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Midtown Redevelopment Project, also referred to as “Midtown Rising”

Environmental Assessment / Level of Clearance Finding

The City of Rochester proposes to request funding from several federal agencies for the Midtown
Redevelopment Project.

Project Description

This action concems the redevelopment of the downtown site of Midtown Plaza. This action is
focused upon redevelopment of the 8.5 acre site to include:

¢ Establishment of an Urban Renewal District;

e  Adoption of an Urban Renewal Plan;

*  Acquisition of properties within the Midtown block comprising the site proposed for
redevelopment by the City of Rochester (“the City™);

e  Closure of the facility;

e Abatement of asbestos and other Recognized Environmental Conditions (“RECs);

* Demolition of a number of existing buildings and of segments of the existing skyway
pedestrian corridor;

®  Preparation for adaptive re-use of remaining buildings;

® Development of an interior street grid, associated utilities and other public improvements
necessary to enable conversion of the existing superblock to a neighborhood of multiple smaller
parcels more suitable for urban redevelopment (see Figure 2.10 on page 44 of the DGEIS);

¢  Abandonment of segments of existing streets as necessary to accommodate the alignment of
the newly developed street grid and development of multiple parcels in place of the existing
superblock;

*  Resubdivision of the assembled parcels to create a neighborhood of smaller parcels (see
Figure 2.11 on page 47 of the DGEIS); .

*  Development of a central urban “park” or open space within the redeveloped block (see
Figure 2.12 on page 50 of the DGEIS);

® Restoration of the existing 1,844 parking space garage located beneath the Plaza;

* Potential development of additional on-site parking to meet redevelopment needs;

e Execution of development agreements;

® Review and approval of site plans for private development of parcels delineated by the
newly developed street grid; _

»  Conveyance of parcels to private parties for development and occupancy;

e  Construction of buildings and other improvements upon individual parcels consistent with
the Urban Renewal Plan (see Figure 2.13 on page 65 of the DGEIS, and Final GEIS Figures 7.1,
7.2 and 7.3);

¢ Recordation of historic structures, preservation of interior artifacts, a review process prior to
razing of Skyway Bridges, public participation in the final desi go/planning of new public space,
and extended consideration of proposals for adaptive reuse and redevelopment of the existing
Midtown Tower (mitigating conditions required by the SHPO related to unavoidable impacts to
S/NRHP-eligible resources (see Final GEIS Appendix G); and,

Utilization of grants and other public funding sources to accomplish many aspects of the
proposed redevelopment effort.

Revised: 5/7/10



Location

A block of 8.5 acres within the Rochester City Center, bounded by Broad Street to the south, by
Clinton Avenue to the west, by East Main Street to the north, and by an irregular eastern
boundary comprised of Euclid, Atlas, Elm and Chestnut Streets. The zip code is 14604.

1. Is project in compliance with applicable laws and regulations? (X)Yes ( ) No
2. Is an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) required? ( ) Yes (X) No

a. The thresholds for the preparation of an ESI under 24 CFR 58 have not been met; and
b. The findings of this environmental assessment do not warrant the preparation of an
EIS. :

3. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be made. Project will not significantly
affect the quality of the human environment. (X)Yes ( ) No

Finding
No Significant Impact

Determination of Significance

It has been determined that the project will not significantly affect the quality of the human
environment. This determination has been made following a review of the Project
Environmental Review Record and the documents referenced therein.

By Preparer Signature:
Wﬁa—/ S1W/2000

Mark W. Tayrien, J.D./AICP Date
Director, Planning Division
LaBella Associates, P.C.

Concurring City Staff:

Mark Fitzstev% Assoc. A%min. Analyst \ Date
City of Rochester

By Certifying Officer:

Jee—rer < {734

Robert X Dhffy r Date
Mayor, City of Rochester

Revised: 5/7/10



B A B A B B N A A EEEEEESSEE=ES

NATIONAL ENVIROMENTAL PROTECTION ACT
(NEPA)

PURSUANT TO 24 C.F.R. PART §8.5 AND 24 C.F.R. PART 58.6

NEPA PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW RECORD

PROPOSED ACTION:
MIDTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

LOCATION:
Midtown Plaza, City of Rochester, Monroe County, NY
100 South Clinton Avenue, 285 East Main Street
(and associated properties)

RESPONSIBLE ENTITY:
City of Rochester
30 Church Street
Rochester, NY 14614-1290

May 10, 2009

Prepared for: The City of Rochester
Prepared by: LaBella Associates, P.C.



R R N BN ERNENNEENFEFEFENFNFEFERED

1

Project Environmental Review Record

Environmental Assessment for Projects/Activities Subject to
24 C.F.R. Part 58.5 and Other Requirements found at 24 C.F.R. Part 58.6

A Info Ex: ] Determinations, and Certification:

Project Name: Midtown Redevelopment, also referred to as *Midtown Rising"”

Project Site Address(es) with | A block of 8.5 acres within the Rochester City Center, bounded by
zip

Broad Street to the south, by Ciinton Avenue to the west, by East Main
Street to the north, and by an irregular eastermn boundary comprised of
Euclid, Atlas, Eim and Chestnut Streets. The zip code is 14604.

Project Developer Name and | N/A — Chity of Rochester and New York Empire State Development

Address Corp. are primary project sponsors.

Project Representative & Bret Garwood, Director of Business & Housing Development
Phone Number 585-428-6150

Responsible Entity (RE): City of Rochester

[24 C.F.R. Part 58.2(a)(7)]

Project Funding Sources City CDBG: S$TBD

Brownfield Economic Development Initiative (BEDI): $TBD Section
108 Loan: $TBD

Other Federal Sources; $TBD '

The City of Rochester anticipates that this will be a mulii-year project
and anticipates federal and NYS funds (and supplemental funds) to be
made available on a multi-year basis

Total Development Cost TBD
Certifying Officlal: Robert J. Duffy,
[24 C.F.R. Part 58.2(a){2)] Mayor, City of Rochester

Statement of Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action:
[40 C.F.R. Part 1508.9(b)]

This action concerns the redevelopment of the downtown Rochester, NY site of Midtown Plaza (also
referred to as “Midtown" or "the Plaza®).

Purpose. The actions described herein have been proposed by the City of Rochester (*the City") and by
New York Empire State Development Corporation ("ESDC") as part of a Public Private Partnership
intended to:

Arrest further deterioration at the Midtown Plaza site;
Eliminate the associated blighting influences upon surrounding properties; and,
Facilitate redevelopment of this pivotal, underutilized downtown location in a manner intended to:
o Restore property values;
o Reconnect the site to other key districts within the area;
o Catalyze revitalization within the surrounding neighborhood; and,
o Contribute to job retention and growth within the Center City.
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Status. As of May 2010, this action has baen under conslderation for several years and, while much _
work remains to be completed, the action has now maved forward to commence some implementation
aclivities pursuant to earfier enviranmental reviews complated in compllance with New York State'a
Environmental Quality Review Aot ("SEQRA"). Specifically, propartias have been acquired, abatement
has commenced, a plan for redevalopment has bean identified, proposals for adaptive reuse have been
recaived, demolition plans hava been campleted and demalition, as well as the design and construction of
publlc improvements, Is about to begin.

Preceding Reviews. Frior to the Identification of an involvement by any federal agency, two
environmental reviews wera completed pursuant to SEQRA. The earliest staps by the City to establish
an Urban Renewal District which encompassed the site and to consider the potential acquisition and
abatament of Midtown properties were conaiderad in a narrowly-focused segmented review of that State
Environmental Quality Review ("SEQR") unlisted action A second SEQR was subsequently commenced
early in 2008 to consider en expanded scops of activities. ESDC and a number of City entitias were
among thoae identified as Involved Agsncles with whom this second review waa coordinated. Arthur
lenifiuoal, AICP, Directar of Zoning for the Clty of Rochester, was established as the SEQR Lead Agenoy
responsible for datermining significance and for coordination with all Involved Agencies. This expanded
review begun in 2008 included the development of @ generio Impact statement and culminated with the
davelopment of a formal SEQR Findings Statement which the City adopted In March of 2008 and which
ESDC adopted a shart ime thereafier. The Draft Generic Impact Statement ("DGEIS"), the Final Generlc
Impact Statement (*Finel GEI8*) and the SEQR Findings Statement (*Findings®) which comprise the
recard of that 2008 SEQR now ascompany this NEPA Environmental Assessment and Environmental
Review Record, It s intended for these attached SEQR documents, In their entirety, to be Incorporated
by refarencs into this present NEPA assessment and review.

The SEQR process commenced In 2008 led to a Positive Declaration by the Lead Agency requiring
preparation of an environmental impact statement. The required content of the anticlpated Impact
slatement was then determined in a public scoping process This scoping process entalled publication of
a draft scope, the holding of a public hearing, and the recelpt of written comments prior to the
development and Issuance of a final scope. A Drah Generic Environmental impact Statement (DGEIS)
conforming to the final scope was subsequently prepared and Issued for comment on November 10,
2008. A public hearing on the DGEIS was held on December 2, 2008. Written comments on the DGEIS
were also recelved from the date of Its lssuance through December 19, 2008, A Final GEIS which
Included responses to comments as well other new Information and clarlfications was issued on February
20, 2008. This was followed by adoption of a Finding Statement by the Lead Agency on March 3, 2008,
The SEQR DGEIS, Final GEI8 and Findings Statement are all appended to this National Environmental

Protection Act (NEPA) assessment. Relevant information found within these SEQR documents and their
appendices are referenced herein
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Focus. The focus of the action that is the subject of this NEPA Assessment has been the redevelopment
of the downtown Rochester, NY site of Midtown Plaza (see Figure 2.1 on page 20 of the DGEIS and
Figure 2.2 on page 21 of the DGEIS). The Piaza was completed in 1962 following a plan by prominent
architect Victor Gruen (see Figure 2.4 on page 25 of the DGEIS) and has generally consisted of an
enclosed retall mall and associated bufidings which has provided approximately 1.4 milllon square feet of
floor space (see Figure 2.5 on page 34 of the DGEIS). The Plaza has occupled a large central downtown
biock of approximately 8.5 acres located north of Broad Street, east of Clinton Avenue and south of East
Malin Street, Euclid, Atlas, Eim and Chestnut streets form an irregular eastern boundary (se® Figure 2.3
on page 22 of the DGEIS). Several streets once present within the large Midtown block were abandoned
during the development of the Plaza and none now remain that penetrate or cross the block (see Figure
2.8 on page 41 of the DGEIS). The 8.5 acre Midtown block has consequently come to be referred to as a
superblock (see Figure 2.9 on page 42 of the DGEIS).

Background. The Piaza was constructed so as to connect preexisting buiidings (the McCurdy and B.
Forman bulldings) and has been recognized as the first downtown enclosed mall in the country. An
underground parking garage providing 1,844 spaces and two associated bulldings (the Euclid Building
and Midtown Tower) were constructed as part of the complex and were connected to the mall as well.
The adjolning Seneca Office building constructed some years later has also come to be a connected
element of the Plaza complex. As described in Section 5.6.2 of the DGEIS, the Midtown Plaza, Including
all of the buildings within the block forming the complex, was Identified in 2008 as a resource ellgible for
listing on State and National Registers of Historic Places ("S/NRHP-eligible®, see Section 5.6.2 of the
DGEIS and Section 3E of the FGEIS which provide more detailed discussions).

Challenges. Midtown Plaza had originally been developed in response to suburbanization, the advent of
suburban shopping malls and the consequent declining demand for downtown retall uses. Although the
Plaza was relatively successful for a decade or two, serious decline was evident at Midtown by the late.
1880’s. Vacancy rates continued to increase and the properties continued to fall into disrepair
throughout the 1890’s. By the year 2000, and likely before, the Plaza properties had come to be
identified as a significant source of blighting influence which had persisted desplte several (failed)
revitalization plans proposed in the private sector. The underutilized and declining properties were known
to contain significant asbestos containing materials ("ACMs") and other recognized environmental
conditions ("RECs"). Furthermore, the building systems that remained dated from the original
construction and required replacement. The investment required to restore the facility was estimated in
2006 to approach or exceed $100 per gross square foot. These estimates excluded additional costs that
would no doubt be required to reconfigure the outdated and undesirable floor layouts.

Public Need. The following public needs, having originally been identified in Section 3.2 of the DGEIS
(pages 71- 72), were subsequently re-stated on page 5 of the Final GEIS. Most, if not all, had also been
cited in earlier official documents related to the establishment of the surrounding Urban Renewal District,
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Project Environmental Review Record

the authorizations for City acquisition of the Midtown properties and the approvals of ESDC funding
utilized to progress the planning and abatement efforts:

« The need to arrest further deterioration at the site;

» The need for elimination of the superblock created in the 1960's and the associated blighting
influences and the need for improved access within the site;

« The need fof elimination of deteriorated structures, substandard conditions and other blighting
influences and for the demolition/removal of non-contributing structures for which renovation is
not an economically feasible option;

» The need to emphasize and strengthen downtown's role as the region's center for business,
entertainment, cultural assets and urban living;

o The need to reduce vacancy rates and preserve downtown property values;

* The need to generate additional tax base and support for area job growth;

¢ The need to reconnect the site to other key districts including the East End;

= Theneed to enhance and aclivate the street environment and the public realm; and,

* The need for an alternative to exclusive reliance on the private sector for a response to the above
(and a likely need for direct public intervention and investment to bring about the necessary
change).

Public Intervention and involvement. Recognizing a need for government Intervention, the City
established an Urban Renewal District to encompass the site in 2007 (see Figure 2.5 on page 35 of the
DGEIS and DGEIS Appendix N) and also proposed public acquisition of the Midtown properties. By the
time the principal Plaza properties were eventually acquired by the City in 2008, the Plaza vacancy rate
had climbed to more than 85 percent. The telecommunications company PAETEC Holding Corp.
("PAETEC") had also expressed an Interest in constructing a new corporate headquarters and operations
center at the site were redevelopment to begin and a suitable “shovel ready” made available. ESDC then
partnered with the City lo complete abatement and remediation of ACMs and RECs within the Plaza
properties and to undertake other proposed actions necessary for the redevelopment of the Plaza in a
manner that would provide a suitable site for development by PAETEC as well as others from within the
private sector.

Planning and Environmental Review. With financial support from ESDC, a 2008 planning study was
undertaken by the City to enable development of a prudent and reallstic redeveiopment pian that would
take maximum advantage of the many opportunities offered by the site in a manner that would also take
into account the existing conditions and anticipated market constraints. The study included a market
analysis and fiscal impact assessment as well as a number of others that were more directly related to
potential impacts such as traffic (see the summary listing included herein on page 13). The study was
coordinated with and progressed contemporaneous with the SEQR process. The SEQR DGEIS reported
the findings of this study and the resulting plans for redevelopment as part of its description of the
proposed action, consideration of potential impacts, and evaluation of aiternatives.
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Demolition and Adaptive Re-use. Although the plan for redevelopment, as originally conceptualized,
wouid have cleared the entire site through demolition of all existing buildings (potentially preserving only
the underground parking garage), this approach was reconsidered during the planning study and
environmental review process. The basis and consequent focus of these dellberations was two-foid:

e The determination by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP) In its role as the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that the Midtown block was
S/NRHP-eligible (a resource eligible for listing on the SINRHP) and that, as a consequence, any
demolition would constitute a negative effect so far as this resource was concerned (see SEQR
DGEIS Appendix F); and,

s The desire for the redevelopment plan to not overlook opportunities for adaptive reuse of existing
buildings that might offer economic, scheduling or logistical advantages Irrespective of any value
the structureis might have as historic resources.

With respect to the demoliition or adaptive reuse of existing buildings and structures, the action now
proposes:

» Repair and continued use of the existing underground parking garage;

* Retention of the service tunnel function beneath the Midtown site which provides below-grade
service entries to properties on the site as well as those beyond it to the west;

» Adaptive reuse of the existing Midtown Tower, primarily residential, as described In proposals
submitted to the City in response to their RFP issued in 2009;

e Adaptive reuse, In connection with the development of the anticipated PAETEC headquarters, of:
1) all or a portion of the existing Seneca Office Building; 2) all or a portion of the B. Forman
Bullding, and 3) ali or a portion of the three (3) structures now located on the southeast comner of
Main Street and Clinton Avenue - 233-247 E. Main Street, 249-253 E. Maln Street, and 255-257
E. Main Street; and,

o Demoilition of all other buildings and structures comprising the site, including the segments of the
Skyway pedestrian bridges connecting to the Plaza.

Land Use. Guidelines and principles adopted as part of the Urban Renewal Plan will guide future
development (see SEQR DGEIS Appendix D). The City zoning provisions are form-based and provide
significant flexibility to accommodate the range of future development opportunities now envisioned (see
SEQR DGEIS Appendix M).

Description of the Propased Action;
(Include all contemplated actions which logically are either geographically or functionally a composite part
of the project, regardless of the source of funding. [24 C.F.R. Part 58.32, 40 C.F.R. Part 1508.25))

This action, focused upon redevelopment of the 8.5 acre downtown Rochester Midtown Plaza site,
includes:

o Establishment of an Urban Renewal District;
o Adoption of an Urban Renewal Plan;

*  Acquisition of properties within the Midtown block comprising the site proposed for redevelopment
by the Clty of Rochester (“the City”);
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s Closura of the facility and relocation of the tenants pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act
Guidelines;

» Abatement of asbestos and other Recognized Environmental Conditions ("RECs);

= Demolition of a number of existing buildings and of segments of the existing skyway pedestrian
corridor;

o Preparation for adaptive re-use of remalning buildings;

s Development of an interior street grid, associated utilities and other public improvements
necessary to enable conversion of the existing superblock to a neighborhood of multiple smaller
parcels mora suitabie for urban redevelopment (see Figure 2.10 on page 44 of the DGEIS);

« Abandonment of segments of existing streets as necessary to accommodate the alignment of the
newly developed strest grid and development of muitiple parcels in placa of the existing
superblock;

o Resubdivision of the assembled parcels ta create a neighborhood of smaller parcels (see Figure
2.11 on page 47 of the DGEIS);

= Development of a central urban "park” or open space within the redeveloped block (see Figure
2.12 on page 50 of the DGEIS);

o Restoration of the existing 1,844 parking space garage located beneath the Plaza;
¢ Potential development of additional on-site parking to meet redevelopment needs;
= Execution of development agreements;

= Review and approval of site plans for private development of parcels delineated by the newly
developed street grid;

» Conveyance of parcels to private parties for development and occupancy;

» Construction of buildings and other improvements upon individual parcels conslistent with the
Urban Renewal Plan (see Figure 2.13 on page 65 of the DGEIS, and Final GEIS Figures 7.1, 7.2
and 7.3);

* Recordation of historic structures, preservation of interior artifacts, a review process prior to
razing of Skyway Bridges, pubilc participation In the final design/planning of new public space,
and extended consideration of proposais for adaptive reuse and redevelopment of the existing
Midtown Tower (mitigating conditions required by the SHPO related to unavoidable impacts to
S/NRHP-eligible resources (see Final GEIS Appendix G); and,

o Utilization of grants and other public funding sources to accomplish many aspects of the
proposed redevelopment effort.

E Conditions an B
(Describe the existing conditions of the project area and its surroundings, and trends iikely to continue In
the absence of the project. [24 C.F.R. Part 58.40(a)})

As was indicated above under the sub-topic “Chalienges” (see page 3), a serious decline became evident
at Midtown in the 1980's. Throughout the 1990's, vacancy rates continued to increase and the properties
continued to fall into disrepalr. The Plaza properties came to be identified as a significant source of
blighting influence. In addition to outdated floor layouts, the presence of ACMs and other RECs and the
significant investment that would be required to restore the site, the inward focus of the entire complex
and the absence of ways through the superblock were also recognized as important factors that

sustained the biighting influence. These characleristics and conditions have led to decline in the values

of surrounding properties as weil and to diminished Interest in investment and redeveiopment throughout
the affected neighborhood. Prior to intervention by the City and ESDC, a number of redevelopment plans

pmposec‘!i in the private sector had failed and no prospects for these decilning trends to be reversed could
be identified.
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As of May, 2010, the City has control of the site and ESDC's work to abate ACM's and REC's within all
Plaza buildings is underway. Plans for demolition have been completed, public bids for this work have
been advertised and contracls are about to be awarded. An interior strest grid and parce! configuration
has been defined and the design of the necessary street, utility and associated Improvements is about to
begin. PAETEC is finalizing its plans for development of a corporate headquarters facility and plans are
being progressed by the selected developers for the adaptive reuse of the Midtown Tower. Included
among the proposals submitted to by developers to the Rochester Broadway Theatre League for
development of a new performing arts facility to replace the Auditorium Theatre is one which would
construct such a facllity at the Midtown site.

Altern e Proposed Action

Alternatives and Project Modifications Consldered

[24 C.F.R. Part 58.40(e), 40 C.F.R. Part 1508.9)

(Identify and discuss all reasonable alternative courses of action that were considered and were not
selected, such as alternative sites, designs, or other uses of the subject site(s). Describe the benefits and
adverse impacts to the human environment of each alternative, in terms of environmental, economic, and
design contexts, and the reasons for rejecting each alternative. Also, finally discuss the merits of the
altemative selected.)

Chapter 12 of the DGEIS (beginning on page 268) provides a listing and analysis of alternatives
considered. In addition to the alternative identified as the Preferred Alternative (also referred to in this
document as the action) and the No Action altemative, the DGEIS lists the following altematives:

e Mixed use program altematives;

» Assembly, Sireet Grid, Block Configuration and Parcel Subdivision Alternatives;
e Land Use, Open Space, and Concept Plan Alternatives;

¢ Historic Resource Alternatives Involving the Public Atrium;

e Altemative for Adaptive Reuse of the Midtown Tower:

e Parking Garage Alternatives;

o Parking Alternatives;

¢ Demolition of Skyway Bridges and Ultilities Altemnatives; and,

o Clearance and Demolition Phasing Alternatives;

The Final GEIS confirmed the selection of a Preferred Alternative (identified as the action in this
assessment) and also provided additional information and clarification regarding the following
alternatives:

» Adaptive Reuse or Demoiltion of the existing Midtown Tower (beginning at page 15 of the Finai
GEIS);

* Historic Resources, the Plaza Atrium and Demolition of Midtown Buildings (beginning at page 19
of the Final GEIS) including further evaluation of the Preferred Alternative that would demolish the
Atrium and associated buildings (exciuding the Midtown Tower) as part of the immediate
redevelopment effort, a Preservation Aiternative, an Adaptive Reuse Alternative and an
alternative that would delay the anticipated demolition untii such time redeveiopment
commitments were secured from developers and redevelopment plans finalized;

* Alternative modifications to the proposed street grid (beginning at page 40 of the Final GEIS);

and,
» Alternative modifications to the Underground Service Truck Tunnel (beginning at page 41 of the
Final GEIS).
UD ERR G ide 7 Revsed 1009
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One alternative that was not recognized in the DGEIS, in the Final GEIS or in the March, 2009 Findings
Statement and that has since been considered Is that to avoid complete demolition of the existing Seneca
Office Building, the three (3) properties at the SE comer of Main Street and Clinton Avenue, and part of
the B. Forman Building and for PAETEC to inciude an adaptive reuse of all or a portion of those buildings
as part of their proposed headquarters facliity. This alternative has since been identified and evaluated
and Is now (as of May, 2010) included as a potential element of the redevelopment plan as it may offer
some significant cost and scheduling advantages without accompanying adverse environmental impacis.

No Action Aiternative
[24 C.F.R. Part 58.40(e)]
(Discuss the benefits and adverse impacts to the human environment of not implementing the no action

altemnative.)

The No Action Alternative would avoid certaln *Unavoidable Impacts” anticipated to resuit from the
Preferred Alternative comprising the action considered in this review. Section 6 of the DGEIS (beginning
page 254) identifies the following unavoidable impacts. These are aiso identified and described in the

Findings Statement (beginning on page 16) and summarized with more detail below in this document on
page 11:

» Impacts to utilities and infrastructure;

o Impacts to Historic Resources;

e Impacts to the Skyway system;

e [mpacts to Traffic;

= Impacts to Parking; and,

» [mpacts to the Underground Service Truck Tunnel.

Although the No Action alternative would avoid the foregoing unavoidable impacts, as was discussed in
Section 12.2 of the DGEIS (beginning on page 268), the No Action alternative would also fail to
accompiish the primary purposes of the action including the cessation of further deterioration at the site,
the elimination of associated blighting influences upon surrounding properties, and the redevelopment of
this pivotal, underutiiized site in a manner which would restore property values, reconnect the site to other
key downtown districts, catalyze downtown revitalization, and contribute to job growth and retention within
the Center City. A tabulation of thirty more specific project objectives can be found in the DGEIS (Section
XX, pages 273 -275). The table indicates that whiie the Preferred Altemative is anticipated to accompiish

each of the thirty objectives, none would be accomplished by the No Action alternative. Notable among
those thirty tabulated objectives are;

» The need for elimination of the superblock created in the 1960's and the associated blighting
influences and the need for improved access within the site;

¢ The need for elimination of deteriorated structures, substandard conditions and other blighting

influences and for the demolition/removal of non-contributing structures for which renovation is
not an economically feasible option;

e The need to emphasize and strengthen downtown'’s role as the region’s center for business,
entertainment, culturai assets and urban living; .
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