real Esta te a t 
(607)588-6061. 

Very tru ly yours, a -~~ 
A. E. Taiga 

AET/jet 

cc : R. W. Graves 
A. E . Zelinski 
Ronald E . Lambertson 

File: Montezuma Expan sion 1990 

Box 33, Baldwinsville, N.Y. 13027 
315-635-9445 

June 20, 1990 

Testooony 
PUblic Hearing Nort!"lern Montezum-:i Wetland Proje~t . 

flf::/\ LTY 
RECE IVED 

':; 1990 

Region 5 

Toe Cross Lake-Seneca River Associations over 1200 rremt-er s appreciate 
receiving the Draft Environmenta~ Impact Stater.ent from the sp:msors of the 10

1 
C: 

"Northern Montezuma Wetlands ProJect." J 
Toe CT.SRA's principle concern centers on the hydrology of the entire Oswego 

River Watershed Draina e Basin . T?-te l ocation of the project area in the Basin and 
the impact upstream, within and downstream) its intended use vill have on the 
surface water r esource rrust te adjudged as to the adve r se o r mitigating impact it 
•Jill have on this e•,er increasing flood prone sub-basi n. 

At the outset, after studying the Staterrent, He are appalled by the fact that 
,e List of Preparers, section VII, contain only personnel with an educational 
c!tground and vocational experience in Biological Sciences/Wilcllife, Forestr~,. 
olied Science in ~atural resources, WilClife and Forest Managerrent but no c1v1l 

,9ineers or canal hyCrolog-ists . ]06 
In section VI, "Coordination/Consultation ancl Agencies/Individuals Receiving 

is Document (DEIS) we cannot fincl that the sp:msors sought from o r cormn.m icated 
th or distributed this d raft to any private or pub!tc entity concerned with the 
drolcqical im::>act this project wi 11 have on surface Weiter Resources in the 
,,ms . You admlt hydrology is a Cefinite problem in the last two sentences on 
Je 44, and I quote "Nevertheless, the i!isue of flOOCing in this stretch of r iver 
one that has been identified as a major concern to the project sponsors . T?-te 

Jnsors recognize this existing situation and the fact that it is one that 
c.:uires addressing." But nowhere in the repqrt is it addressed. 107 

In section VIII-References, the s1:xmsors did not seek o r utilize any. 
tro logic data or findings from the irultitude of hyc'rology studu~s read1~y 
ilable to them. Nor \o'er~ c~pies of this Draft sent to those directly involved 
;he administration, management o r maintenance of this canalized surfa~e -~ter 
ource, namely: the US Army Corps o f Enginee r s and NYS oor Waten.'ays D1v1s1on. 

One cannot intelligently discuss the p roposed restorations or utilization of 
-er wetland area that was c:!r-ained by virtue of the construction of the Barge 
11 System, vithout an indepth understanding o f the rrcdified surface \ta~er 
ource (hydro lcx;;y) of the regic n. The region im~acted by t:.!le Canal proJeCt was 
entire Western Sub-&lsin of the ORWDB 1·lithin which lies the main line of the 

1e Canal and Cayuga & Seneca Comal. 

Toe project area contains the confluence of the canalized Clyde and Seneca 
•r an~ Owasco Lake Outlet, and Cayuga Lake. 
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Reaoonae to New Xork Power Authority Convnent a: 

104. Acknow l edged . F i,::•1re 9 has been cor r ected . 

- 2 -

The dra i nage arecl upstream of the Clyde-Seneca River confluence is 864 sq. 
miles on the Clyde and 1566 sq. miles on the Seneca River totalling 2430 sq. 
miles. The total drainage area upstream of OVasco Outlet confluence on the Seneca 
is 2633 sq . mi l es . The total drainage area of the vestern sub- bas i n at 
Baldwinsville is 3138 sq. miles that will be impacted by this proposed project . 

We take particular exception to the rap shown on figure 6 entitled "Northern 
Montezuma Wetlands Project . " The proposed expansion cover s all points of the 
compass-not just t he nor thern portion of t he forner marsh, as Figu r es 2 , 3 and 4 
i llustrate. See map-rrodified Figure 6 . 

The map i s i dentified as "Western Oswego River Dra inage Bas in" when it i s 
truly t he e nti r e ORl'1DB. We have taken t he li berty of c r oss hatch i ng "Nor t he rn " 
and "Western " a nd have drawn i n the s ub-basin d ivi de lines to identify t he t hree 
pr incipal ri ver d r ainage sub-basins that cor.iprise the e nt i re ORWDB . This makes 
Figure 6 hyd r o l ogically and physiograph ically correct . Further, the uppe r Seneca 
River, flows from Seneca Lake to the north end of Cayuga Lake-not do'W11 Route 5 a nd 
20 joi ning t he Seneca River belov Mud Locks as shown on Fi gur e 6 . 

The O\lasco Lake Outlet flows to Mosquito Point at the eastern edge of the 
f orner Montezuma Ma r sh. It does not join the Skaneateles out l et at Seneca River 
bel ow Weedsport as shown on Figure 6. 

CLSRA has fur ther rrodified Figure 6 to identify t he ma j or canalized s ub-basin 
by profile . I t is of the utrrost imJX)rtance to unde r stand that the fonrer 
Montezuma Marsh was not and is not one flat level expanse of land or water . The 
prof ile clearly identifies four (4) tiers of l evel s wi t h i n the pro[X>sed pr oject 
area with canal rrean stages o f 374', ]80' , a nd 381 . 5' ·and 386 ft . The "Nor t he rn 
Montezwna We tlands Project" will encompass a 28 . 5 mile segrrent of the mai n canal 
i ncl ud i ng four water control structures at Canal l ocks narrely ; Cayuga and Seneca 
Lock 1 (38 1 .5 ' ) Clyde River- Locks 26 (386') and 25 (380 ' ) and Baldw i nsvi lle Lock 
24 ( 374 '), and 33 .90 miles of the Cayuga Cana l to Ithcica totalling 62 .4 
mi l es-(notl7 . 5 miles as clained on page 44 o f the DEI S . } The r efore , the proposed 
proj ect will i mpact the Barge Canal r eaches from Lyo ns Lock 27 and the Cayuga 
Cana l reach from the Ithaca Termina l to Baldvinsvi lle Lock 24 for a total of 90. 55 
mi l es involvi ng a tota l s horeline l e ngth o f 254 . 64 miles . 

We JTUst pr o fu sely take issue with the tota lly e r roneous c l a i ms and staterrents 
·rrade i n the l ast pa rag r aph on page 44. I quot e . "Over recent yea r s , peopl e have 
encroached on t he historic floodway and flood plai ns." "People" have owned and 107 
occupied t he l and a l ong this waterway for over 250 years . The watenray was the 
ma in route of travel for the original pioneer s rrov ing vest . Many of t he pioneers 
settl ed along t h i s waterway a nd many of their descendents still own and try to A 
ut i lize their pr operty but find the use is restricted more a nd rrore by ever 
increasing f requenc y of flooding, with higher stages o f flood i ng and floods of 
l onger dura t1on. 

The h istori cal account of life along the seneca River is replete with corrments 
describing the natural river as being p l acid, pr i stene, sluggish, navigable, · even 
during spri ng runoff, but arduously difficult during l ate SllJ1lT'ter, l ow water 
periods, when it was necessary to build wing walls i n the r i ver bed to raise the 
,rater l evel s ufficient to float boats over sand bars a nd rifts . 

The fi r st encroachrrent of the natural river was a u thori zed by the 
NYS Legislature in 1809 when they gave exclusive rights to t he Seneca River, from 
Three Ri vers Point to Cayuga Lake, to Dr. Jonas Bal dvin for 20 yea r s . 



Cr. B,1lJ\:i!1 i.-ns F('rmitt~ to tui!,j ti"!e :i:s t dam on t he So:neca Rber, '<iith a canal 
and lock around the dum at what is no1. called Dal<l\.'insville . His operation did 
not change the characteristic flow of the ri ver. lie was also permitted to 
construct h~draul i: mill r:aces .:u ound c;ic h e nd o f t~e dam to provide water J:'()Wer 
to an ~vl'?r increas1nq numl:er o f m1 l !. s ,::;nst r 11c te-.:! r:l01m-strrc1m from the dam. TI1e 
by-(:.:lSS c;:inal and l oci: e lim1nutr~ the C1:fi._•u1t t.:i.sk of dragging boats over the 
rift in the river t:ed upon which the c!am was constructed. 

This WilS a well engineered pro jec :.. and very 1ucrati•1e to De-. Baldwin and 
extrerrely t::eneficial to tile •uun.:ln env1ronm:mt and public tcncfit . The single 
adverse impact the proJect had on the envi rorurent was that 1 t stopped the 
migration of Atlantic Salrron that spawned in Finger Lake Tributaries. Fish 
ladders were built but the fish did not choose to use them . Dr . Baldwin was 
granted a 20 year renewal to his permit in 1829. Then the trouble started. 

From this point in tirre ( 1829) to the present tin-e, the Seneca River has been 
sub~ected to a continuous successions of poorly engineered projects, uncompleted 
proJects, poor administrntion, fractionized responsibility, incompetent 
man~c;enent, non existent o~erating procedures, encroachrrent, and exploitation by 
various State and Federal Agencies, Boards. Conmissions and Municipal sub-divisions , 
As of Feb . 9, 1990 the Senecas River has been in a state of flood for 92 days over 
the pa.st 114 days. 

. T."le acts_conmittC?d by the afore rrenti oncd governrrent entities constitutes the I 07 
taking of pn vate land by confisca.t ion ...-i thout due process . 

The Staterrent "Docwrented records, however, indicate that the highest recorded B 
tevels of flood waters is still telow the elevational threshold for lands 
deteC"mi~ed by the State of Neu York as public dorMin ." This is blantantly untrne. 
Every ture the levels exceeded the "elevational threshold" the State raised the 
threshold a~ve ~he highest ~evel . The last tin-e this was done was following the 
~ flood in history, Tropical Storm Agnes in 1972, and again in 1942, 1936, and 

The storm in l 972 was not the worst "storm" in history as far as the arrount of 
precipitation that fell in the western sub-basin in a given length of tin-e . It 
was the worst "flood" in history because of the reduction of retention area caused 
from the high dikes that were built along the river banks around the Montezwna 
Wildlife Refuge, muck farms and private game farms, preventing the water from 
spreading out over 65 sq. miles of the forrrer Montezwna Marsh. If the nuckland 
was sti 11 available, and the Clyde River Retention Basin. planned and constructed 
for the Baq:e Canal and eliminat::!d by the construction of the Montezwna Wildlife 
Refuge in 1937, was still available, the flood levels would not have risen aOOve 
the previous "elevation threshold." 10 Q 

Alterna~ive 2 , page 13-15 , _Wetland Management, clearly clescribes t~e / Q 
man~gemen~ intent to totally disregard the added hydrologic adverse impact this 
pro1ect will have on the surface irater resource outside, (upstream and downstream) 
of the pr oject. Further, it does not even n-ention that the co-sponsors of the 
project (National Wildlife! Service and the DEC) together with the Corps of 
Engineers and DOT, '..'ho were the original exploiters of this natural marsh, caused 
the repetitive flcodiny in the first place. 

CanalS are designed not to f lccxL The original Erie Canal was designed not to 
~loocl-and it didn't . The Barge Canal was designed not to flood-but it does only 
in the ORl10B . It floods rer..eatedl}' because it ,ras never completed according to 
plan . It continues to flood repeatedly - rrore often - with higher stages and 

Instead of restoring the O:< Creek divergent channel from Cross Lake to the 
Oswego River, which ·,1ould have reso1·1ed the entire problem,the State Engineers in 
1923 blocked the flo.., of the Baldwinsville reach at Jacks Reefs, replaced the 
faulty "automatic" control gate at aald·.,insville anC Clocked the canal channel at 
the rrouth o f the ~en~a River 3lx)•1~ Tore-? Ri ·;ers Po int . The " rerredial" ;,r ejects 
caused rror~ flooding at higher stages frcm Jacks Reef to Cayuga Lake, ..,hich 11as 
thereafte r referred to as the "BalC\;insville Pool." It reduced flood stages at 

~~:~•~:~~~i~:v~~=~s~n °~h!h;n~~~il;~r :=t~, g~~us! \;~~r:~:~ ~~~i: ~~;~:~:: 
from Baldwinsville but the channel restriction t<!tl•een channel IT\3.rkers 224 and 229 
restricted the outflow to Phoenix . This part of the reach is referred to as the 
"Onondaga Pool." 

These restric tions and obstructions are s till in place to this day. 

There was only one attempt to resolve or C"educe the flcxxiing problem in the 
Baldwinsville reach 24 . The project reportedly called the "North owasco Out.let 
Project", a divergent channel from the Seneca River at Mosquito Point, northerly 
across the watershed divide to the head •,raters of 11olcott Creek and then to Port 
Bay on Lal<e Ontario . The proJect was started but afte r dredging only l . 75 miles 
it was cancelled l:ecause of the depression in approximately 1931. The abandoned 
dredge sits on the OOttom of the river with the stacks of the steam toilers still 
sticking out of the water . 

Up to this time, there were no written procedures as to how to control water 
levels in the canal system o r the lake reservoirs. On September 5, 1931, only a 
short tirre after the divergent channel project was cancelled, one F .B. Crocker, 
submitted a pro(X)sal in hydrograph form setting clown a daily water level rule 
curve for Cayuga La~:e with no detaile!'.! 11ritten instructions as to how to achieve 
it. This proposal was approVed by F . s . Green , NYS Superintendent of Public Harks 
on Dec. 7, 1931 . It did not delegate the resp:msibility for adhering to this rule 
curve to any pa r ticular person o r job position . It could ha ve teen the l ock 
tender at Cayuga Lock l who would observe lake levels daily and regulate the 
control gate or send a weekly or monthly report of water l evels to the regional 
engineer who would decide 1-1hat the gate adjustn-ent should be and get \.'Ord bacl~ 
to the lock tender. The tirre delay would be and ,.,-as disasterous . 

During a severe storm in l 936, the iruck farTll:!rs threatened to blow up the dam 
in Baldwinsville. 

tn 1937, the Montezuma Wildlife Refuge was built in the Clyde River Retention 
Basin eliminatina it as a flood control temp:>rary retention basin designed into 109 
the Canal system. The Refuge raised and extended the dikes a l ong the Seneca and 
Clyde River pr ecluding the intrusion of flood waters into the Refuge property. 
_Toi_s was a make work project during the depression . 

This project generated rrore frequent flooding with less precipitation. 
Following the flood in 1942 the Corp of Engineers constructed dikes around the 
Savannah muck farms. Following the flood in 191?, the Corp of Engineers C"aised 
the dikes around the irucl: farms . Private game farm.s,in the l980's;have been 
~rmittec! to construct di1<es to impound river water in the Clyde River Wetlands 
further reducing the flood plain. N01,, for the p..1st several years the flood 
•.1aters are rising so high in the leek 25 reach , uat.er is ov~ r spi lling the Refuge 
control spillways. 

And no...,, the Draft Envirc rurental Imtact StuC:1 for the Montezuma Wetland 
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longer duration because o f continuely a11011ing rrore dikes to be const.ructed to 
prevent the in trusion of canal water from entering the vast expanses of original 
wetlands reserved as retenti on area by the canal designers . 

The o riginal design o f the Barge Canal included a divergent channel from the 
Northern Montezuma Marsh t o Lake Ontario. The Engineers and Surveyors, in 1906, 
...,hen laying out the canal, determined that when the water level in the new canal 
was lowered, drying up the Montezuma !'tarsh, divergent channels must be constructed 
to convey the excess water out of the basin to control water levels in the canal 
reaches •ithin 3 feet. There \;ere three scherres devised to do this. Toe other 
two schen-es involved improving the Sodus Ditch to carry the excess water in the 
Clyde River to Lake Ontario at Sodus Bay and/or restorfng the original divergent 
channel from Cross Lake via Ox Creek directly to the Oswego River. The Ox Creek 
diverted all of the excess wate r in the Seneca River bypassing Jacks Reef, 
Baldwinsville, Three Rivers and Phoenix and Hinsmanville to the Oswego River. The 
river ted from Jacks Reef to Hinsmanville was never capable of carrying the entire 
flow of the Seneca and Os.,..ego River. Mother Nature, the greatest Civil Engineer 
in the World , knew this and provided Ox Creek as its relief control channel. 

The 65 square mi le Montezwta MaC"sh and the Ox Creek divergent channel was 
cause for the Seneca River to te referred to as a placid , sluggishly flowing river 
whose level varied only 2 or 3 feet . 

But in 1829, four years after the Erie Canal opened, the New York State 
Legislature Authorized the draining of the Montezuma Marsh- to get rid o f the 
nosqui toes that \1ere 1t0king passengers, crew and mules sic!< from what was called 
"Swamp Fever ." Many people and animals died. Toe rrosquito threatened the 
continued use of the canal. 

The scherre to drain the marsh was to dig a ditch across a loop in the Seneca 
River around Jacks Reef. 'rle ditch (State Ditc!l) was dug four f eet telow low 
water level of Cross Lake . It lowered the river and Cross Lake four feet, drying 
up Ox Creek - but it did not drain the marsh tecause of other reefs and bars 
upstream to Mosquito Poi nt. The project. was a failure and Baldwinsville and 
Phoenix was experiencing much flooding. 

In 1857 the New York State Legislature again authorized the dC"aini ng of 
Montezuma Marsh. The schen-e this tin-e W"as to remove the rift at Jacks Reef 4. 25 
ft. This lo\lered the river and Cross Lake a total of 8 . 25 ft. and took Ox: Creek 
entirely out of play . None of the reefs or bars were rerrovecl from the upstream 
river so the Marsh still die! not dry up. Toe Seneca nO\I became a raging torrent 
and lawsuits for darMge clailT\S prevailed. 

There was still two feet of water covering the marsh when the Barge Canal 
dredge OJt through the rift at Mosquito Point in apprnximately 1912. The water 
level in the river channel was lowered 4 feet i:elow the land surface o f the Marsh. 

During the construction of the Barge Canal frequent flooding becarre a cardinal 
issue. As early as 1914, claims against the State foC" damages was being brought 
by mill mmers, proi:erty ouners and farners frcm Water l oo to Oswego. In as much 
as the bulk of the lawsuits carre from mill O\mers in Baldwinsville on the Seneca 
and Phoen ix, f'Ulton, Minetto anc:! Oswego on the Oswego River, remedial schemes were 
devised to mitigate flcoding at only these loc:1 ·.1ons from whence the lawsuits were 
generated without regard to the impact it would have on upstream private or 
agricultura l interests or that it violated the established design pararreters of 
the canal system. 
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Project on page 44, 1tays the s~nsors reccgnize the exist ing flood situation and 
the fact that it is one that requires ac!dressing. They address it by saying on 
page 67 that they not only intend to impound water within the existing diked farm 
land bu t further, as more wetland becomes available they intend to dike that also 
and int(X)und water 2 to 3 ft deep preventing flood water from a 2633 square mile 
·.-atershed from intruding into their diltedimpoundnents . The only water that will 
be retained from a precipitous event will te from the rain that falls directly 
into the impounc!rrents and this wi 11 te spilled out into the already flooded river 
tecause the crest of the spill•,rays and stop logs :fill be al:x::>ve flood level. 

The canali zed Seneca River from Cayuga Lal<e to Bald\linsville is unique as 
follows: 

(a) It is the longest canalized river reach in the entire Canal System, 
33 . 32 miles. 

(b} It is the flatest canalized river reach in the entire Canal system, 
. 98ft in 33 miles. 

(c) It has sustained the highest annual flood damage loss in the entire 
Canal System. 

(d) It has the largest canalized river watershed drainage area in the entire 
3138 sq . miles . 

(e) It has the highest rate of erosion in the entire svstem . 
(f) It has the rrost floods r,er year in the entire system. 
(g) Its canal banl<s have the lowest c!eveloprrent in the basin. 
(h) It has the rrost channel restrictions in the entire basin. 
( i) It has lost the rrost retention capacity in the entire system 
(j) It has the highest number of fractionized manaQ'en-ent in the basin . 
(k) It is the only reach that was not completed in the entire canal system. 
(1) It is and has been the most encroached upon , exploited, mismanaged and 

ignured canalized river reach by Federal and State Governrrental Agencies 
in the entir-e canal system . 

(m) Not one single private property owner along this cana l reach can be 
accusec! of encroaching or exploiting this waterway. 1'hey are taxpayi ng 
vict ims. 

In conclusion, the Draft Envirorurental Impact Statement for the Northern 
Montezuma Wetland Project is totally unacceptable in scope and content. It 
intentionally fails to specifically address the fundarrental m:ljor concern 1 
admittedly recognized by sponsor s - Regional ,rater level contro l of this canalized 
surface water. resource in the Western Oswego River Drainage Basin . The Nationa l 
Wildlife Service encroached on the Barge Canal System and exploited this surface 
·.r.iter resource in its most vulnerabl e area in 1937. This act initiated 
reactionary rreasures that have compounded the flooding problem to this day. 

The rrembers of the Cross Lake-Seneca River Association arc devout 
environrrentalist and conservationist who have teen tormented for the pa.st 72 years 
by the unconscionable and selfish acts by bureaucratic sponsored bungled projects 
effecting this waterway. · 

This proposed project cannot proceed until mistakes of the past have been 
f'.llly corrected and water level control in thb canalizec! basin has been 
achieved within the original Barge Canal System design parameters . 

The co-sponsors of this prop:::,sed 9roject are totally f:1mi liar with Governor 
CUorros concern for this canalized 11ater1.-ay by his creation of the Canal Planning & 
Ceveloprent Board dl?':licat:?d to ir.;!)roving th~ Barge Canal and the land along its 
banl<s. The Governor is fully aware of the nEed to addC"ess ':he flooding problem 
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in the ma.in line of the cana l in the Western sub-basin o f the ORWDB and has set 
aside $500 ,000 t o match Federa l funding to under take an in depth study hy the 
Corps o f Engineer s. The Governor is i n the process of appointing an Ad visory 
Corm1ittee that will be charged 11ith the res(X)nsibility to find rrethods and 
procedures to mitigate the flood ing problem "'hile the Corp study is underway, 
O.E.C. personnel will be on that Advi sory Comnittee. 

Therefore, with the Governor serious ly invo l ved , and the Oepartrrent of 
Envirorurental Conservatio n under the direct control of the Governor, the only 
rationa l and reasonable decision that can be reached on the proposed Northern 
Montezuma Wetland Prnject Ot"aft Envirorurental Impact Study i s Alternative 1, no 
action - which we fully endorse. 

Encl: 2 

Respectfully submitted, 

,{; ~ '1JM TW,;'~Q,,,_ 
William L. Jaynes, JV, ~res. 

\\'orl.mi,: 1111 thf' NJturt' n: Tomomr,v., 

NATIONAL W ILDLI FE FEDERAT ION 
An,::1e 0erch1cll1. C,mcrn C1e.:i1 Lal.cs Rei;1tm,1I [wcut1ve 
RD 1. Om 75, We~1crl11. NY 1219J 

(518) 797-3747 

July JI , 1990 

The Montezuma W<.'tl;111ds Acquisitio11 Project i s pe rhaps 
of the most s i gnificant acquisition pr ojects to pro t ect 

a nd enhance Ne w York's wetland r esou r ce. We feel h ow~ver , 
that alternative 2 (the pr oposed alternative) is acceptab l e , 
alternative 4 is the f;ar b ette r pro posal and the o ne we wo uld 
support the strongest . The importance of having the enti r e 
ecological ~ und e r protect ion and man3gemt>nt ca nn ot be 
overs tated. It is an oppor tunity that s hould be vigorously 
pursued and only given up as a last res o rt. If the issue of 
taxes to school districts cannot be re solved , then pe rhaps it 111 
is time for the Department and the Conservation Community and 
the Legislature to set up a tru st fund for t he "pa yment in 

- :quisi t ion could be used as the·focal point for t his new ~ru st 
'ieu of taxes" to the communities that need it. The Mon tezuma 11 2 

1nd . Acquisition under proposal 4 is n o t one we should give 
1 on eas il y . 

her comments o n the E I S arc as foll ows : 

ge 12- Forest Ma nagement 

A fore st should be managed fo~ both f o re st products and I 
ldlife benefits. However t believe the pri or ity shou ld 13 
finite l y be on the wildlife benefits not th e f o re st pr oducts . 
ny neces sary habitat changes provide no forest produ c ts · 
venue and forest products can be pr oduce d at the expense of the 
ld li fe . Forest h abit at changes shoul d bt' pl ann ed by a trained 
l dl i fe biol ogist , not a f ores t er . . Staff and essential services 
ou ld not be tied to revenues that hav e t o b e generated by 
"Jduc ing a forest pr oduct. This beco mes even more imp o rtnnt 
·i ng peri o d s of tight d o llar s . As an example of thi s problem, 

cu rr ent cutting of masl p ro d ucing oaks on state la nd i s being 
~ for fore s t pr o duct revenues with littl e r egard f or wildlif e. 

e 85 Envir onmen t al Edu cation 

While Environmental Education is very imp o rtant and somethin g \ 14 
~h we strongly su pp o rt, th e first p riority here ha s to b e 

n to buying the la nd and p rov idi ng for the adequate staff t o 
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Response to Croee Lake - Seneca River Association comments: 

105 . The stated principle concern of the CLSRA is with the " . . . entire Oswego 
River Watershed Drainage Basin." However, approximately 1/3 of this 
extremely large watershed (approx . 6,000 square miles) is downstream of 
Cross Lake. The health and well being of this watershed is shared by 
all residents within as well ae the sponsors of this project. 

106. Approximately l,5000 draft environmental impact etatements were 
distributed to interested parties concerning thie project. All levels 
of government, educational institutions, citiz.ens groups, the news 
media, coamercial cocporations and individuals were eent copies of the 
delis . In addition , the sections concerning hydrology were reviewed and 
edited by U.S. Geological Survey office based in Ithaca. 

107. The hydrologic data used to write sections of the FEIS were contained 
within references listed on pages 115 -117 of the document. 

107a. The sponsors dieagree with this statement, refer to section IV B. l and 
section V B.l.d. 

107b. The sponsors dieagree with thie statement, refer to response number 
107a. 

108. The eponsors of the project dioagrec with this statement: " ... clearly 
describes the management intent to totally disregard the added 
hydrologic adverse impact this project would have.,," hll of the 
proposed wetland management strategiee listed on pages 13 -15 will 
provide for a ca-:eful , public environmental review and all necessary 
State and Federal permits will be obtained prior to implementation . 

109. Prior to the creation of the Montezuma National Wildlife Refuge, a large 
portion of the current federal ownership was farmed. When this area was 
in Agriculture, there was limited retention capacity since every effort 
was made to dry the land to allow farming. Current management of the 
61idlet:blli aefega lllcbev indebdldd:ogmt>hiehwwb.eertoeettit1Wotiobyweb.pttiooi<tig run 
management activit ies . And, since the federal properties are in a fl ood 
hazard area, as in Cross Lake, the overtopping of refuge dikes du r ing 
periods o f flooding is a co!Mlon occurrence . 

110. The primary intent of this delis is to discuss the land acquisition 
activities leading to a natural resource management project for the 
tlorthern Montezuma area. The eponsors of this project disagree with the 
statement" .. . it (the delis) intentionally fails to specifically address 
the fundamental major concern . . . Regional water level control of this 
canalized surface water reeource ... " The protection of wetlands will 
improve groundwater quality and ameliorate downstream flooding. These 
are time teeted functions of wetlands backed up by fifty years of 
research and ex per Lenee . 

manage it. This doesn't pr ecl ude Montezuma from b eing used a s 
an educational site. This could be further enhanced by DEC 
(Bureau of Environmental Education) identifying t o it s educational 
constituency the value of Montezuma and o ther wet land areas l ike 
that, as important and u sefu l outdoo r class rooms. 

Wheth e r mi t lions o f dot \ars should eve r b e s pent on an 
actual education center at the refuge is something that sho uld 
be brought up for discussion as part of a statewide Departmental 
Environmental Education Plan . Exist in g cen t ers are currently 
understaffed and their maintence i s given a low priority by th e 
Division of Operations. l.f that stalewide committme nt of st aff 
and maintence doesn ' t change , then it becomes v e ry di fficu lt C !> 

justify another center . 

Page 85 Ea ste rn Equine Encephalitis 11 5 
I'm n ot sure what is meant by "r ecent" . I d o k now that 

Triple E h as been in the Cicero Swamp ar e a for at lea st 15-20 

ye a rs. 

Page 88 New Construction 

Unles s there is a r eal de rnons trat~d nee~ fo r o '.fi ce s pa ce 11 6 
in that part of th e state, which I don t bel 1eve e xi sts , I would 
find it diff icult to ju s tify s peOding millions of scarce d o llar s 
on new construction. Both regions 7 and 8 have rela t iv e ly new 
offices in Avon, Syracuse and Cortland . 

There was n o dis cussion in the EI S of th e Seneca Me ad o ws 11 7 
landfill and what the potential impacts would be on furt he r 
acquisition , especially if th e landfill becomes a regional land-

fill. 

Some very~ statements wer e made in this EIS that 

deserve notice: 

Pa ge 24- Th e dismi ssa l from f urthe r c o nsideration of th e 
a l te r native . 

third 

Page 

Page 

57- The re cogn i tion of "M o ntezuma rat s " for their super i o r 
quality. The fur value of these muskrats and du ck hunting 
what have kept some of the r ema inin g wetlands inta c t over 
the years for p ossib le pur c hase now. We have th e r even ue 
generated fr om th ese tw o spec i es to th ank f or that. 

100- This is by far the st r ongest sta t ement I ha ve see~ i:h at 
re cognizes that publi c ownership a l one is not the so luti ~n. 
A far cry from a ll the rhetoric of the Adirondacks. It 1s 
refreshing to see acknowledgment that we s till have important 
re sea rch needs especial l y in th e area of habitat, and tha t 
land management practices are nece ss ary to maintain the 
value s of th e Mon tezuma Wetland s Complex or any other eco­

system. 

Thank you for this oppo rtunity t o make comments. 

';l!ttp ,tuJdt · 



Reaoonae to National Wildlife federation Convneou: 

111. 

112. 

113. 

114. 

115. 

116. 

117. 

see re■pon■e number 20 regarding '"payment ■ Ln lleu of taxe■ ... 

Alternative 4 la viable and haa not been diami■sed. 

Th• project ■pon■or■ agree that the forest management priority will be 
to improve wildlife habitat. 

Acknowledged. 

Ac knowledged. 

A real need foe- a local office/visitor contact station does exist. The 
deacription of the proposed action had been re vi11ed to include such a 
facility in the Savannah area. 

Project sponsors have input on the development of the Seneca Meadows 
landfill through the permitting the SEQR proceaa . No impact is 
anticipated on land purchases. 

Response to Nature Co nserva ncy Comments: 

118. Acknowledged. 

119. The adviso ry committee's continued activ ity and function will be 
discussed at a future meeting . Should the committee desire to c ontinue 
pariodlc rnaetinge, this wo uld be welcomed, 
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Central/ Western New York Office 

Mr. Donald Slingerland 
New York state Department of 
Environme ntal Conservation 
Wildlife Resource Center 
Delmar, NY 12054 

Dear Mr. Slingerland: 

July 30, 1990 

Suite 301 
3 15 Alr.x;mdr.r Street 
Rochester, N'f 1t16Q,1 

(716) 5<6-8030 

Please accept this as our comments on the Draft 
Env ironmental Impact Statement for the Northern Montezuma 
Wetlands Project (DES 90-10). 

The central/ Western New York Office of The Nature 118 
conservancy supports the efforts of the Department to protect, 
restore, and enhance the wetlands of Northern Montezuma and 
concurs with the DEIS that ALternative 2 represents the best 
option to achieve th is. 

We are pleased to note that the DEIS addressed the 
conservation and management of habitat for non-game wildlife, 
particularly Black Tern, Bald Eagle and nigratory shorebirds. 
Also significant are the occurre nces of inland saline wet lands, 
one of whic h i s the Conservancy-owned carncross Salt Pond 
Preserve within the project area near Howland Island. 

We hope that the Department will proceed with this important 
project , and we stand ready to assist in it s implementation . The 
currently-organi zed Montezuma Advi sory Cammi ttee is an 9 
appropriate body to provide guidance to the Department throughout 11 
the project ' s implementation , and we urge that it remain active. 

WAK/k 

Sincerely, 

Wayne~::,~~ 
Executive Director 
Central/Western New York Chapters 

P,U i ~::·'' .1 

'··· 

COKXENT SHEET POR TH.£ NORTHER:! 
MONTEZUMA \/ETLA.NDS PilOJECT 

Draft Environmental h1pact Statu:::ient 

"'"" /4jc&<, II :)«dns: 
o,g,nlu ton,fy:4 · W,&,a,u:/ 'O,t,rA/?ifMe,,:,/n,,, ; /"l7v4 e,dd&-, 

Stmcd/16 '7ft . ft f;,-:,$ 

Zip, /j}IJ'& 

Phone Nuobec , (:,/!,- e6) -.3177 

Co=ene. , ~ zz/L ~ , 0'~ ~ ~ ,:::l +;t-J:.:✓;;;;/ ;;;,,.c:£,;,, 5~,z;,;;:,;,;d 
/,. , t1 

1

/ I ~ Z > 4 , • • ,,z: 

----ZtL;l~~~!hU.L.--1.~~~~- 1: 

Signature 

Comments shoul d bi! r eceived by Augu s t l, 1990. 

(Fold 1n half, staple or tape,. and ~a il. No postage necess ary.) 



f!eponse to Andrea H. Orahms 

120. The project sponsors disagree. A great deal of time has been spent in 
obtaining input from people living i n the project area. Still more time 
was spent providing project information so the people could 
intelligently respond to what was being proposed. Overall, the 
following public contacts (either to give information or t o obtain 
information) have been made since the inception of the project : 

September 1 6 , 1988 

September 2J, 1988 

February 16 , 1989 

February 22, 1989 

March 1989 

Hay 24, 1990 

-Statewide news release announcing the pro ject . 
Meeting dates also announced. Project 
description l ncluded . 

-Open house at the Montezuma mm to explain 
project and gather input and concerns. 

-Statewide news release announcing scoping 
meeting. Project again described. 

-Scoping meeting at the Montezuma UWR to receive 
formal public convnents . Received written 
comments for an additional 30 days. These 
comments used to wr ite most of delis. 

-Informational wetlands article in the March­
April 1989 i ssue of "The Conservatio nist " where 
project was discussed. 

-statewide news release describing project 
delis, announcing public informational meeting, 
and announcing dates of formal hearings. 

-Regional news release (for regions 7 and 8 ) 
describing project and announcing dates, 
locations and times o f informational meetings. 

-Letter sent to all landowners within the 
project area announcing the availability of the 
delis. 

-Distribution of delis by mail and through town 
clerks offices. 

Weeks of June 4 and 11 , 1990 

-Eight informational meetings were held in 
Seneca Falls, Butler, Montezuma , Savannah, 
Victory , Clyde, Cato and Conquest to answer 
questions abou t project. 

Unite ~· States Fish .:ind \>lild lif e Service 
Attn; Mr. P.:iul Casey 
One Ga to\ta y Center, Suit:: 700 
Newton f'orner, HA . 02158 

July 29, 1990 

D~::.r Hr . Ca$ey, 

The proposed 30,000 acre duck ponci is a fly,,,..:iy and not 
a nesting area . The decline in !lied population i s due to 
drouyht conLitions in Northern and western ne s ting areas . 

Lane r.t.:inagem~nt should be left to interested land owners; 
not to bureuucr.:icic agencies uhich arc politically m.-,t­
iv;;i.tcri an<.I self-$crving to be effective over a l ong period 
of tir.ie. 

The ,erescnt buc!cet Ceficit problems are such that the 121 
~tiltP 5ac: f,~cieral r' QYC:rnmer,tc; should proh161 E any spending 
f or .:i proj ect such as this fC'OO pond . 

Farm numbe rs h.:iv e decreased , but acl:'eage on remaining 
(.Jnr.::. h.:ive incrcaseC. nullifying $Omeyhat th e los::; of f.Jrm 
land. 

Loc.:il z.oninrJ 1;iu s ilnd a(l ciistrict l.:i11s have evolved over 
ton:,: p!!ric..d of time"! e1nd .JCC ~uitahlc to the pre!.r.nt hl.n~n 

1,0 FUL~tion. 

To u:;urp the number one bu:dness in ILY . (.:ir,riculturc), 
unl'.l ma!ce it sccoi1t.lary to a proposed 30,000 ucro duck pond 
i::- ludicrous. Th0 subseque11t las:; of procc!; sint; facilities 
-' Pt'. ni:.h :: r .-.~-1-vi,:e onJanizations due to .:i ~ccline: in vc.,lut:'I~ 
11ill imp.:ict ayr i clturc even more. 

'fhe only possible proposal is the n o action i:,ropc~.11. 

211 

June 19, 20 and 21 , 1990 

-Formal public hearing■ at the Seneca County 
Office Building , Weedo port High School and 
Savannah Elementary School. Written Convnents 
accepted until August l, 1990. Comments and 
concerns about the project received and will be 
used in formulating the final EIS . 

In short, there has been ample opportunity for local people to learn 
about the project and to provide input right from the beginning. The 
delis was greatly influenced by the many public convnents made . This 
input proved to be most valuable and ha s been heavily utilized. 

Response to Jack Granger 

121. Many governmental e nt ities including New York use forms of financing 
other than direct appr opriation. These include b o nd acts o r 
initiatives. If approved these funds must be used only for the purposes 
for which they were dedicated. Therefore , the use of bond act monies 
are entirely separated from any other budgetary process. This has been 
the primary means by which New York finances land acquisitions, and is a 
process that will likely continue. 



NF.W YORK STATE DEPARTMENT 
Of' ENVIRONMENT,\L CONSERV,\1'ION 
Mr. Donald Sl1ngerldnd 
Wi ldlif~ Resources CentPr 
o~ lmar, New \'ork 12054 

U.!;. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
M,-. Paul C:asev 
One Ct'ltewa.y C~nter. Suite 700 
N~wton Corner, MA 02158 

D~ar Sirs: 

-JOJO Galen Road 
Clyde, New \'ork 1-1-IJJ 
July 21, 1990 

I wan_t tog~ lm. record ogainst any land acquisition to expand r.he 
~l~nteiuma Wildlife Refuge as describtid in tht! Draft Enviromnenr.al 

ni:act St.atem~nt: Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project, DES 90-10 
whi ch takes ln Stineca, Hayne and Cayuga Countie~. 12 2 
~ty reasons begin with the fact that propertv owners in the 
ar~ected n5ea:i W"'re not nrooerlv ooei t;ed bv the PQYPC □ meot that 
~h15 olao 1nrluded their hrimes and farms. secondly, both the 
state and ~ederal governments are in debt . The purchase of this 
ldn~ 1,ill increase the debt since the project is to be fin,1nced 
by. 1ssu1ng bon~s. We cannot borrow to pay for projects like 
tills. The proJects should be cancelled. 

I have many perscmdl reasons to oppose the project a.s well. 
frankl y, r obJec t to tht! activities of the government working 
w I th Robert_ Cong~l and ~avannah Evergreen to change Lhe landsi.:ape 
.ind our way of life against our "· ill in order to provide a 
private i:;hoot~ng ~allery not open to the public. The plan speaks 
nhout recreation in terms of hunting . The North ,\merican 
W,ilerfo1-1l Management Plan (NAWMP) also talks about harvestina 
(Jaine . fo\.ll. I \.I011ld like to know 11 0 1-1 many geese and other tvPe~ 
of birds dre to bti harvested in thi~ !:!:<tended wetl.:rnds each· \e~r? 
How many ">hu~ter s nre there t?:-;pecttid to be comint) in [rem out - o[ 
LI•~ artia. hh~t' dSsurances do we have that they will rollow safe 
hunung uraccices? What .:,pec i..tl permits \.ill you n-?quire? :•hat 
\.n,: t>i:tforcP.ment plan hill yr1u be following to monitQr their 
LH~llav1 o r?- The ~,\\.IMP ind1c<.1tP.s that "Canadian g~e:;.-~ h.ive reached 
u 1:precedt! nted high J:>Opuldtion lt?vels" (p.6) and yet your study ~:.!~~ ae~~~ 1ncreas1ny the population by use of these new fly 

~n additi,m, the ~:<tension of the wetlands hy purcht1SP. of 
l .1rmlands .and n':'t improved ai.:reage puts the state dnd federal 
,HJP.nc1:s 1n their worst light. \'ou nppear as · Big Brother 
Lllidt~hinlJ land awdy from small fauuly farms and their heirs. Your 
l,•..\V\OIJ 11:, c..,ur homes mn.1ns ,dsn rh,1t you roh us nf rn 1r t>(lUity. 

Page J 

not show any 1-.ork in t:!Valudting the possibilities of land owner 
~ducation and c..::ooperative vP.ntures to maintain existing 1-.etland's 
,1nd \.'ilderness--extensivP. dreas in our r:ounty ns a matter of 
(act. You did not meJsure the acreaae that would now qualifv for 
:;uc h designati o n \.,'htch you could disCuss as reasonable peopl~ 
with t.he landownP.rs to see what dlternatives could b~ worked out. 
You did not nckno\.lledge that many acres of lake frontage is 
c1lready state land left in unmanaged undeveloped wilderness in 
this county . You did no t identify people who nre concerned with 
thP. environment and \,' ildlife in this area who 1-.ould serve as 
resources for conservation. Why not? Was it because the 
uuvernment is o nly interested in taking land, and not conserving 
it? Or that th<:! po1,,1er to write and plan on the backs of the ta~ 
p,1yers and push it through is too heady f o r reasoned discussion 
u[ cheaper altern.itives? 

The N,\WMP also indicates that carrying capacity in the existing 
J82, 500 deres o f land s managed (or \,'aterfowl use by 1-1ild life 
,11..1encie s tn the t!tlstern US can be increase by ?.5~'- (plJ) That 
improved n1andgement !ihould be our first concern before "·e t,,lk 
,,bout t!:-;penditure~ of this size intruding on the privnte property 
rights of tax payers and smilll farmers in central New York. The 
N,\WMP emphasized the maintenance of farmlands and cooperative 
efforts \,,/ilh farmers so that the work is "generally beneficial or 
neutral \..'lth r espr::ct to .Jgricultural aetivitie~ ,rnd industrial 
l.tnc..i use s ." (p.11) 1;hy did the NY wetldnds pldn not recognize 
these i ssu~? 

furthermore, in looking at the references listed with the DEIS, I 
:;l:!e chat the N,\WMP of Mav 1986 1-as not even included. Your plan 
runs counter to nearly .1il the principals of cooperation set lio\.n 
i11 that international coope rativP. plan, and will not be as 
,if[ective as a r,lan basP.d on the N,\WMP. Neither do you list the 
lql6 and the 19Jfi Migratorv Bird Conventions, dddition·a1 basic 
rl-'t'erence~ in thn goal •Jf Preserving bird habitat Jnd flyways . 
Thuse glaring ..:i11dssit.1ns lead 111e · to question the qualification o[ 
the preparers of the OEl5. Not one preparer has an ,1dvanced 
ctegree over a basic four year bachelors. Clearly they are not 
Llkilled in the area o[ research rind knowing 11hat the literature 
ia on th e subject. How then ca n we believe their recommendati ons 
.ire sound and realit\' b;:ised? I am ask1.ng that the entire 
prop_osal s hould be r~subn11tted to e:,.;perts in the field of 
1:nnservr\tion \-ath d~qre~s and expe['ience to support their 
..,,pertise, in o rder r.har ,1 comple te re-evaluation of the 
t>nvironmental impact be made by peopl ~ qualified to judg~ a 
proposal ..:if 7uch [ar reaching impact. 

Tn addition, dny such re-evaluation dnd design team should 
inr.lude t> sperts in the -1red of agricultural l.ind management, 
rural pl.1nners, .1nti-povtHtY ,tdvocates dnd migrant worker 
proyrams, 
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Sc1yi.ng that .Jll ~he purchases will 
domain 15 d \Jst resort is o ~e voluntary and that eminent 
finanr.1al pressurl? cause _n t r.onv1ncing. We kno1o. that 
11thendse r.hose tQ do 

5 
)

5 :.~me _people t o sell when they would not 
back to \.'ihlernes s dnd l-~a e ~now that living in nn area turned 
l ~sects, .. rnd " 111 n•>t b;. v~P b~ 11 ~ not be . pleasant because of the 
wildlife. Selling unde; ha .e or farming be7ause of the 
volu utnr y for any ,1f us. \,.~s~ circumstances \.,'lll not be 
force u~ from our lJnd and in~elr stand your hidden agenda to 

. "e wi l not accept this. 

When we have been put in u t bl . . 
nre sold dgainst our will nw:na _le s1~uations so that our lands 
uur hom~s. because you univ ~a~l ; st~ll not be able to sell you 
uur equ1ty, take away our ;.hil c ~e ~heap _land. Thus, you ru in 
s-1les ,ire voluntary . . dren s inheritance, and claim the 

for thosP. Can11lies in lla vne c 
lands nre not pare of th: ' . ayuga and Seneca Counties whose 
t.::onse4uent.::es .J S \.,'ell F~:i~r;ernment land grab, there ar:? d1re 
Pennsylvanid because . of wildlis who have mo~ed to this area [rom 
that the increased blackbird· fe ref~ge proJects there report 
dccompany1ng the project ruin~~p~lat1on dnd qeese populat~or:1 
out . Mr . Casev admits bein arm crops and fori.:ed fannlies 
that there is ~ rornell ··tu3 ai:iare 0 ~ th~se problems and states 
the grain in the drca or..,they inv!stigat~ng whether the cau 8 e was 
blaming the farmer for hi n~st ing habitat. That strikes u1e as 
b..:>unliful grain in the ,1r:a o:l r er own pro?lems. There is 
that caused a bird popul t . eady. If it \.ere the attraction 
desc:uction, 1-e "·ould St:!: ~~~d~o grow to the point 0 ~ crop 
us without high priced stud · nee of t~at _now. It is clear to 
incredsed nesting habit t b i~s ~nd st~tist1cal analysis that the 
populdtion. He will no~ . ring!, the increased and damaging bird 
birds. h'e J..now that 30 ~ur~ender _our ~arms and homes to the 
9 70.,. We can not . lose ,~o~~ ~ e na t io~s ts now feeding the other 
I.Jig industridl f.1rms of th sm~~~ :annly farms and depend on the 
state has set polic t e nn \.,'eS t to feed the nation. This 
proposal ignores t.h;'t ~a~~~serve the family farm, and this 

Another issue that is of con 
~hether or not their land is c~rn to every family in the area, 
ls . the issue of local ta:<e!:> . . ar~~ted f?r governme~t .icquisition 
1a·iv.ite hand~ e rodt!s the. tax Taking~ thts amount qt land out of 
drop. The to1-n ,1f "ava.1 h. hh.ise. School enrollment is bound to 
ot' la~d s <lcqu irer1 b; sa:,~~nah d~valready l ost 60 students because 
must increase as fewer _ergreen . That means that taxes 
the way, and (ewer stud~e~ple w1~h less land are availablt:! to pav 
nttract !itate airi Th n ~ are in the school districts to -
und1=r this plan ·o ere is no way the communitie~ will prosper 
,~~eland \,'i.th grr:)w rh~re:1..\~ 1:.~:s will be litt~e isla~ds amid the 
,,[f .it the r out . Y1:iur r,1~1/c..:./evelopment, .-tnd agr1r.ulture cut. 
Lhrouyhout Lile ?.lst t.::enrury'. · trs, guarantees rural poverty 

\\ JUr plani:; hav~ :..P.lec..::tt?i..l the i • • 
most rhsruptiv~ snP.nn~ rn ·h · IIOS t ~xpe~sive, rnost intrusive and 

,"le lP.ve w1ldllfe r,rntP.ction. You clid 
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public heal th officials, representatives from school districts,. 
fann bureaus, and residents of the impacted areas . Your failure 
to look at the plan in a comprehensive manner means that the DEIS 
is little more than ,1 sales pitch dra1,.n to meet the legal 
requirement and convince the gullible public of its benig n 
1 ntent. 

In the meantime, I insist that this wetland expansion be ended 
immediately and alternative proposals discussed in view of cost 
,rnd the right of tax payers to hold private prope r ty. 

Peace, justice, and land, 

~:✓-;:;~ 
Eric A. Reynalrr:=-

President George Bush 
North ,\merican Waterfowl Manageme n t Plan Committee 
U.S . Secretary of the Interior 
Governor Cuomo 
Congressman frank Horton 
Sena tor Alfonse D • Arna to 
Senat.or Patrick Moynihan 
Senator Paul Kehoe 
Assemblyman Michael Nozzolio 
1-/;iyne County Board of Sup~rvisors 
Seneca County Board of Supervisors 
Cayuga County Legislators 
Gluii.i Griffin, Cayuga County Action Program 
Wayne County Action Program 
Rose To\.ln Board 
But. ler Town Board 
Savannah Town Board 
r.a len To1-1n Board 



Responee to Eric A- Raynolds 

122. The project eponeore disagree . Not only were all SEQR and NEPA a ct 
no tification requirements ■atiafied , considerable additional effort was 
expended in putting out project information and gathering public input. 
The preceding response to the •Local Influence • convne nts describe many 
of the contActe that were made. In addition, there have been numerous 
newspaper article, prepaid "legal notices " , TV news coverage , radio news 
coverage and locally eponeored meetings a nnouncing and discussing the 
project. Finally, as indicated under "Local Influence• all landowners 
in the project boundaries were contacted direct ly with the information 
that a project delis was avai l a.ble concerning the area where their 
property wao located. 

Additionally response number 120 explaine the great l ength the Service 
and the Department expended to involve and inform t he l ocal property 
owners. 

Response to Wal ter A . Davis, W. & R. OavLe parms 

123. See response number 4. 
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SQ JUL 29 Ml 10, 43 

~~;·"· H.\,J 1,unro;• 
,1-.SHINGTG;i DFFIC( 

COMMENT SHEET !'DR THE NORTHERN 
MONTEZ UMA WETLANDS PROJECT 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Name : Walter A. Davis 

Or9ani:,.atlon t W.& R. Davi s Farms 

St r ee t 1 2030 Bixby Wood ROad 

City 1 Savannah State: New York 

Phone Numbe r 1 ( 315 ) 365- 2266 

Zip , 131 46 

comme nts I This wetlands project will up9et the tax 6truc ture ; especially 
t o my son and my self ,who are no w paying t axes on 14 00 acres . I run afraid 
the taxes will b.e rai sed tb the point where we will not b e able t o pay 12 3 
them. Also , we woul d not be able to flnd a buyer f o r the f arms because , 
of the excessive t ax rate i f we wanted to sell out! 

We ar w wi e s r r oW1ded b the r o ect 
and f reed t o f ee a ives o k and llirds. we are plagued with 
d ee r and bird damage at present levels. 

Without some f o rm of comoe□ sation from DEC for lost tax r evenue and 
cro p damage we are agdi11:3 t Lh~ pre 1e.:t. The only •,12.y we w::iuld f~vor thP. 
project would be to sell complete farms t o the project then l ease bac}c . 

If you are intereste.J in what. happen s t o a farm after the state takes 
ove r , take a look at the Howland I sland Farms. 

Which altermative d o you favor7 ___ A_s_p_r_o_p_a_se_d_-_am __ •_ga_i_n_s_t_i ___ _ 

Signature 

COHK!KT SHltT POR TllL >lOi.Tlil.R.N 
KONTUU'KA V!.TUNDS r1.onc1 

Draft tnvironment.al illpac.t Stat•••nt. 

• .... , &'°'1<:~ '1 Loe bj 
Ora•niucon: lr,c~ , ✓ \c\U Q\ 

Mai I to: 

u. S . Fi sh and Wildl i fe Ser•,ice 
Att: ~r. Paul Casey 
One Gateway Center, Suite iUO 
:1ewton Corne r, Mass. 02158 

Strut, :?:0 S, '"' '' 'l}'e\d Dr, ve 
c1ty , (',,)r\ \Qf'C\ ''"" _{'ll..O!..'/.,__ ___ _ Zip , JfD±S 

124 

(Pleau u•• ad d1t.1 onal paper f or further c. oimenu.) 

llhlch alternat ive do you fa vo r ' 7 f) 

~-· .. .................... (~~T . I 
(fold i n half , 1taph or upt, and mail . No po,tage nac.uury.) 



RHOO0H to Beverly LICBY 

124. Acknowledged. 

Wildlife P.efuge, stated that the federal government had no plans 
to grow crops to feed the geese or other wildlife living on t he 
refuge. For the most part, the geese, white tail deer, and black 
birds prefer t o feed in the farmer's fields which surround the 
r,fuo-e. A large percentage of crops are lost each year to these 
three species of wildlife. If the proposed project ooes for wa rd, 
area farmers will incur an even greater loss . The DEIS sta t es that 
the project ne':!ds agric u lture to be successful, but without t ax 
relief and compensation for bird and wild l ife damage , it i s doub t­
ful that area farmers will survive. 

At resent, Di ckens F:1rms, In,:. is .art of 'ln ;,, ric•Jlt1Jral District 

A~~o!d1.~~m~! t ~=~t~;n Y.j~gi~~ !~! ~:~f c~~ t:i~~c~i ~~~ict P~;w uc:i~n · 
is the declared Pol icv of thQ State to conservQ Protect and 
encourage th"! d"!velopment and impr9vement of :1aricultural l and for 
production of fo cd and other agricultural products." Accordi ng to 
the DEIS 41% of the total soil maooina uni ts have been desian ated 125 
"Prime and Uniaue" f"'rmlaod. Another 23'£ bas b .. en dQsiaoated as 
"Additional Land of Statewide Imoortaoce" Th'" PETS states t hat 
marginal farmlands will eventu;1lly be ['!turned to wetlands and the 
t'"St of th 0 land will rQm;:lin in ;rnricnlt1•,...,l US"' With increased 
taxes and increased crop loss 0 5 dlJQ t? wil,;JliF .. it may not be 
possible f -, r agricultural land t:o si:ay in pr-:,duction. The Northern 
Hontez•.!ma Wetland s ?:reposed Proie,..t· d"""'S DC"t a,.,pes, .. to t;,Q consi ste,,. 
w1 th the state's "1~clare-:l pn liry r-9 rgosQ .. ve ,ad pr,;r-ect aari,..ul­
tural land. It is n-:>t possibl'! t:o bavQ rnc.-Q w' 1 -;ll'f" and at th"' 
s.;ime ti!'le h,;1•1 e incre.;iser:I agri-::•Jltu.-al 2.-9,jucti'"'O With so many 
y"!.ars of cr-o,., su:rpl'.Jses per-haps a,g[iryJr-y.-al t'lt?d'Jr'"i?D is no 
l o nge.- a high prjgrjtv hn'" as the rorolatioo cootio 11 es t o incr92£9, 
it is a factor which must be c::1ref111Jy ccns\_1er"d 

Another agricul tur;;al concern is the pr-:,blem cf restricting normal 
agricultural practic"!s such as the application cf pesticides and 
fertilizers and other chemicals. These pra-:tices are vit:11 to crop 
production and any restricti,:,n could reduce p!'oduction and profit. 
Als o, there hav e b'!en cases where the farmer has been li:1ble for the 
l ess of !"ildlife , on his property because normal a7ricultural prac­
tices we:re to:dc to wildlife . We at Di·ckens farms, Inc. do not want 
to be placed in a postion of "double jeopardy" where we lose crops 
because of restrictions an'1 at the s.;ime i:ime are liable f?r wild­
lif~ losses incurred through normal farming pr-1-:tices. 

Asid"! frorn o•.!r c,;,nr:erns abo•Jt the proposed pr-:-ject. 's impact on 
ao-ricul tu:re and th'? tax base. we have .s&?veral concerns about the 
project itself. first, we hav"? to question why the project ·is 
takin~ place in this are:! and not in the Midwest wh'?r'? ducks and 
other waterfowl have tra-:litior.ally nest~d. In the p'lst, Honte zuma 
has not been a nestinQ and breedinc area for d•Jcks. It is part of 
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July 16, l 7'J() 

New York o~p.ctrtment of Environmental Conservation 
Wildlife R~tsources Center 
Delmar, Ne·" ·tork 12054 

Dear Mr. s!ingerland: 

O,~L,~1, 1<: 
0 1,k, .... ,, r 
V.hck,~,. C. 

Q;,J.:..,. A 

• !TIS, Inc. is located in the town of Savannah and e n com-
D1.ckens Far. 1000 acres of u pland soi l wh ic h will be surrounded by 
passes abo •Jt Montezuma Wetlands Project . We expressed our concerns 
the Norther~n? meeting of February 1989. This l etter is. in r!sponse 
at the sea~ ... Environmental Impact Statement that we rece1ved 1.n Hay 
to the era h~·te several concerns about the impacts that the Northern 
~~~~~zum: W•!tlands Proposed Project will impos'! on our farm, our 
community and our school district. 

s Of all the 
Our fi:st ~:i.j?rv~~nc:~~a~~a~h=i~~

5
~ 0 ~! ~~: ~;::~~:t. share of tax 

townships in,,:, the iar?est number of acr-'!!s will be removed from our 
money ~eca'J;;~Q. federal o-cver-nment has a revenue-sharino- proo-ram 
to17nshiJ:>· a; back a small per-c~ntaQ"! of lost dollars, but the 
which will p 'l r h program It was suggested in the DEIS that the 
sta~e has ~~ ~~: af'fecte-:1. a:re.;i urge their legislators to amend :he 
residents Jr:· T;x Law to pr,;,vide some s o:rt of "in-lieu of taxes 
Real Prope~;1do ~ ot think this is a realistic solu~ion . The chances 
payment: ~uch an amendment passed is slim. especia~ly . whe':1 th e 
of 9et~ i ng_ QriencinQ major fiscal problems. Plus, 1.f it d1.d pa~s, 
~tate is eY.P . .-oved by the Gcvernor whi,;h is not a stron7 probabil­
~t must beh~~P;roject brings the numbers of tourists and edu cators 
1ty .. rt tQ:J. that the DEIS projP.cts, how will t h -e town and county. 
~~i~~~~n a~h~ nP.cessary ro-=1ds and infrastructure with such a drastic 

loss in tar.<?s? 

• Q roblem of lost ta:<es to the town and county, there 
~side f~~~ t~~~a~ l os s of approximately S140 • 000 <?f school ~axe~n 
~:

0
:n t~e clyde-Savann-1.h School Di~t:ict. T~-=!re is no mention 

the DEIS a~ to possible ways t o mitigate this loss. 

• • p hP.lP from the federal gcvernment and n<:> help from the 
With littl.burden of providinQ lost tax revenues will f~ll on the . 
st~te, the ndowners . The resident:s who are_ l eft ar':! facing a drastic 
pr1.v~te la .._Q farmers' who pay A large percentage of la':1d taxes' ~~1

1
1.~:r~:;,.j · pressP.d to pay inr:reased taxes of this magn1tude. 

. ion with the problems of rising taxes and lower pr<:>fit-
In. c<?nJu':1ct the problem of increased loss of crops due to feed1.n? 
ab1l1.ty w~~tllife living on the refuge. At the? Savannah Information 
~!e~~~g. J•JO'? 12, 199/J, Gene Ho l-:utt, manager ?f the Montezuma 

the North Atlantic Fly Way which over the years h as attracted a 
gre:1ter number of ducks and geese because of increased production of 
corn. To convert this area t o a nesting and breedinQ site for 
waterfowl will be a major undertakino-. Once the land is acqu ired , 
where will the money come from to manage i t? On page 10 of t he 
DEIS, it says, "Funding sources for doi ng the wo r k n ecessary must be 
found, a nd staff must be either hired or rea.ss i 9 n ed to imp l ement 
this phase of the project . " In particular, we have to q uestion 
where the state will qet th'! money to manage this additonal l and, 
especially for dikin?. impo•mdments, and other- costly changes needed 
fo:r inc:reased wate!'f o wl n'!!sting and breedin7. At present , the state 
can barely mana,;e th'! lands it already holds unless "manaqement" 
means the return of the land to its natu:ral ve7etation in a 
"fore•,er wild" typ':! situation. The f eden1l government may have a 
little more money a•Hilable for mana7ement purposes, but there is 
n? rnen i:ion in the DEIS hew either the DEC or the federal Fis h and 
Wildlife Service plan to pay f or the mana-Jment plans that they have 
proposeci. 

It appears that there is a b1Jilt-in bias in t:h':! decison making 
p!"ocess for this project. It is an environment:11 project proposed 
b!' tw-:- environm':!nt.al p!'otecti-:>n a7'!ncies. The environmental impact 
staternent was desiqned to protect. the envirqnrnent from adverse 
i!rpacts ?f fur t:h~r ti"!velop!!!ent. In this case the DEIS has examined 
the effects of the pr-:-pose-:l pr-:-ject on th'! environ!!!ent and found 
them to be mini!"al whi-:h is re-'\sonal b<:!-:-!.•J.s<:! this is an environment-41'­
ally protective pr oj<.:-:t. Unfortuna,tely. the DEIS does not 
adequately explore th~ advers"! economic impacts •of this project . 
ioih at we, as reside?nts of this area need. is an Ec?nomic Impact 
sr::1te!!!ent. It is th~ adver-s.e econ-:-!nic impacts whi c h will effect 
our futures and the futures of o ur children. 

We at Dickens F'l.rms, Inc. would like to se"! the No Action proposal 
implemented in pla-:e of the Propos-ed Action. We believe that the 
New Ycr-Y. St:1te Fr'?sh W:1te:r Act a'1e~•Ht:.ely pr,;,tects e:v:isitinq wet­
lands. If f•Jrther enhance!r.e!!t of waterfowl h.;ibitat is necessary, 
we would lik'.e to see pri.,a,te l:1ndowners work with the SCS or the 
>. SCS in a c?oper-ative si•stem su-:h as th":! Ccnservation P.eserve 
Progra!!!.. The land could C"! mana7ed f or wil".!life, b•Jt still be 
privately owned and consequ'?ntl~, rem,;,.in part cf the tax b:1se. 

\.I'? are not opposed to the prctection of wet lands or the environment. 
Woe enjcy the abundant and unique ai ldlife that live in or mi<?rate 
through this area . It is a thrill to see and hear the sky filled 
with c;eese on an October evening or to cat-:h :1 qli!!\pse o f a Bald 
Eagle sc,;i.ring ,;over the refuge, Out we cannot: support a project whict 
threatens the survival of c•Jr farm and our communit y. If the 
propcsed proj~r;t -;,,,~., f,;,rw.;i:rd, .,.,e are facing incr~ase6 taxes and 
increased crop damao-e. These tw? factors m.ake the futur'? of farmir ,.c 



uncertain. In addition, it is questionable it the Town of Savannah 
can survive with such a lar9e loss to its tax base and certainly 
our children's education is at risY. with such a substantial loss of 
school taxes. The people who have proposed this project suggested 
that we think of our children and what sort of environment we would 
like to pass on to them. We aoree that our children deserve the 
best environment that we can provide, but we wou ld also like them 
to h a•,e the opportunity to be th e fourth generation to manage 
Dickens Farms, In,:. and reside in Savannah if they choose . If the 
Pr-:,posed Project takes place, it appears that the ducks and geese 
can look forw-ard to a more prorr.isino future than our children. 

Sincerely yours, 

llaae: ¢P f? 

COMKENT SH!.ET FOR Till. 1 O1.TH.U.N 
MONTEZUMA WETLANDS ftOJ!CT 

Draft. Enviroruienul la-pact Stauaent 

Ora■nlsaton : __________________ _ 

StrH<: 'z'.'.s<'?.2 (,cjeo & cl . 
City: fY '?c:1.llf Sutt: 

J 
Zip: J!OI, 

1).(v.1, /)'ti rh,v>)::,j{( 1"'),IV'/ {)r111cl!tca f c()On .(}NI' 

;iJY:tJv1;·~:;;:; :ti~;t<t°tl"~ 
-' ,1, ,) iccZl.c. =ti I,, ' 
(Please use a ddi t i onal ,t~er for further co1111enu.) 

\lhlch a l ternative do you favor? 

Cl..Ct'.:',:t)C_i,,.,;.;. I 

/\I~) Qc.•.it. c_......_ 

( Fold i n half, staple or t ape, and mall . No posta ge nacuury .) 

Resoona■ to genvon Joanna, Charle■ and Aanea Picken, 

125 . See re11pon•• number 17 . 

Rnoonae to Loise raueleu 

126 . See re11ponee number 17 . 
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kaa: Beverly Marro 

COXK!.NT 6H£lT POk TH! • 01.TKUN 
IIOMTEZUXA VETLAJmS n onct 

Draft. ln•ironat.nt.al Iapact St.at.a1nt 

Oraanlaaton : _.c.••e:•c,l.=.d"en,.,c~,_T,.,o'-'wn"'--'o'-'f'--"-S."'av"'a"-nnu,,Jwbc_ ______ _ 

Strait: --'l"-) '-'13:.::0...;W::.:•:.::•.:c.t...:C::.h:.::u.>.;rce,h'--"S"tr'-'e'-"e-"-t __________ _ 

C1t7 : _.::cS::.•vc,•c:n::;n•:ch:_ ____ _ State.: -=-----

Phone lhmber : { 1 ) 5 ) 365-31:28 

1-lp, ~ 

Coll:aent1: After revfewioe the loEormatfon presented hi the Jl11rli:ftl!t 

Mo ntezuma Wet lands l moact Study and comments be d d11rioR p bl fa 

he a rin~s, I am against the proposed proJ~ct due to the eovfrnomeora] 

__ :_:_:_.:_:_:_~o_."_'_c_l_•_• _•c_,_' _' _w_l_ll_h_•v_•_ o_n _•_• _•_•_•_,_•_• j_d_•_•_' -•-nd_'_ax_r_•_v_er_,,_, --12 7 
I am concerned not onlv about the ta x/financial f rnpacr bot 

also about the problems that may arise fr om increased aotrnal habitats 

mosnulto infestat i o n, crop dam'!~.iJ>.r..Q.J?.gll.'!...JUU!la2e J am also verv 

concerned about the i rrioact on avallahle . farm land How nice that ne P20t 

ro prese rve 1Jetlands, I am in favor of this but I fee] jt should oar 

be done at the expense of l and that provides a living to people and food 

on out tables. 

(Pluu uu additional paper f o r further com11ents.) 

Vhlch alternative do you favor? No ne at this t fme 

/1},,wC:: 
Signature 

Comments should be received by August l, 1990 . 

(Told in half, staple or tape , a nd mail. No powtage necuury •) 

COKHENT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 
MONTEZUHA VETUNPS PROJECT 

Draft Environmental I mpac t Statement 

Organh:aton : __________________ _ 

Street: _.3::._'l_;.__:7...:0::..__7';_,:...'-D::.:G=E_...:7?.=o_A:.cO=-------
Stat•: __ Ne..;_;_· Y:....;_-__ _ 

_ _ ~rJJ~,~l 
'<'~d=Llc"C""-"h-'-'""'-'-'--~-=-'-""'------=c::....::C.,--"C.::....:..:"-'-'---""-"--"-'-'"""-'=-/7.._-'--

,iLlCll '-e n'lllr 

C.( /1.. tr, , · , · I 

(Please use additional paper for further comnients.) 

t.'hich alternative do you favor? 4 [)1M/0711C(I Prokr,-h~)( ,' 
&L.IJ.; / )1.. /Jtfrf' 

Signature 

Comme n ts should be received by August 1, 1990. 

(Fold i n h alf, staple or tape, and mall. No postage neces sary . ) 
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Re•oon■e to B1verlv Marro 

127. See reaponae number 26. 

Rupo ns e to suaan ~die 

128. See reaponae numbe r 24 . 



COJOtl.NT SKEET POJ. THE I OlTll.lllN 
XOHTllmlA V!TLAJl'DS n o.JtCT 

Draft tn•lronaent&l Iapact St a t eaent 

Oraeni..aa ton : __________________ _ 

City: ,Y/vl/NA'l/d 

Phone 11\Jaber: ~-- 129 
c;.,..ent,: Btlfl¥¥ TftJ'.<, TA% J//Kc:5 Ol-lc,e. A11 lt<a4: /JlfflS Mc 
(N,i,l{e.111rf1DI,} ,f'<J.eAl;c3 I [ B.rm.e. @i!N ~ e;,,u7i/?cL ~ :, 

~ ~~~5; ~ ~" ~[tfltJ~ t,J,u1<1r,r ,&-ro6KJ,0~ 'l'Q~= =J,)~,0 fl57"e;) tf,<l,l lroLal. 
QF tkx.u,<!JJ /.5c-'/,Lla fl{z l'Vt-L lf ,=..s ,tA/D 

1

,A£,1<2-r:5 bf,((AAI() 

/y,v,1 HM .iRJc,.J 8CClY?'I:: ,,:Yit '1f"- :Vl<"f- _.:z!l_ .7Ht£JO~~ 

;;4/~ffi, 71 ;b~~ !;!,,!~; :::~;;;;;= CO 

frK/1;, ()€ /¥5&,,.!.51,Srt (7// ft/: w1(.41,Bf'. (!/l/t1/l/6fCAlf?.JT IN 7"/IC 
NOf-ntrz,v 11/DN[e?.u//Jtt lJa,A,<,/JS. /J?p.JfFe, ::iWt: <.V,,,r ,UclOJ5 7o 
(,(}U1ieOt.,. ,4,Lk\ /)4U'fl'(@A/P Wt/AC µJ1(A/1('l'{ IM&'//6Qnff.NI' l"j AAJ'.) 

krt/l,& 7o A-(Jf~!f 71115 dU tr ,g,n utf'{r'S chi o:wre,e,is (t-? 3 

@to,,er C£.,,1..Q<fRt1/J-r:i.,,t.) l,{),1tt.e;f:Pc-c~ @ AU tAd/4 o,.u.,va2s WJJ.1U.v7<..y1 

JtJ 7l«i .,.J'lv4,11,,._•,1,z fUcru,.(ll)J fttl.01 17,eerc ARC cdorttB7f, ltetl/r9tc: {,Agf£1WArtJ,.J 

P/!DJt!G73 :(DK't,yu /:JLAcE lltz: ~ sees ~o 7b .rAJ7§'(~.v Wmt 
ftff,S({ ,91C£/J) qJ-;- [1(£ ,s,nt}<.<.<:£ U}A.J\ O,r'M,)PX':,, /Ur;: 7lt,f QA-tfS A{r&Af, 

(Pleau u&:e addieional paper for further comaent&: .) 

\lhich alternat i ve do you favor ? 

2¾f?h-Md,;;., /4.)4ffe 
Signature 

Commenu &: hould be received by August l , 1990 . 

(Fo ld l n half, staple or ta pe, a nd 11a1l . No pos tage necuury . ) 

/Juc..JoJC() PtJ/!... 7"/C .,,uo.c.rn0Z.t0 l'fbtVrt:'cV,714 t..:E7w'INJS l'/la.J~..,..#ol 
{kt; j-V:, r ,Z- /41$).:, ,0 ~CD,,r,(T /no.el; (:,r.,JJ':.;>oTtfA,,"r ,,u ITS l)0U ... ✓Nb.S • 

/u,7?/ ~ A..-:t1 O«J.rV,SA".J .SvLJ--1 ll-l'A 7 -rl"'/C .:1/l)l'Jc..(. ..,,ul) t..;tR~ i....rJNb 
tJu.,JJli.tJ ,,.,,,11e: /Jc..L -rEc/J7EJJ. £lPc..1A'-. 

COKKENT SHEET FOR THE NORTHERN 

MONTEZUMA IIETLANDS PROJECT 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Phone Number : c,;3 t ,>} K'i '.J · ;;i, (o :':> 

Commentsy) f2 Ct d -±\/ A ', ) 

~7j:tff j=tf2cJ?O 
-e <?-71{16 vl C<--«at Ge; g,. 'rf"- U-!:cnh,._ 

; ~ ~ 

,c :.;;z::z 'x06-d2<V-<JI Xc-nd en~ ;t;, d-<&f~ / s 
Gm 41·~ /-l.f-«d--aBf,, 0 

l 

llhlch alternative do you favor' j ,_ .................... ., ..... e-
(fo l d in half, staple or tape, and mall. No postage necessary.) 
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Response to Bill and Linda Gillette 

129 . see reaponaa number 29 . 

Respo nse to John H. Sumner 

130. See response number 43. 



Phone Nwt1be r : 

Co111me nts 

COHMENT SHEET POil THE HOJt.TH!I\H 
HONTEZUKA WE.TUNDS PROJECT 

Draft Environaantal Impact State■ent 

Zip: 

131 

~15@f;i:~=~ 

(Please u se additional paper for further comments.) 

\lhich alternative do you f avor? 

Col!lltlents should be r eceived by August 1, 19 90. 

(fold in half, staple or tape, and ma 1,l . No pos tage necessary • ) 

-, , A 

R@ IOO0H to Leo ' Helen Adam, 

131. See section V.8 . d . for informAtion o n floodi ng concern■ • 
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Aurelius, 36, 37, 51, 66 

B 

bedrock, 48, 51 
Black Creek, 41 
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climate, 41, 79, 83, 103, 109, 110, 
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compaction, 79, 100 
Conquest, 36, 37, 51, 66 
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80, 85, 103, 104, 106, 110, 118 
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crop damage, 95, 96, 100 
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104 
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20, 31, 33 - 35, 80, 85 - 87 
Environmental Conservation Law, 65 
environmental education, 11, 13, 
98, 99, 102 
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Environmental Protection Agency, 65 
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erosion, 9, 49, SO, 79, 83, 93, 
100, 103 
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fallow fields, 85, 110 
Farm Bureau, 2 
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federal subsidy, 80 
fee, 9- 11, 25, 29, 35 - 38, 88, 91, 
98, 105, 113 
feeding, 1, 14, 16, 21, 34, 86, 96 
Finger Lakes, 41, 51, 55, 74, 95 
Fish and Wildlife Service, 97 
fisheries, 29, 75 
fishing, 11, 40, 74, 75, 93, 98, 
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flooding, 6, 9, 49, 55, 56, 84, 98, 
110, 111 
flowage, 9, 10 
food chains, 29 
forest products, 11, 15 
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110 
freshwater marshes, 11, 100 
Freshwater Wetlands Act, 6 
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Galen, 36 - 38, 51, 66, 92, 105, 114 
Geological Survey, 55 
geology, 48, 57, 79, 83, 103, 109, 
117 
grassland, 20 
green timber, 11, 15, 16, 86 
growing season, 41, 49, SO 
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high priority, 2 
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97, 98, 105, 108, 114, 115, 120 
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22, 85, 98, 101, 104, 118 
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Indians, 18, 50, 102 
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inland salt marsh, 12, 62 
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lake, 16, 41, 48, 51, 55, 56, 61, 
65, 75, 95 
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lease, 25, 96, 117 
less - than- fee, 10, 25, 91, 98 
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long- term, 2, 49, 55, 70, 81, 86, 
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Lyme disease, 100 
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maintenance, 6, 11- 13, 15, 18, 97, 
102, 119 
management, 1- 3, S, 6, 9 - 22, 25, 
30 - 35, 49, 55, 56, 61, 65, 70, 71, 
75, 79-81, 83 - 88, 93- 106, 108- 114, 
117- 119 
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103, 106, 110, 114 
marshes, 2, 12, 48, 49, 74, 84, 95, 

100 
Martisco, 49 
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MCI Telecommunications, 74 
Mentz, 36, 37, 51, 66 
migration, 1, 16, 34, 63 
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mineral extraction, 79, 83, 103, 
109 
minerals, 48, 57, 79, 83, 103, 109, 
117 
mitigating measures, 91, 105, 113, 
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mitigation, 87, 91, 93, 98 
mixed forest, 61 
Montezuma, 1- 3, 5, 10, 11, 16, 18, 
19, 21, 25, 36- 38, 41, 48 - 51, 55 - 57, 
61 - 63, s, 66, 70, 74, 75, 79, 82, 
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Montezuma Marsh, 10, 18, 21, 48, 
75, 105 
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National Audubon Society, 25 
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Preservation, 25 
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natural gas, 51, 74 
NAWMP, 1, 2 
NEPA, 12 
nesting, 1, 10- 15, 19- 21, 62, 85, 
86, 93, 95, 96, 104, 111 
New York State Barge Canal, 51, 56, 
74 
New York State Conservation Council, 
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New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, 102 
New York State Electric and Gas 
Corp., 74 
New York State Federation of Bird 
Clubs, 2 
New York State Thruway, 71 
Niagra- Mohawk Power Corp., 74 
No Action, 5, 6, 31, 32, 34, 35, 
38, 39, 79, 81, 82, 104, 118, 119 
non- forested wetlands 57, 103, 104, 
110 
North American Defense Command Line, 
74 
North American Waterfowl Management 
Plan, 1 
Northern Montezuma Wetlands Project, 
1, 2 , so , 102 
nuclear waste, 102 
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objectives, 1- 3, S, 6, 10, 14, 15, 
17, 21, 22, 25, 29, 31, 34, 55, 98 
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Ontario, 48, 49, 51 
open emergent marsh, 17 
open water, 16, 17, 33, 57, 61, 62, 
85, 95, 96, 103, 104, 110 
open water habitats, 17 
oxidation, 9, 16, 49 
oxidize, 81 
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paddy, 12, 16, 86 
parking area, 101 
partnerships, 2 
perimeter acquisition, 29 
pest control, 18 
physical resources, 41 
pollution, 6 
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pot holes , 12 , 16, 17, 32, 83, 86, 
100, 103, 104 
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P ime , 9, 49, SO, 83, 101, 109 
p r ivate owne rship, 29, Bl, 87, 93, 
94, 100, 118, 119 
project, 1- 3, S, 6, 9- 15, 17- 19, 
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13, 114, 117- 121 
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65, 79, 98, 102, 109, 121 
purpose and need, 1, 21, 31 
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real property, 6, 10, 21, 22, 91, 
92, 98 
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62, 82, 87, 99, 115 
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102, 109, 113 
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restoration, 2, S, 6, 11, 14, 
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83 - 85, 100, 101, 104, 105, 109, 
113 
revenue, 35, 38, 66, BO, 92, 93, 
100, 105, 114 
Rochester, 3, 41, 74, 80 
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74 

s 

Savannah, 2, 3, 13, 16, 18, 36- 38, 
48, 51, 65 - 67, 75, 82, 92, 105, 114 
Savannah Evergreen Preserve, 2, 16 
scientific research, 29 
Seneca Falls, 36- 38, 51, 65 - 67, 93, 
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105, 114 
Seneca Ri ver , 41, 55 , 56 , 61 , 6 5 , 
74 , 80, 94, 97 
SEQRA, 12 
sha l e , 48 
sha llow water impoundments, 11 
shor ebirds, 9, 16, 22 , 63, 85, 86, 
104, 112 
shrub swamp, 17 
significant habitat, 61, 62, Bl, 
86, 87, 104, 112, 113, 118 
Socony Mobil Oil Company, 74 
soil blowing, 49 
Soil Conser vation Service, 14, 49, 
so 

soils, 9, 18, 48 - 50, 57, 70, 79, 
Bl, 83, 100, 103, 109, 117 
special concern species, 1, 12, 31, 
34, 62, 105, 112 

staging area, 1, 63 
100 State Health Department, 

Statewide Importance, 49, 50 
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subsidence 
subsoils 

2, s, 19, 20 
9, 49, 83, 109 
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summary 5, 6, 31- 34, 38, Bl, 82, 
106, 114, 120 
Syracuse 3, 41, BO, 100 

T 

tax base, 35, 64, Bl, 87, 105, 113, 
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tax income , 87 
tax levy, 100 
tax revenue, 66, 
temperature, 41, 

100 
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term use, 6, 9, 10, 21, 22, 
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101, 

The Nature Conservancy, 2, 25, 50 , 
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threatened, 1, 12, 19, 20, 31, 34, 
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topography, 48, 49, 70, 79, 83, 94, 
103, 109, 11 7 
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transportation, 25, 71, 74, 82, 97, 
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trapping, 11, 40, 74, 93, 95, 98, 
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Triple E, 100, 121 
Trust for Public Land, 117 
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United States, 1, 55 
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Vanderbilt Hunt Club, 16 
Vanderbilt Marsh Hunt Club, 2 
vegetation, 14, 16, 18, 49, 50, 56, 
57, 61, 62, 64, 85, 94, 98, 100, 110 
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warm and cold water fisheries, 75 
water quality, 29, 32, 84, 103 
waterfowl, 1, 2, 9- 11, 13- 16, 20, 
22, 31, 64, 74, 80, 85, 86, 91, 99, 
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waterfowl hunting, 74, 91, 99 
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wetlands, 1, 2, 5, 6, 9-11, 14- 17, 
19, 21, 22, 25, 29, 31- 35, 38, 41, 
49, 50, 56, 57, 62 - 65, 70, 75, 
79 - 87, 93, 96, 100-106, 108- 114, 
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Wildlife Management Area System, 10 
Wildlife observation, 11, 98 
willing seller, 29 
wooded swamp, 16, 17Woodland, 75 
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