
David A. Giacalone
116 Washington Ave. #3
Schenectady, NY 12305
phone: (518) 377-9540

email: dgiacalone@nycap.rr.com
Carmella R. Mantello, Director! ! ! ! ! !           April 29, 2010
New York State Canal Corporation 
200 Southern Blvd., P.O. Box 189
Albany, NY 12201-0189

re: Opposition to Approval of Installation of a public Dock in the
     Mohawk River at Riverside Park, Schenectady, NY

Dear Director Mantello:

         For the past decade, I have lived one short block from Riverside Park in the 
Schenectady Stockade Historic District.  In all but the dead of winter, I visit this lovely 
and relaxing Park four or more times a week, with my camera, a book, a friend, or a set 
of bocce balls.   Because of its beauty, Riverside Park is featured in a majority of the 
pictures posted to my photo weblog, “suns along the Mohawk.”   As a lover and user of 
Riverside Park, and as a former government lawyer and retired mediator, who believes 
in transparency and fair play, I am writing to oppose the approval by the Canal 
Corporation of a permit for a dock in Riverside Park, as well as the making of a 
Greenway grant to the City of Schenectady for the installation of such a dock.

         I will briefly list here the main reasons for my concern both over the impact of the 
dock on the Park and the adjacent residential Historic District, and over the inadequate 
planning and public participation in the project. My concerns are shared by many, as 
demonstrated first by an anti-dock Petition signed by about 200 Stockade residents, and 
again last week when Stockade Association members, along with non-member 
residents, voted more than two to one [85 to 41] against the proposed dock after a 
lengthy public meeting on the topic sponsored by the Association. 

       1. Inconsistent with Plans and Studies: The placement of a dock at East Front 
Street, the location proposed in the Cityʼs original grant application, was indeed 
recommended in prior studies and in the Schenectady Comprehensive Plan 2020. On 
the other hand, no study or Plan has ever recommended that a dock be placed at 
Riverside Park, and the notion has been rejected a number of times.   

a. The most recent example is the new Mohawk River Waterfront Revitalization Plan 
for Schenectady County (March 31, 2010; at http://tinyurl.com/WaterfrontPlan2010 ), 
which describes “the passive river experience” provided by the Park, noting the limited 
access due to narrow streets, and constraints on development due to “the character of 
the residential community.” (at pp. 61-62) In the section on improving public access and 
recreational uses on the Mohawk waterfront, the Plan states (at 71; emphasis added):
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Identifying the appropriate intensity of recreational use along the river has been a 
sensitive issue in the area of the residential Stockade neighborhood. Riverside 
Park provides a walking trail from which neighborhood residents view the river. The 
most active use relating to the river is the occasional fisherman. The park has 
limited access and parking, which inhibits any significant expansion of use other 
than to improve it as a scenic overlook and to improve pedestrian and bicyclist 
access and connection to adjoining areas. 

b.  Similarly, the Schenectady Comprehensive Plan 2020 recommends a long list of 
minor improvements at Riverside Park, and (despite requests by a few proponents for a 
dock) merely says to “Evaluate the feasibility of installing docks.” [A negative evaluation 
was subsequently made in the Countyʼs 2010 Waterfront Plan discussed above.] 

c. The Schenectady-Scotia Waterfront Market and Feasibility Study (by Synthesis, 
2005) concluded that a dock with marina should be developed at the East Front St., 
site.  Riverside Park was not given as an alternative. At the time, the NYS Canal Corp. 
considered “conceptually acceptable” locations for docking along the Schenectady 
waterfront, and listed only East Front St., the Binne Kill (with reservations due to its 
proximity to the Historic District that are even more pressing at Riverside Park), and a 
Union College boathouse site -- clearly omitting (literally skipping over) Riverside Park.

d. On January 26, 1998, a Resolution of the Schenectady City Council resolved, that 
Riverside Park “is recognized as a unique component of the [Stockade Historic] District 
and best serves residents and visitors as a quiet place to view the natural beauty of the 
Mohawk River.”

Despite existence of such plans, the Applicant has checked “Yes” to the EAF question:  
“6. Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land 
use plans?”

                2. Inadequate Assessment of Impact on the Park & the Adjacent Historic 
Residential Neighborhood:  Your agency has received from the Cityʼs planning office a 
preliminary Environmental Assessment Form that minimizes or ignores impacts from 
this project, and fails to quantify some of the most important and relevant potential 
negative effects.  Both the EAF and a public presentation on April 22 confirm the 
impression that the CItyʼs Planning Office has done virtually no research or planning on 
the effects of this project and no serious analysis of adverse environmental effects.  

Four elements have been most often cited as reasons to limit development at the 6-acre 
Riverside Park: Its unique value as a relatively quiet, yet urban, place for leisurely 
activities for people of all ages; The unobstructed views of beautiful scenery; Limited 
access down long, narrow streets with both directions of traffic using the same lane, and 
with single-side parking always scarce; And, the existence of an historic, high-density 
residential neighborhood along the entire boundary of this long but thin strip of land.  
Not one of these elements has been adequately and frankly examined by the Applicant, 
in the rush to relocate a dock in order to keep its Greenway Grant money. 
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a. A Threat to the Parkʼs Special Nature:  With its combination of urban waterfront 
beauty and relative tranquility, Riverside Park was praised by the editor of Architect 
Forum as “probably the finest thing of its kind in America.”  (Dec. 1961) In addition, the 
Schenectady City Council stated in its 1998 Resolution that “to change its special nature 
would deprive visitors and disadvantage the homeowners who are the caretakers in this 
Historic District of national importance.”  Nevertheless, the City now puts that special 
essence at risk without any reasonable basis to believe the dock (despite offering 
neither basic nor marina-like facilities for boaters) will attract a significant number of the 
monied tourists it hopes will leave their fine boats at an unattended dock, to walk many 
(often shadeless) blocks to be fed, entertained or educated in Schenectady.

Concerned users and neighbors of Riverside Park believe an unattended public dock is 
far more likely to attract boisterous partyers in the daytime and additional bad actors 
after dark. In addition, motorized boats coming to and fro from the dock will also 
increase noise levels.  The quiet use of the Park will be adversely affected for those who 
come to watch the scenery or people, or to stroll, read or chat.  Nonetheless, 

• The answer to EAF Pt. 2 Q. 17 is “no” on whether the Action will cause objectionable 
noise; and Pt. 1(C)(11a) asserts that sufficient capacity exists to provide any additional 
police services, which are already inadequate

• No Impact level is indicated in response to Pt. 2 Q. 11 regarding reducing the 
enjoyment of the aesthetic qualities of the Resource, or proposing uses obviously 
different from the current patterns. 

• Nor is an impact level shown when asked in Pt. 2 Q. 13 about an affect on existing 
recreational opportunities.

The playground area in Riverside Park is an important example.  Because the Park is 
relatively low-key and quiet, the play area is perhaps the most-used portion of the Park, 
with many regular visitors, mostly pre-school children and their caregivers.  When asked 
at the April 22nd session why he would place one end of the dock so close (as near as 
15 to 20 yards) to an unfenced play area for small children, Schenectady Zoning Officer 
Steven Strichman stated he had in fact not taken the location of the play area into 
consideration, because it was the Canal Corp. that had actually chosen the precise 
location along the bank for the dock. Neither the easy access for children of all ages to 
the enticing unattended dock, nor the effects of docked visitors to the Park on the use of 
the play area, are addressed in the EAF.

b. A Threat to the Enjoyment of Scenic Beauty. The views offered by Riverside Park 
of beautiful scenery are probably its greatest asset (from the Mohawk River, its islands 
and relatively undeveloped sections of shoreline, and clear views of spectacular sunsets 
and subtle sunrises, to the rowing grace of crew teams, and the excitement of a 
waterski school).  The “settings and views” are acknowledged in the EAF (Pt. 1 Q. 14) 
as important to the community, and we are told 300ʼ dock is 20% of the parkʼs river 
frontage.  Nonetheless, although “The view of the river and adjoining communities will 
be altered,” no impact level is indicated for this crucial part of the environmental 
assessment.   Will the impact be low, moderate or high?  We are not told.
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Please take a look at the many photographs I have posted at my weblog, suns along 
the Mohawk -- at http://tinyurl.com/StopTheDock -- to see the current unobstructed 
views from a) the stretch of Riverside Park that is situated alongside the site of the 
proposed dock; and b) many other places in the Park where a view of a natural 
shoreline and open stretch of water will be marred by the site of a giant aluminum dock, 
and any vessels using the structure.  The impact will be far greater than the 20% of 
frontage being spoiled by the dock.  Visitors throughout this tiny park will have their 
lovely, natural view adversely affected.  

There are many majestic trees near the shoreline where the proposed dock would be 
installed.  The EAF states at Pt. 1 Q. 4 that “0 acres” of vegetation would be removed, 
and at Q. 5 that no trees over 100 years old or other vegetation “important to the 
community” would be removed.  However, during his April 22 presentation, Mr. 
Strichman stated he could not say whether trees would be removed, because he did not 
yet know for certain where the dock would be, nor what equipment would be needed 
and how it would be brought into the Park and placed at the construction site.

Crew & Ski. The enjoyment of man-made beauty is also at risk, and the lack of planning 
evident, regarding two important spectator favorites at Riverside Park.  From my 
contacting the affected persons, I have learned that the Planning Office has never 
contacted the scholastic crew teams that practice in the narrow channel fronting 
Riverside Park to ask the impact of the dock on their use of the canalway. Neither has 
the City contacted the owners of a waterski school that is located on the Scotia river- 
bank, and uses the section of the River, directly across from the stretch of shoreline to 
which the dock will be attached.  When questioned on this at the April 22 presentation, 
Mr. Strichman asserted that the crew teams would not be adversely affected and would 
merely have to go out a little further into the channel. Although the ski school owners, 
Joe and Chris Serth, have told me they are very concerned about the dock and may 
have to find a new place to practice, Mr. Strichman opined on April 22 that there will be 
no impact on the ski school, because Schenectady doesnʼt intend to enforce the 5 MPH 
speed zone, and the schoolʼs boat does not go fast enough to make an unacceptable 
wake.  Those are assertions that need to be tested through actual fact-finding.

c.  Certain to Make Inadequate Access and Parking Even Worse. It is a cliche in the 
Capital Region that it is impossible to find parking in the Stockade.  In preparing the 
EAF, Mr. Strichman somehow found 10 off-street parking spaces and proposes no 
additional spaces (despite a $10,000 line item in his Grant proposal).  [Part I (B)(1)(f)] 
He also states at Pt. 1(C)(12a) that the existing road network is sufficient to handle any 
additional traffic. The Zoning Officer arrives at these conclusions by predicting very little 
additional traffic or visitors to the Park. [Pt. 1(C12); Pt. 2 Q 15].   Of course, if this is 
true, we must wonder why all this money will be spent on the proposed dock.  It seems 
more prudent to assume that the Onrust will draw enough additional traffic that, along 
with the folks bringing canoes, row boats and kayaks, they will make parking almost 
impossible, and cause drivers unfamiliar with using the two-way-one-lane streets 
leading to Riverside Park to snarl up traffic frequently.  (Note that the streets and Park 
do “handle” traffic and crowds for large events, but it is accomplished with much 
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planning and volunteer assistance, along with the closing down of streets and a ban on 
all parking on selected streets.)

d. Threat to the Adjacent Residential Neighborhood.  When asked in EAF question 
#8 whether the proposed action is “compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses 
within a 1/4 mile?”, the City checked “Yes.”  We believe that the dock will bring sufficient 
additional noise, traffic, boisterous activity, frustrated restroom-seekers, and (at night)
criminal activity, to have a significant negative impact on the people who live on the 
streets leading to Riverside Park, making the action incompatible with the many nearby 
homes.  The existence of this residential community adjacent to the Park -- and only a 
matter of yards from the riverbank - has wisely caused thoughtful planners to advise 
against development of such docks at Riverside Park.  As the CIty Council stated in 
1998, such change would “disadvantage the homeowners who are the caretakers in the 
Stockade Historic District”  . 

Although acknowledging that the dock would affect the character of the existing 
community, the provisional EAF again fails to indicate the level of impact to be expected 
on the community.   According to the Instructions for the Environmental Assessment 
Form, Yes answers are required if there is any impact, and if there is any doubt about 
the size of an impact, it must be considered to be large and Part 3 of the EAF be 
completed.  The failure of the Applicant to measure or predict the impact level on this 
and so many other crucial issues, and the failure to complete Part 3 of the Form, should 
itself prevent this agency from approving the installation of a dock at Riverside Park. 

3. Strong Neighborhood Opposition to the Dock and the Process.  Although the 
Planning Office originally suggested that there was virtually no opposition to the 
proposed dock, the community made its feelings clear as soon as the proposal was 
finally made public, and last week by a 2 to 1 vote.  Although the controversy primarily 
involves the potential adverse environmental impacts, the secrecy of the process has 
also fed opposition. Neither the neighborhood, nor the general public, was aware of the 
proposal until newspaper accounts appeared last month. Members of the Stockade 
Association board were also kept in the dark by the Planning Office and by the few 
board members privy to the proposal.   The Canal Corporation should give this 
opposition from the people most affected, and the guardians of the Historic District, 
great weight in deciding whether to approve the dock permit and the related Grant.

Thank you for your time and attention to the issues raised in the Letter.  I would be 
pleased to discuss any or all of the issues with you or your staff. 

Respectfully submitted, 

____________________________________
David Giacalone

cc: Michael R. Fleischer, Esq. Executive Director, NYSCC
      John L. Buono, Chairman and CEO, NYSCC 
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