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CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1. Introduction

The Erie Canal Harbor Development Corporation (ECHDC), in partnership with the City of Buffalo and in
cooperation with the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), has prepared the
following Draft Scoping Report for the proposed Buffalo Harbor Bridge Project.

Erie Canal Harbor Development Corporation (ECHDC) is a subsidiary of Empire State Development
(ESD) and was formed in 2005, by then-Governor George Pataki, to spearhead the city of Buffalo’s
waterfront redevelopment effort. As a result, ECHDC'’s mission is to revitalize Buffalo’s inner and outer
harbor areas and restore economic growth to Western New York, based on the region’s legacy of pride,
urban significance and natural beauty.

The Buffalo Harbor Bridge Project, officially designated as the “Outer Harbor Access; S. Michigan Avenue
Bridge Replacement” under NYSDOT Project Identification Number (PIN) 5758.17, is a bridge
replacement project located in the City of Buffalo, Erie County. ECHDC and NYSDOT are advancing this
project through an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) 23 CFR 771, Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)
under 6 NYCRR Part 617 and the NYSDOT Project Development Manual. The City of Buffalo is a
cooperating agency for this project. This project is located within the City of Buffalo, as such, it is
anticipated that the City will be taking over maintenance and operational responsibilities for the new
crossing infrastructure once construction is completed.

1.2. Purpose and Need

1.2.1. Where is the Project Located?

The proposed project is located in western New York State
within the County of Erie and the City of Buffalo. See Figure
1-1 for a Project Location Map.

The project area is adjacent to the northeastern shore of
Lake Erie and is comprised of an approximately 1.5 mile
corridor extending from a northern terminus at the mouth of
the Buffalo River in the vicinity of the Erie Basin Marina to a
southern terminus near the southern navigation limit of the
City Ship Canal west of the existing Ohio Street Bridge in
the inner and outer harbor area of downtown Buffalo
(containing various local streets that end short of the Buffalo
River or the City Ship Canal). The Buffalo River and City
Ship Canal cross the corridor and both contain federally-
regulated shipping channels in this area. Lake Erie

See Figure 1-2 for a more detailed Project Study Area Map.
This map includes the Study Area Limits, as well as
highlighted boundaries of the New Downtown and Outer
Harbor areas. The New Downtown is defined in the Queen
City Hub: A Regional Action Plan for Downtown Buffalo
(“The Queen City Hub Plan”); as five major investment areas
to support new and existing economic functions downtown.
One of these areas, the “Erie Canal Harbor & Waterfront
District”, includes most of the Buffalo Harbor Bridge Project - ' '
corridor. Figure 1-1 - Project Location Map
11
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1.2.2. Why is the Project Needed?

In 1964, the former South Michigan Avenue Bridge was finally removed after being deemed inoperable
following a mechanical failure. This bridge, which formerly passed over the City Ship Canal at the
northern end of Kelly Island, allowed for a direct route between the now removed rail yards and
warehouses at the ed%e of downtown, and the milling and feed complexes along the waterfront. From
the mid-18" to mid-20™ centuries, Buffalo served as a significant transshipment port for raw materials and
agricultural goods between the Midwest and Northeast. With the loss of many of these businesses, the
need to replace the bridge was determined to be unwarranted at the time and this connection was never
replaced.

The need for a reconnected downtown is now more important than ever. With a shift toward a diverse,
sustainable and green economy, the development of the waterfront as an integrated part of downtown
has become a cornerstone of City of Buffalo policy. All levels of government, as well as various
community groups have focused their efforts to make Buffalo a true waterfront city. This project focuses
on determining the best solution to reestablish a local connection between the New Downtown and the
Outer Harbor.

1.2.3. What are the Objectives/Purposes of the Project?

The purpose of this project is to directly and efficiently connect the New Downtown and the Outer Harbor
area with a multi-modal (pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorized traffic) transportation facility over the Buffalo
River and/or City Ship Canal in the City of Buffalo. This proposed transportation facility will be referred to
as the Buffalo Harbor Bridge Project.

Need Statement

The overall need for the Buffalo Harbor Bridge Project is to address the current transportation
inadequacies and deficiencies associated with the lack of a local crossing between the New Downtown
and the Outer Harbor. The following are specific project needs:

System Linkage Needs

Since the former South Michigan Avenue Bridge over the City Ship Canal was closed in the early-
1960s, local access between the inner and outer harbor areas has been inefficient. The
confusing and circuitous routes that remain between the New Downtown and the Outer Harbor
require a 4-mile trip compared to a +600-ft. river crossing. Due to decline of industrial
transportation needs between Kelly Island and the Outer Harbor the bridge was never rebuilt.

The existing Michigan Avenue Bridge over the Buffalo River provides access to the Outer Harbor
via Kelly Island and, given the industrial nature of the Island, Michigan Avenue/Ganson Street
mainly function as truck access roadways for several large-scale, active manufacturing plants,
mills and distribution centers.

Modal Interrelationships

The present routes between downtown and the Outer Harbor do not provide for adequate multi-
modal access. Recent and proposed development along the Inner Harbor area (Naval Park and
Canal Side) as well as improvements along the Outer Harbor (Outer Harbor Parkway Project)
where multiuse paths and trails are being constructed have increased the demand for direct and
efficient connection between the inner and outer harbor areas. NY Route 5, an elevated
expressway commonly referred to as “the Skyway,” prohibits pedestrians and bicyclists. Both
Ohio Street (and the Ohio Street Lift Bridge) and Michigan Avenue/Ganson Street (and the
Michigan Street Lift Bridge), are locally designated truck routes that impede pedestrian and
bicyclist access with high truck traffic volumes and speeds, and the lack of appropriate
streetscape and refuge areas to facilitate safe access. In addition, the lift bridges are not
compliant with the current Americans with Disabilities Act.

1-3
11-Dec-09
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While access to the waterfront by land has been wanting, commercial and recreational watercraft
users enjoy the nearly unimpeded boating/shipping use of the Harbor, River and the City Ship
Canal. A new bridge must maintain adequate waterway access to the harbor by commercial and
recreational watercraft seeking refuge during storms and for docking and harbor facility use.

Transportation Demand

Previously, two City of Buffalo reports, the Engineering Report for Gateway Bridge, February
1987 and the Expanded Project Proposal for a Proposed Bridge - Inner/Outer Harbor Link,
February 1999, were completed to determine the feasibility and cost of constructing a bridge
across the Buffalo River. While a bridge project was determined to be feasible, the inability to
finance the project led to its demise each time.

The need to reconnect the City with a direct and efficient local connection to the waterfront has
remained. The City of Buffalo’s Draft Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (January 2007)
specifically states as a policy standard (Standard 9.1(D)(7)):

Improve public access from downtown Buffalo and the Inner Harbor area to the Outer
Harbor for both pedestrian, bicycles and motorized vehicles.

The Buffalo Harbor Bridge project (PIN 5758.17) is included in New York State’s Long-Range
Transportation Plan (Strategies for a New Age: New York State’s Transportation Master Plan for
2030, approved 2006), the Region's Plan (Greater Buffalo Niagara Regional Transportation
Council (GBNRTC) 2030 Long-Range Transportation Plan for the Erie and Niagara Counties
Region, approved June 2007), the 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
approved June 22,2007 and the New York State Department of Transportation's Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) for Federal Fiscal Years 2008-2011, approved
December 10, 2007.

The GBNRTC's Long-Range Plan states that the project is intended to improve access to the
waterfront by constructing “Outer Harbor Bridge(s) over the Buffalo River.” The plan does not
specify any location(s) for the transportation facility; these locations will be addressed in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Social Demands and Economic Development

A Buffalo Harbor Bridge will directly and efficiently connect local traffic between the New
Downtown Area and the Outer Harbor, and enhance local and regional programs that promote
economic development of the waterfront. Current and/or planned development projects in the
area include the Buffalo Lakeside Commerce Park, Queen City Landing, Greenway Nature Tralil,
Canal Side, Seneca Buffalo Creek Casino, Riverfest Park, Coast Guard Facilities Recapitalization
and Site Consolidation project, proposed Wingate Hotel project as well as the cars on Main Street
project. A map of these projects is included in Chapter 2, Figure 2-1.

In addition to promoting economic development, the connection of the New Downtown and the
Outer Harbor will yield returns that extend beyond a monetary value. As stated in the City of
Buffalo's The Buffalo Waterfront Corridor Initiative, An Inventory and Analysis of Buffalo’s
Waterfront Planning Legacy (August 2005):

“Altogether, the community has a vision of a waterfront that is the beautiful, active, public
edge of our City, continuously accessible from Riverside Park to Gallagher Beach and
inland along the Buffalo River and Scajaquada Creek. It is a vision in which residents go
down to enjoy the water as a part of daily life, and whose neighborhoods are better off for
being there. It is a vision of a waterfront where visitors arrive and immediately see and
understand what is so special about this place. It is a vision of a waterfront that is a safe
and healthy place to visit. It is a vision of a waterfront that is an important part of our
economy, providing an impetus for new development while we protect what is most
valuable about it. It is a bundle of connections between our City and the world, but also
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between the City and the waterfront, braided carefully to accommodate the needs of
transportation and safeguard the precious resources of the waterfront.”

The City has a long history of waterfront planning and development of harbor crossing studies.
To realize the community’s vision, a transportation solution that balances public access and
economic, social and environmental competing values is required.

1.3. What Alternative(s) Are Being Considered?

Based on past planning efforts and transportation studies, as well as input gathered during the public
scoping process, a wide range of alternatives were identified, including the No-Build Alternative. Several
scoping meetings were held with elected officials, Cooperating and Participating Agencies, community
groups, businesses and residents between June 16 and July 22, 2009. The past information and public
suggestions were combined with recommendations from the Project Team'’s internal review to first,
identify a “Range of Crossing Categories”, and second to create a “List of Alternatives Considered”.

The Range of Crossing Categories has been identified as the following:

1 No-Build. Under federal and state regulations, an Environmental Impact Statement is required to
include a “No Build” or “No Action” alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, routine
maintenance and repair efforts would continue by respective owners. It is assumed that local
street improvements, approved under the NYSDOT Southtowns Connector Project Record of
Decision (PIN 5044.01), would be completed by others.

1 Replacement. These crossing alternatives would replace the former South Michigan Avenue
Bridge with a new bridge on the same horizontal alignment as the former structure. Given the
bridge’s location within a federally-regulated channel, the new bridge is assumed to be a
moveable structure in order to provide the required 100-ft. navigational clearance. The new
bridge would be constructed on the same vertical alignment or higher, based on the final closed-
bridge vertical navigational clearance requirements, right-of-way impacts and superstructure
design.

1 New Moveable Bridge. Under these crossing alternatives, the former South Michigan Avenue
Bridge would be replaced by a new bridge on a new horizontal alignment outside the Michigan
Avenue corridor. Since all the feasible new bridge locations are within a federally-regulated
channel, any new moveable bridge would provide the required 100-ft navigational clearance.

1 New Fixed Bridge. Under these crossing alternatives, the former South Michigan Avenue Bridge
would be replaced by a new bridge on a new horizontal alignment outside the Michigan Avenue
corridor. Since all the feasible new bridge locations are within a federally-regulated channel, any
new fixed bridge would provide the required 100-ft. navigational clearance.

1 Water Ferry. These alternatives would replace the former South Michigan Avenue Bridge by
means of a multi-modal water ferry. No bridge would be constructed under this Category.

 Tunnel. These alternatives would replace the former South Michigan Avenue Bridge by means
of a tunnel on a new horizontal alignment outside the Michigan Avenue corridor. No bridge would
be constructed under this Category.

Based on the above range of crossing categories, public comments, suggestions and ideas were
combined with findings and recommendations of past and current planning efforts to create a list of
reasonable alternatives. The following guidelines were considered by the Project Team in determining
which alternatives would be developed for further review:

{1 Each alternative shall provide efficient multi-modal connectivity between the New Downtown and
the Outer Harbor.
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1 Each alternative shall provide an improvement to the local street network while not negatively
impacting the regional traffic network.
f Each alternative shall be financially feasible.

Based on the above information, the List of Alternatives Considered has been identified as the following:

List of Alternatives Considered:

No-Build Alternative (NB)
NB-1: No-Build
Replacement Alternatives (RE)
RE-1: South Michigan Avenue Bridge (with upgraded Existing Michigan Avenue Bridge)
RE-2: South Michigan Avenue Bridge with Water Taxi (with upgraded Existing Michigan
Avenue Bridge)
RE-3: South Michigan Avenue Bridge with Pedestrian/Bicycle Bridge

New Moveable Bridge Alternatives (BR)
BR-1: Erie Street Bridge with Existing Erie Street Approach
BR-2: Erie Street Bridge with Former Erie Street Approach
BR-3: Main Street Bridge
BR-4: Ganson Street Bridge (with upgraded Existing Michigan Avenue Bridge)
BR-5: Ganson Street Bridge with Water Taxi (with upgraded Existing Michigan Avenue
Bridge)
BR-6: Ganson Street Bridge with Pedestrian/Bicycle Bridge
Water Ferry Alternative (WF)
WF-1: Water Ferry

Tunnel Alternative (TU)
TU-1: Erie Street Tunnel

As with any scoping process, some suggestions and ideas do not “make the list". These alternatives as
well as the alternatives listed above are discussed in detail in the Chapter 3.

A two step screening process was developed to determine which alternatives considered best meet the
project purpose and need. This screening process is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2. Based on the
evaluation of each alternative considered within the screening process, the following alternatives were
determined to be feasible while best meeting the project purpose and need. They will be “retained” for
further study in the DEIS. These “retained” alternatives are described in greater detail in Chapter 3.

List of Retained Alternatives:
NB-1: No-Build
BR-1 Erie Street on Existing Approach
BR-2: Erie Street Bridge with Former Erie Street Approach
BR-3: Main Street Bridge

1.4 How will the Alternative(s) Affect the Environment?

This project is classified under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (23 CFR 771, Section
771.115) as a ‘Class 1’ Action and will require and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As described
in Section 1.1, this project is being advanced in accordance with Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, which
establishes an environmental review process for highway and transit projects that involve preparation of
an EIS, while achieving better, faster and more efficient environmental reviews. Additionally, this project
is a SEQR Type | action under 6 NYCRR Part 617. ECHDC is the SEQR Lead Agency.

The retained alternatives will be studied further and the full range of environmental impacts will be
evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Chapter 4 of this report outlines the
social, economic & environmental conditions and consequences that will be studied for each alternative in
the DEIS.
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NEPA regulations (23 CFR 771.111(d)) require those federal agencies, other than the lead agency, with
jurisdiction by law (with permitting or land transfer authority) or special expertise with respect to any
environmental impact involved in a proposed project or project alternative be invited to be cooperating
agencies for an EIS. A State or local agency of similar qualifications or, when the effects are on lands of
tribal interest, a Native American tribe may, by agreement with the lead agencies, also become a
cooperating agency. As each alterative is developed further, the types of environmental studies required
may change based on review and input from cooperating agencies. A full list of participating and
cooperating agencies is included in the Project Coordination Plan in Appendix C.

Anticipated Permits/Certifications/Coordination:

Based on initial input by cooperating agencies the following permit requirements are anticipated for this
project. Additional information regarding these permits and the responsible agencies can be found in the
SAFETEA-LU 6002 Coordination Plan in Appendix C.

Participants Actions

USFWS, EPA, US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE);

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS);
Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) and lead agencies

FHWA Executive Order 11990 Wetlands Finding. Evaluate and
mitigate impacts on wetlands.

Executive Order 11988:, Floodplain Management

To avoid the long- and short-term adverse impacts
associated with the occupancy and modification of
floodplains, and to restore and preserve the natural and
beneficial values served by floodplains.

Section 9 — Bridge Permit -

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899:

33 U.S.C. 40. Must obtain approval of plans for bridge permits

FEMA
and
lead agencies

US Coast Guard
(9™ District);
and lead agencies

US Army Corps of Engineers Section 10 Permit -Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899:33 U.S.C. 401)
and Must obtain approval of plans for construction, dumping, and
lead agencies dredging permits.

Section 404 Permit - Federal Water Pollution Control Act (1972), as

US Army Corps of Engineers; NYSDEC amended by the Clean Water Act (1977 & 1987): 33 U.S.C. 1251-
and 1376 Restore and maintain chemical, physical, and biological
lead agencies integrity of the Nation's waters through prevention, reduction, and

elimination of pollution.

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation Section 401 Water Quality Certification. Protection of Waters
and Permit

lead agencies

New York State Department of

Environmental Conservation SPDES/NPDES Permit

Coastal Zone Consistency Approval Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972: 16 U.S.C. 145. Preserve, protect,
develop, and (where possible) restore and enhance
resources of the coastal zone.

New York State Department of State
and
lead agencies

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation Article 24 -Freshwater Wetlands Permit
and

lead agencies

Table 1-1 — Permit Requirements
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1.5. What Are The Costs & Schedules?

Schedule:
The following schedule has been established for the project. Additional information and milestone dates
can be found in the SAFETEA-LU 6002 Coordination Plan located in Appendix C.

Mid-Late 2010 Early ‘11 Early-Mid Mid ‘11 2011-2013
‘09 ‘11

Scoping Draft EIS Publish Prepare Record of
Process Developed Draft EIS Final EIS Decision

Design and
Construction

-Agency & - Preliminary Public

Public Design & -

Scoping Input Assessment Hearin 9
of Reasonable

-Conceptual Alternative(s)

Design /

Alternatives

Screening

Process

Public Involvement

Figure 1-3 — Project Schedule

Costs:

The cost of each feasible alternative has been estimated based on known factors and limited detail.
Unknowns such as bridge type, environmental impact and associated mitigation, and permit
requirements, to nhame a few, must be studied in further detail before an accurate cost for each can be
determined. Given the level of detail known at this time, the construction cost for the range for feasible
Build Alternatives (BR-1, BR-2, and BR-3) is $63M-$87M (2009 Dollars).

The costs associated with each build alterative will be studied in more detail in the DEIS.

1.6. Which Alternative is Preferred?

At this time there is no preferred alternative. As illustrated below the alternative evaluation process
involves a continual increase in detail and analysis effort on a decreasing number of alternatives until the
best solution is found. A decision will be made after evaluation of engineering, social, economic and
environmental considerations of the project alternatives and after analysis of comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and at the public hearing.
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Preferred * Alternative

Preferred Alternative
Analysis (FEIS) (2011)
Practical Alternatives
Analysis (DEIS) (2010)

Alternative Screening Process
CONCEPTS (Scoping Phase 2) (2009)

12 Alternative Definition & Issue

Documentation (Scoping Phase 1)

1.7. Who Will Decide Which Alternative Will Be Selected And How Can | Be Involved In
This Decision?

SAFETEA-LU requires the identification of lead, cooperating and participating agencies in the
development of an EIS. The NEPA joint lead agencies for this project are:

-Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) The roles and responsibilities of FHWA are to:
Manage the environmental review process; Prepare the EIS and Record of Decision document;
Provide opportunity for public and participating/cooperating agency involvement; Arbitrate and
resolve issues.

-New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) The roles and responsibilities of the
NYSDOT are to: Provide assistance with the environmental review process; Provide oversight of
the NEPA process; Prepare EIS and decision document; Provide oversight of public
participating/cooperating agency involvement; Arbitrate and resolve issues.

-Erie Canal Harbor Development Corporation (ECHDC) The roles and responsibilities of the
ECHDC are to: Manage environmental review process; Prepare EIS and decision document;
Provide opportunity for public and participating/cooperating agency involvement; Arbitrate and
resolve issues. The ECHDC is also the lead agency for SEQRA.

The City of Buffalo is a cooperating agency under SAFETEA-LU. As a future potential owner and operator
of the crossing facility, the City is considered a partner in the decision making process. The City has and
will continue to be closely involved in the evolution of the project.

At the beginning of the scoping process, numerous meetings were held with elected officials, Cooperating
and Participating Agencies, community groups, businesses and residents between June 16 and July 22,
2009. The following meetings have been held:
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Elected Officials Meeting: June 16, 2009
Agency Meeting #1: June 18, 2009

Agency Meeting #2: June 23, 2009

Project Stakeholder Meeting #1 July 6, 2009
Project Stakeholder Meeting #2 July 7, 2009
Project Stakeholder Meeting #3 July 9, 2009
Public Information Session: July 22, 2009

Additional individual stakeholder meetings were also held. Copies of correspondence received to date
relating to the project from the public, stakeholders and agencies and records of meetings and
information presented is included in Appendix A.

There are a variety of ways you can provide your thoughts.

1 There will be a Public Hearing for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement tentatively
scheduled for the Fall of 2010 where you can talk to Project representatives, give comments to a
stenographer or leave written comments.

1 Additional public meetings and opportunities for public involvement will occur throughout the
project development process including a Public Hearing following publication of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. A public involvement plan has been developed and is included
within the SAFETEA-LU 6002 Coordination Plan included in Appendix C.

1 You can contact: the following Lead agency key personnel regarding the project:

Jeffery W. Kolb, P.E. Thomas Romano, P.E. Steven P. Ranalli, P.E.

Division Administrator Project Liaison Senior Project Manager

Federal Highway Administration NYSDOT - Region 5 (Buffalo) Erie Canal Harbor Development
Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 100 Seneca Street Corporation

1 Clinton Avenue Buffalo, New York 14203 95 Perry Street, 5th Floor
Albany, New York 12207 716-855-7045 Buffalo, NY 14203
518-431-4125 tromano@dot.state.ny.us 716-846-8241

sranalli@empire.state.ny.us

1 A Project website has been established to disseminate project information and provided another
means of input for the public and stakeholders. The website address is:
www.Buffaloharborbridge.com

The deadline for submitting comments on this report circulation is January 11, 2010.

The remainder of this report is a preliminary evaluation of the existing conditions, alternatives considered,
determination of alternatives to be studied further in the DEIS, and other supporting information.
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CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT CONTEXT: HISTORY, TRANSPORTATION
PLANS, CONDITIONS AND NEEDS

This chapter addresses the history and existing context of the project site, including the existing
conditions, deficiencies, and needs of the Buffalo Harbor Bridge Project Area.

2.1. Project History

The Project is intended to replace the former South Michigan Avenue Bridge over the City Ship Canal. In
1962 there was a mechanical failure while opening and the bridge shifted. Deemed unsafe, it was
removed by the City of Buffalo in 1964.

The Project Area contains several existing and/or planned land and water uses including, but not limited
to several private marinas, mature industrial facilities, the Erie Canal Harbor, the proposed Canal Side
project, the proposed Waterfront Village project, and the proposed Seneca Buffalo Creek Casino
Complex.

Two prior reports have been prepared by the City of Buffalo related to a new local bridge connection over
the Buffalo River. In 1987, the City prepared an Engineering Report for a Gateway Bridge and in 1998;
the City prepared an Expanded Project Proposal (EPP) for an Inner-Outer Harbor Link. Both of these
prior efforts examined various alternatives for a local bridge connecting the Inner and Outer Harbor areas.
In addition to replacement of the South Michigan Avenue Bridge on Michigan Avenue, these studies
examined other potential crossing locations such as Erie, Pearl, Main and Ganson Streets, as well as
various moveable bridge types (i.e., swing, vertical lift, and bascule). Both of these preliminary studies
identified the viability of a local harbor crossing. It wasn’t until recently that the funding became available
for an environmental document to comply with NEPA and SEQRA to be prepared to study the impacts of
a new local crossing. This process, currently underway herewith, is the last official step required to
determine a preferred alternative and reach a Record of Decision prior to design and construction.

2.2. Transportation Plans and Land Use

2.2.1. Local Plans for the Project Area

2.2.1.1. Local Master Plan

Development of public infrastructure within the Buffalo Harbor Bridge Project Area should support locally
adopted plans and policies for downtown Buffalo and the Buffalo waterfront. This section briefly
describes adopted local plans and generally summarizes the goals and objectives of each.

City of Buffalo Comprehensive Plan

In 2006, the City adopted a comprehensive plan, named The Queen City in the 21st Century
(“Comprehensive Plan”), establishing a shared community vision for the future of the City.
Specifically, this plan is intended to guide the physical and land use development of the City through
the year 2025. The primary goal of the Comprehensive Plan is to reverse Buffalo’s long-term decline
in population, employment and the quality of the physical environment through coordinated and
strategic investments in economic development, neighborhood revitalization, and the infrastructure of
the City, through the implementation of smart growth principles. However, the City has yet to prepare
an ordinance (e.g., zoning) implementing plan policies (City of Buffalo, 2006).

The Comprehensive Plan identifies several development priorities and planning policies including:

X Implementing The Queen City Hub: A Regional Action Plan for Downtown Buffalo (“The Queen
City Hub Plan”); an element of the Comprehensive Plan that identifies five major investment
areas to support new and existing economic functions downtown. The “Erie Canal Harbor &
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Waterfront District”, one of the five study areas, includes most of the Buffalo Harbor Bridge
Project Area.

X Reconnecting the City to its waterfront by: improving public access to the lake, river, and creeks;
linking neighborhoods to the water’s edge; leveraging waterfront assets for appropriate economic
development; and improving water quality, waterfront lands and habitats.

X Implementing key transportation projects that would create an economically and environmentally
healthier region, reverse current negative economic, land use, and social and demographic
trends, foster growth in areas of existing infrastructure, and promote equitable services for all
residents.

The Queen City Hub: A Regional Action Plan for Downtown Buffalo

Completed in 2003, The Queen City Hub Plan is the downtown element of the Comprehensive Plan.
It is the product of concerted civic efforts to improve the City center. This document presents the
vision and key priorities for implementation related to both strategic investment areas and priority
neighborhood development sites. Also included is a detailed work plan intended to reinforce the
implementation process with the needed tools (zoning, design guides, management practices),
additional planning, and further analysis. The work plan establishes a flexible framework for the
multi-party collaborations that would be required to realize the vision for the downtown area. Specific
to the Project Area, The Queen City Hub Plan calls for programming events and activities to increase
public enjoyment and access to the waterfront, expanding retail to increase shopping opportunities
and convenience, converting Pearl Street from one-way to two-way traffic, improving the Metro Rail
Events Only Station to enhance access to waterfront, and completing the Cars On Main Project to
Scott Street/Marine Drive. This project received a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on
October 5, 2009.

City of Buffalo Waterfr ont Corridor Initiative

Established in 2003, the Buffalo Waterfront Corridor Initiative is an action-oriented program with
policy statements that are intended to collaborate efforts and to provide guidance toward improving
the City of Buffalo’s waterfront. Specific recommendations were established after the review of more
than 20 years of waterfront planning and the compilation of a comprehensive inventory of existing
waterfront sites and recently completed projects. Substantial public input during conferences in 2002
an 2003 helped to establish public priorities for waterfront projects. Key objectives of this initiative
include making the City’'s waterfronts more accessible and environmentally healthy, reconnecting
neighborhoods to the waterfronts, and getting best possible economic use from them. In addition, the
initiative developed the Erie Street Expanded Project Proposal which would abut the Project Area.

Erie Canal Harbor Master Plan

The 2004 Erie Canal Harbor Master Plan (“ECHMP”) builds on and refines the 1999 Buffalo Inner
Harbor Project to specifically address the rich history and importance of Buffalo’s Erie Canal era.
Four overarching goals (Heritage Preservation and Interpretation, Activity and Land Use, Economic
Development, and Public Access and Transportation) frame the overall vision for the master planning
effort which is consistent with the vision expressed in Comprehensive Plan and The Queen City Hub
Plan. In addition, a set of guiding principles were established to develop a strategy that would
respect the history of the site and effectively relate it to the public.

The 2004 ECHMP outlines the overall planning process and highlights various design components
developed through a public design process. An associated phased implementation approach and
budget for the project is also included within the document. The design components were developed
with consideration of the site’s historic context and the need for a renewed focus on the vitality of the
Buffalo Harbor and adjacent commercial areas. Various elements of the design components outlined
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in the 2004 ECHMP include circulation, buildings, the Harbor, open space, the Hamburg Drain, and
site interpretation (Flynn, et.al. 2004).

Waterfront Redevelopment Project Urban Renewal Plan

The Project Area is within the designated urban renewal area for the Waterfront Redevelopment
Project Urban Renewal Plan, which was originally adopted in 1963. The plan sets forth an overall
land use plan, development design standards, an acquisition plan, and a disposition plan stating how
acquired lands will be disposed for redevelopment. In addition, the plan includes procedures for
implementing new development in the Project Area. These land controls supplement City zoning
requirements referenced below.

Originally adopted over 45 years ago, the urban renewal plan has been amended several times. The
last major amendment, referred to as the Erie Canal Harbor Amendment, was in 2004, when the
preceding 1999 Inner Harbor Area Amendment was repealed (City of Buffalo, 2004). This action
occurred in recognition of the 2004 ECHMP, which called for specific development regulations,
design guidelines, streetscape guidelines and architectural standards. The 2004 amendment was
specifically adopted to implement the land uses and design guidelines set forth in the 2004 ECHMP.
Project Area lands west of Michigan Avenue and north of the Buffalo River are included within this
urban renewal area.

City Zoning Code
Land uses within the Project Area are regulated by the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Buffalo.
Several zoning classifications apply to Project Area lands. These are generally described below.

X West Side of City Ship Canal / Buffalo River
These properties are zoned M3-Heavy Industrial District with the exception of the northernmost lands
which are zoned M2-General Industrial District and M1-Light Industrial District.

x East Side of City Ship Canal
Lands located along the east side of the City Ship Canal are zoned M2-General Industrial District.

X West Side of Buffalo River (Northern Extent of Kelly Island to Ohio Street Lift Bridge)
Lands located along this stretch of the Buffalo River are zoned M2-General Industrial District.

x East Side of Buffalo River (Mouth of Buffalo River to Ohio Street Lift Bridge)

Zoning classifications along this side of the Buffalo River include R5-Apartment Hotel District, CM-
General Commercial District, ll-Institutional/Light Industry, M1-Light Industrial District and M2-Genreal
Industrial District.

X South of City Ship Canal
These properties are zoned M3-Heavy Industrial District.

Niagara River Greenway Plan

The Niagara River Greenway Plan (“Greenway Plan”) is a regional comprehensive plan focusing on
the development of interconnected parks, river access points and waterfront trails along the eastern
bank of the Niagara River between Lake Ontario to Lake Erie. Established in 2004 by then-New York
State Governor George Pataki, the Greenway corridor is defined by the municipal boundaries of 13
towns, villages, and cities, including the City of Buffalo, which is the southern most municipality.
Adopted in 2006, the Greenway Plan outlines a set of broad principles to guide projects within the
corridor, and includes a number of action-oriented concepts articulated as goals for the Greenway
(Niagara River Greenway Commission, 2007).
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Eleven guiding principles have been established for the Greenway, including two with direct effects
on this Project:

X Accessibility — providing and increasing physical and visual access to and from the waterfront and
related resources for a full range of users (youth, seniors, persons with disabilities); and

X Connectivity — increasing connectivity and access, promoting continuity of open space and
habitats, and proving for connections to related corridors and resources across the region.

State agencies contemplating actions within the Greenway are required to review their actions in
relation to the consistency of such actions with the approved Greenway Plan.

Erie-Niagara Framework for Regional Growth

The Framework for Regional Growth is a document prepared and supported by Erie and Niagara
Counties. It is to be utilized as a blueprint to support the actions of county and regional agencies
relating to the area’s physical development. It will also be used to inform state and local
governments, private developers, and non-profit organizations about the process and actions County
government could undertake when making decisions affecting the region’s development. The
Regional Framework will help the Erie and Niagara Counties region make decisions about its growth
and development on a coordinated and consistent basis. It will establish a framework for development
within the region, and describe policies, programs, and projects that will encourage and facilitate
development that is consistent with such framework. The Plan will help local officials coordinate their
decisions so they can anticipate how one decision may affect another. Several Principals relate
directly to this Project:

x Improved Mobility & Access. The region’s transportation infrastructure should be designed
to promote reinvestment in developed areas, improve interstate and cross-border
connectivity, strengthen alternative modes of transportation, and enhance the livability of
neighborhoods. The Counties favor development that supports transit use, walking, ride-
sharing, and more efficient commuting patterns.

x Efficient Systems & Services . The location, quality and capacity of the region’s public
infrastructure and facilities has a powerful influence on the pattern and pace of development.
Erie and Niagara Counties support public investment to maximize the use of existing
infrastructure and facilities, improve the competitive position of underutilized lands and
buildings, promote the reuse of brownfield and grayfield sites, and encourage the
preservation and adaptive reuse of historic sites and buildings

2.2.1.2. Local Private Development Plans

Three significant private development projects are proposed within the Project Area — two at the northern
end of the area and one at the south end. The following provides a brief description of each development
project.

Canal Side Project

The proposed Canal Side Project is a $300 million public/private investment would consist of
1,075,000 square feet of commercial (retail, lodging, office), cultural, and residential space that would
be designed to emphasize downtown Buffalo’s connection to the Lake Erie waterfront through the
construction of a network of interpretive water elements evoking the character and vibrancy of historic
canals that once crossed the area, including segments of the Erie Canal, the Commercial Slip and the
Prime Slip. Anchored by a Bass Pro store, the project would provide various year-round offerings
and experiences, including restaurants, entertainment venues, retail outlets, cultural attractions, vast
public spaces, and increased access to the Buffalo River, appealing to a wide demographic of visitors
and residents.

11-Dec-09





























































































































































































































































































































































































