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Sheet Drawing Title Sheet Drawing Title

A ‐ 1 1 Location Map 1 A ‐ 10 1 General Plan ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 1 of 4)

A ‐ 1 2 Location Map 2 A ‐ 10 2 General Plan ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 2 of 4)

A ‐ 2 1 Existing General Plan (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 10 3 General Plan ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 3 of 4)

A ‐ 2 2 Existing General Plan (Sheet 2 of 4) A ‐ 10 4 General Plan ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 4 of 4)

A ‐ 2 3 Existing General Plan (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 10 5 Profile ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 1 of 4)

A ‐ 2 4 Existing General Plan (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 10 6 Profile ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 2 of 4)

A ‐ 3 1 Existing Profile A ‐ 10 7 Profile ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 3 of 4)

A ‐ 4 1 Existing Typical  Bridge Section A ‐ 10 8 Profile ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 4 of 4)

A ‐ 4 2 Existing Typical Roadway Section A ‐ 11 1 General Plan ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 1 of 4)

A ‐ 5 1 Existing Elevation A ‐ 11 2 General Plan ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 2 of 4)

A ‐ 6 1 General Plan ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 11 3 General Plan ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 3 of 4)

A ‐ 6 2 General Plan ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 2 of 4) A ‐ 11 4 General Plan ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 4 of 4)

A ‐ 6 3 General Plan ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 11 5 Profile ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 1 of 4)

A ‐ 6 4 General Plan ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 11 6 Profile ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 2 of 4)

A ‐ 6 5 Profile ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 11 7 Profile ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 3 of 4)

A ‐ 6 6 Profile ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 2 of 4) A ‐ 11 8 Profile ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 4 of 4)

A ‐ 6 7 Profile ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 12 1 General Plan ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 1 of 4)

A ‐ 6 8 Profile ‐ Precast Arch (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 12 2 General Plan ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 2 of 4)

A ‐ 7 1 General Plan ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 12 3 General Plan ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 3 of 4)

A ‐ 7 2 General Plan ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 2 of 4) A ‐ 12 4 General Plan ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 4 of 4)

A ‐ 7 3 General Plan ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 12 5 Profile ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 1 of 4)

A ‐ 7 4 General Plan ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 12 6 Profile ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 2 of 4)

A ‐ 7 5 Profile ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 12 7 Profile ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 3 of 4)

A ‐ 7 6 Profile ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 2 of 4) A ‐ 12 8 Profile ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 4 of 4)

A ‐ 7 7 Profile ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 13 1 General Plan ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 1 of 4)

A ‐ 7 8 Profile ‐ Haunched Girder (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 13 2 General Plan ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet  of 4)

A ‐ 8 1 General Plan ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 13 3 General Plan ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 3 of 4)

A ‐ 8 2 General Plan ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 2 of 4) A ‐ 13 4 General Plan ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 4 of 4)

A ‐ 8 3 General Plan ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 13 5 Profile ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 1 of 4)

A ‐ 8 4 General Plan ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 13 6 Profile ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 2 of 4)

A ‐ 8 5 Profile ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 13 7 Profile ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 3 of 4)

A ‐ 8 6 Profile ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 2 of 4) A ‐ 13 8 Profile ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 4 of 4)

A ‐ 8 7 Profile ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 14 1 Typical Roadway Section ‐ Green Island

A ‐ 8 8 Profile ‐ Steel Tied Arch (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 14 2 Typical Bridge Section ‐ Precast Concrete Arch

A ‐ 9 1 General Plan ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 14 3 Typical Bridge Section ‐ Precast Haunched Girder

A ‐ 9 2 General Plan ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet  of 4) A ‐ 14 4 Typical Bridge Section ‐ Steel Tied Arch

A ‐ 9 3 General Plan ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 14 5 Typical Bridge Section ‐ Steel Girder (Main Land to Green Island)

A ‐ 9 4 General Plan ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 14 6 Typical Bridge Section ‐ Steel Girder (Green Island to Goat Island)

A ‐ 9 5 Profile ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 1 of 4) A ‐ 15 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Mainland to Green Island (Precast Arch)

A ‐ 9 6 Profile ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 2 of 4) A ‐ 15 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Mainland to Green Island (Precast Arch)

A ‐ 9 7 Profile ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 3 of 4) A ‐ 16 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Mainland to Green Island (Haunched Girder)

A ‐ 9 8 Profile ‐ Steel Girder (Sheet 4 of 4) A ‐ 16 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Mainland to Green Island (Haunched Girder)

A ‐ 17 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Mainland to Green Island (Steel Tied Arch)

A ‐ 17 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Mainland to Green Island (Steel Tied Arch)

A ‐ 18 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Mainland to Green Island (Steel Girder)

A ‐ 18 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Mainland to Green Island (Steel Girder)

A ‐ 19 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Precast Arch) (Three‐Span)

A ‐ 19 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Precast Arch) (Three Span)

A ‐ 20 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Precast Arch) (Two‐Span)

A ‐ 20 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Precast Arch) (Two Span)

A ‐ 21 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Haunched Girder)

A ‐ 21 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Haunched Girder)

A ‐ 22 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Steel Tied Arch)

A ‐ 22 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Steel Tied Arch)

A ‐ 23 1 Bridge Plan ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Steel Girder)

A ‐ 23 2 Bridge Elevation ‐ Green Island to Goat Island (Steel Girder)

A ‐ 24 1 Full Channel "1969" Cofferdam Plan

A ‐ 24 2 Full Channel "1969" Cofferdam Section

A ‐ 25 1 Full Channel "1969" Cofferdam Plan ‐ With Ice Protection

A ‐ 25 2 Full Channel "1969" Cofferdam Section ‐ With Ice Protection 

A ‐ 26 1 Green Island to Goat Island Cofferdam Plan

A ‐ 26 2 Green Island to Goat Island Cofferdam Sections

A ‐ 27 1 Mainland to Green Island Structural Cofferdam Plan

A ‐ 27 2 Mainland to Green Island Structural Cofferdam Plan and Sections

A ‐ 27 3 Mainland to Green Island Structural Cofferdam Sections
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APPENDIX B-2. 
Summary of Draft Hazardous Waste and 
Contaminated Material Screening Report 

September 2014  



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A Hazardous Waste/Contaminated Materials Screening was conducted for the project corridor: 
American Falls Bridges over the Niagara River.  This screening included review of available 
records and a project corridor walkover which was conducted on July 14, 2014. The purpose of this 
screening is to identify potential areas of environmental concern that may be disturbed during 
construction. 

This screening yielded five sites of potential environmental concern.  Based on current design, the 
following conclusions and recommendations are made:  

1. The Mainland Site:
a. Historic Land Use - This site was historically used as an industrial and commercial

area. Approximately 150 buildings and multiple power production raceways were
demolished to create the current Niagara Falls State Park.  Potentially contaminated
materials at this site relative to the industrial and commercial use, as well as
potentially contaminated materials as a result of the demolition of previously
existing structures is a concern at this site.

b. Fill Importation - This site has been subject to extensive fill importation over the
course of more than 80 years from 1885 to the late 1960’s. The origin of these fill
materials is unknown, and previous test pit surveys conducted throughout the area of
potential impact indicate that potentially contaminated fill materials do exist at this
site.

2. The Green Island site:
a. Historic Land Use - This site was historically used by a paper mill from 1823 to

1885. Soon after the incorporation of Green Island into the current Niagara Falls
State Park, the paper mill buildings were either demolished or razed into their own
foundations. Potentially contaminated materials at this site relative to the paper mill,
as well as potentially contaminated materials as a result of the demolition of
previously existing structures are a concern.

b. Fill Importation - The site has also been subject to extensive fill importation. The
origin of these fill materials is unknown, and previous test pit surveys conducted
throughout the area of potential impact indicate that potentially contaminated fill
materials do exist at this site.

3. The Goat Island Site:
a. Historic Land Use - Goat Island remained predominantly undeveloped before it was

purchased by the park. Fill and grading at this site is minimal compared to Green
Island and the Mainland, however imported fill materials of unknown age and origin
are still a concern.

b. NYSDEC Spill Record - Although the NYSDEC spill #9706671 is reported as being
closed, there is no documentation of the specific location of this incident, or whether



remedial action was conducted. It was reported that the storage tank was isolated at 
the maintenance garage; however, there is no indication within the report as to 
whether the tank was removed from the area of the garage or was transported there 
to be isolated. There is the potential for petroleum contamination to exist within the 
area of potential impact at this site. 

4. Proposed Cofferdam Location Site:
a. Fill Importation - The presence of unknown fill materials is a concern relative to the

history of extensive contour modification at other locations of concern within the
park, and the extension of the eastern end of Goat Island between 1938 and 1963.

5. American Falls Bridges Site:
a. Fill Importation - Based on available record plan review, it was determined that the

existing bridges contain earth fill of unknown age and origin. Review of previous
Geotechnical Boring Logs indicates that potentially contaminated fill materials do
exist at this site.

Technically-enhanced naturally occurring radioactive material (TENORM) has 
historically been widely used in the Niagara Falls area as fill and bedding material for 
roadway and driveway projects. This material has been previously described as “slag”. 
The 1983 Cultural Resources Report indicates the presence of slag in multiple test pits 
throughout the project area. It is recommended that a full radiological survey of all four 
sites be conducted throughout the proposed area of potential impact for this project.  

Additionally, for any soils that will be exported from the site during the replacement of the 
bridges, it is recommended that soil samples be collected and analyzed for RCRA metals 
and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOC’s) to facilitate proper disposal. 

The report discusses the complete findings of the Hazardous Waste/Contaminated Materials 
Screening. 
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APPENDIX B-5. 
Suitable Habitat Assessment Form - NLEB



FHWA New York Division  Section 7 ESA Process  Version 1, 2015 

Suitable Habitat Assessment Form (Trees)

Project Name: American Falls Bridges    PIN: 5760.40   

Acres Proposed to be Cut: ~ 2.8 (existing alignment); ~3.4 (alternate alignment) Lat/Long: 43.083238 / -79.066436 

Project Description:  The purpose of this project is to build safe, structurally sound bridges that provide multi-modal 
access between Mainland USA, Green Island, and Goat Island within Niagara Falls State Park located in the City of 
Niagara Falls, Niagara County, NY.  The need for the project is caused by the deterioration and identified structural 
deficiencies of the two existing bridges associated with this project, the American Falls Bridges. 

Results of Phase 1: Mapped Occurrences:  

Results of Phase 2: Field‐based Suitable 

Bat Habitat Assessment:  

 Does the Cutting Area contain

forested/wooded habitat that is

made up of trees greater than 3”

dbh, that also exhibit signs of

exfoliating bark, cracks crevices,

and/or cavities, OR that also is

mixed with larger trees?

YES 

 Does the Cutting Area have

individual trees that have

exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices,

and/or cavities, and are closer than

1000’ from other forested/wooded

habitat?      YES  

 Does the Cutting Area contain

adjacent and interspersed

emergent wetlands and adjacent

areas of agricultural fields, old

fields, and pastures, and forests and woodlots (range from dense to loose aggregates of trees) that

contain live trees and/or snags greater or equal to 3” dbh that have exfoliating bark, cracks,

crevices, and/or cavities?       YES

IPaC Species List  NYNHP Species List 

Northern Long‐eared Bat 
(Myotis  septentrionalis) 

Marsh valerian 
(Valeriana uliginosa) 

American Bittern (Botaurus 
lentiginosus) 

Woodland bluegrass 
(Poa sylvertris) 

Black Tern (Chlidonias niger)  Drummond’s rock cress 
(Boechera stricta) 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) 

Marsh arrow‐grass 
(Triglochin palustre) 

Black‐crowned Night‐heron 
(Nycticorax nycticorax) 

Rock‐cress 
(Draba arabisans) 

Blue‐winged Warbler 
(Vermivora pinus) 

Blackchin shiner 
(Notropis heterodon) 

Cerulean Warbler 
(Dendroica cerulean) 

Peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus) 

Golden‐winged Warbler 
(Vermivora chrysoptera) 

Osprey 
(Pandion haliaetus) 

Least Bittern (Ixobrychus 
exilis) 

Ringed‐billed gull 
(Larus delawarensis) 

Pied‐billed Grebe 
(Podilymbus podiceps) 

Herring gull 
(Larus smithsonianus) 

Red‐headed Woodpecker 
(Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus) 

Black duck 
(Anas rubripes) 

Wood Thrush (Hylocichla 
mustelina) 

Common tern 
(Sterna hirundo) 

Black tern 
(Chidonias niger) 

Least bittern 
(brobrychus exilis) 
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VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Methodology 
 
A highway or bridge improvement project can often create a new visual experience for 
motorists using the facility and those living, working, walking, or traveling nearby. In 
order to meaningfully assess the highway project's visual impacts, the features that 
comprise the visual landscape and the values that viewers place on them must be 
considered. Visual impacts from a project result from changes in the visual landscape and 
the viewers' response to those changes. 
 
The methodology for this Visual Impact Assessment for the rehabilitation or replacement 
of the American Falls Bridges project generally follows the format described in Visual 
Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (US Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration Office of Environmental Policy, March 1981).  The use of this 
methodology conforms to the New York State Department of Transportation's 
(NYSDOT) Visual Assessment Policy per Engineering Instruction EI 02-025 and EB 03-
052.  Following is an outline of the methodology as applied to this project. 
 

1. Identify Project Viewshed 
2. Identify Visual Districts 
3. Assess Existing Visual Environment 

 Describe Visual Character 
 Rank Visual Quality 

4. Identify Viewer Groups 
 Rank Viewer Exposure and Sensitivity 

5. Assess Visual Impact for No-build and Project Options 
 Document Change to Visual Resource 

o Identify Key Viewpoints 
o Photograph Existing Conditions 
o Prepare Simulations of Proposed Conditions 

 Evaluate Change to Character and Quality of Visual Resource 
 Predict Viewer Response 
 Describe and Rate Resultant Impact on Visual Resource 

6. Identify Strategy and/or Techniques to Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate Impacts 
 
The first step was to identify the project viewshed.  The viewshed can be described as the 
area that can be seen from the project and the area around the project from which the 
project can be seen.  It is the physical boundary of the project's visual environment.  It 
can be established based on topographic mapping, sight-line projections, and field 
investigations.  
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After the viewshed was established, the project area was reviewed to determine what 
visual districts (i.e., areas with distinct visual characteristics such as landform, 
vegetation, and degree/ type of development) existed.  Separate visual districts are often 
identified on highway or bridge projects because, being long linear facilities, they 
typically occur in more than one area meeting the description of a distinct district.  The 
visual impacts of the project may vary in significance from one distinct area to another.  
In the case of the American Falls Bridges project, there is only one district.  The project 
limit is contained at the existing crossing of the American rapids between the mainland 
and Green Island and Green Island and Goat Island.  The project is entirely within 
Niagara Falls State Park.   
 
Having established that the project occurs within one visual district, the existing visual 
environment of the district was reviewed. The visual features or resources within a 
district define the visual environment of that district.  The review of the visual 
environment was conducted during a site visit to document the visual character and 
visual quality of the project district.  
 
The visual character of an area is created by the visual patterns of which it consists.  The 
elements of the visual patterns are the form, line, color, and texture of the landscape area 
components, and how they relate in terms of dominance, scale, diversity and continuity.  
The visual quality of an area is an evaluative judgment of the view or a series of views.  
The appraisal of quality is a subjective process and several approaches can be used to 
establish the degree of view quality.  For this study an evaluation of three key visual 
criteria was made.  The view criteria assessed were vividness (the power or memorable 
nature of the view), intactness (the completeness or integrity of the landscape elements in 
the view, and the lack of unrelated elements encroaching on the view), and unity (the 
cohesion and harmony presented by the view’s composition).  Based on ranking each of 
these criteria as high, medium, or low, a relative degree of overall visual quality for a 
view or district was determined. The visual character and quality of a district are typically 
illustrated with photographs of existing conditions. 
 
The next step in the process was to identify the viewers that will potentially be impacted 
by project changes to the visual environment.  Viewers are then categorized into groups 
to assess how the visual environment is seen and what values are placed on the views. 
Viewer exposure and sensitivity determine the anticipated response of each group to 
proposed changes in the visual environment. 
 
The baseline condition is assessed to establish the visual condition against which visual 
change/or impacts will be measured.  Evaluating the area assuming a future No-Build 
option typically does this. The visual condition of this option is assessed in the same 
manner as the existing condition.  
 
Once the No-Build condition has been defined, the changes to the visual environment 
resulting from the proposed project options are described and documented.  The main 
method of documenting the visual changes is by preparing photo simulations of key 
viewpoints within the project viewshed.  The simulations are compared with the existing 



4 
 

views from the same locations.  The physical changes to character and quality are 
described and rated.  The viewers' responses to the changes are then predicted and 
analyzed considering their exposure and sensitivity.  This helps determine the positive 
and negative visual impacts of each option. 
 
In order to present the magnitude of visual impacts and to compare options, relative 
ratings are assigned to each visual impact. The ratings range from low to high and are 
described as follows: 
 
Low Visual Impact -Describes a slight change to visual resources with no change to 
significant visual resources or a key view. New visual elements are generally compatible 
with future No-Build views. Little or no response to change in visual resources is 
expected. 
 
Moderate Visual Impact -Describes a slight change in visual resources resulting in a high 
level of viewer response, or an extensive change in visual resources resulting in little 
viewer response. New visual elements are somewhat incompatible with future No-Build 
views. 
 
High Visual Impact -Describes an extensive change to visual resources, or change to a 
significant visual resource or key view. New views or new visual elements are not 
compatible with future No-Build views. A high level of viewer response to the change in 
visual resources can be expected. 
 
After the visual impacts are assessed, based on these criteria, project options are 
compared. 
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EXISTING VISUAL CONDITIONS 
 
Project Viewshed 
 
For this project the viewshed was determined by reviewing existing aerial photography 
and field investigations.  The limit of the project’s viewshed occurs mainly as the result 
of vegetation and manmade structures that limit and control the views to and from the 
project area.  The topography in the area above the rapids and falls is variable and also 
plays a part in defining the limits of the project viewshed.  Figure VIA-1 depicts the 
viewshed limits for the American Falls Bridges project. 
 

 
 

Figure VIA-1 
Viewshed Map 

NORTH 
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Visual Districts 
 
The project is located within Niagara Falls State Park.  The Falls are world-renowned, are 
a geologic wonder, and the site is on the National and State of New York Historic 
Registers.  The proposed project is to rehabilitate or replace the American Falls Bridges 
that currently provide access from the American mainland to and through Green Island, 
and then to Goat Island where the park provides areas to view the American Falls and the 
Canadian (Horseshoe) Falls.  Unlike many highway projects, that may pass through 
several visual districts, the American Falls Bridges project occurs in one visual district 
with a consistent visual character and quality.  The entire project is contained within the 
park.  The park, formerly the State Reservation at Niagara, was studied and described in 
an 1887 report by Fredrick Law Olmsted and Calvert Vaux.  Olmsted is seen by many as 
part of the historic recognition of Niagara Falls State Park.  The mainland area of the park 
and the Goat Island area contain various passive recreational facilities in addition to the 
major falls viewing areas. These include trails, shoreline promenades and overlooks, and 
multi-use lawn areas. The landscape elements of the park define the area as a visual 
district. The landscape of the park is characterized by the curvilinear alignment of the 
paths, drives, and trails, the variable rolling topography of the passive use areas in 
contrast with the steep and rugged slopes adjacent to the shore and rapids, and the diverse 
mix of planted trees and shrubs that blend with riverside natural areas.   
 
 
Visual Character.  The existing visual resources within Niagara Falls State Park are 
dominated by the phenomenal natural features of Niagara Falls and the rapids section of 
the river as it approaches the falls.  These dynamic visual resources are complemented 
and supported by the natural and built park landscape that exists on the mainland, Green, 
and Goat Island.  The park trails and roadways allow visitors to access a variety of views, 
so visual diversity is part of the character established within the project viewshed.  Some 
views are long and wide with dynamic attributes, such as views of the rapids or falls. 
These may have a distant background, while other views, perhaps of a quiet lawn or 
sitting area are shorter and contained. 
 
 
Visual Quality.  As stated above, establishing the visual quality of a viewshed or project 
site is evaluative yet subjective.  There are several approaches that can be used to 
document visual quality, these include: checking official designation of a place as scenic 
and/or historic, surveying viewer preference, comparison of the project site qualities for 
their representation of the regional geography, or the evaluation of the site’s visual 
qualities of vividness, intactness, and unity. While the latter approach was used for this 
project’s visual impact assessment, any of these evaluative approaches would yield a high 
visual quality for the American Falls Bridges project viewshed. 
 
Vividness is best demonstrated by the falls and the rapids.  They are very memorable and 
powerful visual elements.  The degree of intactness of the majority of the views available 
within the project area is high.  This results from the strong integrity of the natural and 
built landscape elements within the vistas that exist throughout the viewshed.  There is 
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little encroachment into views by elements that would be perceived as negative.  Unity of 
views within the viewshed is also high.  As a viewer observes the environment within the 
viewshed each vista presents compositional harmony and connectivity.  As an example, a 
view across the river displays the rapids as the vivid focal point in the mid-ground that is 
framed by foreground vegetation and supported by the vegetation and sky in the 
background.  Often the existing bridges provide an element that visually frames the view 
and connects the foreground to the middle and background.  Figures VIA-2 to VIA-4 
demonstrate the character and high degree of visual quality that exists throughout the 
park in general and specifically within the project viewshed.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure VIA-2 
American Falls, from Goat Island above and from the mainland below.  These views 
demonstrate the dynamic character and vivid quality of the visual resources available 
within the park. 



8 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure VIA-3 
Pedestrian walks, overlooks, and open spaces offer views of diverse character and length.  
All of these views display strong intactness and unity. 
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Figure VIA-4 
In contrast to the many dynamic views of the falls and the rapids along the project route, 
there are also views of a serene character available to the pedestrian tourist.  
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Viewer Groups 
 
The viewer groups that may typically be influenced by the visual changes associated with 
the project include tourists, both motorists and pedestrians using walkways within the 
viewshed, and employees working at the park and attractions within the park. Shoppers 
and patrons of the area businesses, that are often identified as a separate viewer group, 
are included as part of the tourist viewer group.  For this project the resident viewer 
group is limited.  The entire project viewshed is contained within the park so there are no 
residents with a direct view of any visual changes associated with the project.  Residents 
living adjacent to or near the project viewshed would only experience the potential visual 
changes when they were within the project viewshed as visitors or workers and therefore 
are included within those viewer groups.  Each viewer group typically will have a 
different degree of sensitivity to potential changes to the visual environment. 
 
Viewer Exposure and Sensitivity.  Based on experience with similar transportation 
improvement projects, and because the park is a unique and famous attraction, the most 
sensitive viewer group was identified as the tourists that dominate the use of the project 
area during the summer season.  The tourist viewer group consists of motorist and 
pedestrian sub-groups.  Motorists would include those driving in their own vehicles and 
those riding on tour busses and trolleys that service the park.  Because of the national and 
international significance and attraction of the park and its natural features, the tourist 
viewer group is the largest.  The tourist user group has the greatest exposure to the park’s 
visual resources, and also has the most sensitivity to potential visual impacts that may be 
caused by the project.  The tourist user group is the most sensitive because of the 
expectations they have for the power, drama, memorable nature, and quality of the visual 
scenes presented throughout the park.  The pedestrian tourist sub-group will have a 
longer and more direct exposure, as walkers in close proximity to the project elements, 
than will the tourist motorist sub-group that will view the project from vehicles passing 
by. 
 
The worker/resident viewer group will be most aware of potential visual changes due to 
their likely knowledge of the existing and historical visual character and quality.  They 
also are likely to adapt to possible changes because they will develop a familiarity with 
the new visual conditions.  Table VIA-1 summarizes the evaluation of viewer sensitivity 
using a numerical scale. 
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Viewer Group Exposure 
1(least) to 5 (most) 

Projected Degree of 
Sensitivity 

1 to 5 

Resultant Impact 
Response 
(Additive) 

Tourist/Pedestrian 5 5 10 

Tourist/Motorist 4 4 8 

Worker/Resident 3 4 8 

 
Table VIA-1 

Viewer Group Sensitivity 
 
 
Visual Impact Assessment 
 
A four-step process was employed to assess the impacts to the visual environment within 
the project viewshed.  Photographing the existing scene at key viewpoints and preparing 
photo simulations of the proposed conditions documented the changes to the visual 
resources created by implementing the project options.  The changes to the visual 
character and quality of a view were then evaluated by reviewing the simulations.  
Viewer response was then predicted based on their exposure and sensitivity.  After 
considering the change to character, quality, and predicted viewer response, the resultant 
positive or negative impact was ranked low, moderate, or high. 
 
Key Viewpoints 
 
Key viewpoint locations were selected within the project viewshed (one visual district 
was identified) that represent the existing character and quality of visual resources that 
have the potential to be impacted or changed by the proposed project options.  Table 
VIA-2 lists the viewpoint locations and Figure VIA-5 illustrates the viewpoint locations. 
 

Location No Location Description 
1 East Riverside Walkway 
2 Northwest Riverside Overlook Walkway 
3 Southwest Riverside Overlook 
4 American Rapids Bridge 
5 Goat Island on-route view north toward Green Island 
6 From mainland stair view south toward Green Island 

7A On mainland to Green span view north toward mainland 
7B On Green Island on-route view south toward Goat Island 
8 From Canadian promenade view east toward American falls 

 
Table VIA-2 

Viewpoint Descriptions 
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Figure VIA-5 
Viewpoint Location Map 
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Evaluation of Impacts 
 
This section of this assessment contains the review and evaluation of the potential 
changes to the visual environment within the viewshed of the American Fall Bridges 
project.  It is organized by viewpoint, and by design option as depicted in each 
simulation.  The change to visual character and quality is discussed, the viewer response 
to the change(s) is predicted, and the resultant impact is ranked as low, moderate, or high. 
 
The Replacement Option includes several optional types of bridges, and for the purposes 
of this assessment these are categorized and defined as Option A and Option B.  Option 
A includes all bridge types categorized as traditional concrete arches and Option B is the 
steel bridge type. 
 
 
  
Viewpoint No. 1:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
  
Viewpoint No. 1 is located on the northerly bank of the Niagara River.  The view is 
westerly toward the mainland to Green Island section of the rapids.  The foreground is 
dominated by the rapids section that provides a dynamic character and quality to this 
view.  The existing bridge limits the distance of the view to a mid-distant length and is 
the focal point of the view.  The bridge provides intactness and a unity to the view, but 
reduces the panoramic quality of the background vegetation.  The froth of the rapids is 
very reflective, and makes the foreground somewhat harsh.  The temporary (Mabey) 
bridge that sits on top of the concrete steel bridge is visible, but at this distance appears 
similar to a railing, and is not a highly negative feature.  This view as an existing or no-
build condition presents distinct character, and is of a high quality. 
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Viewpoint No. 1:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge that closely emulates the existing bridge.  
All view characteristics and qualities described for the existing/no-build option are 
maintained.  Dimensionally the bridge is wider than the original, and the profile of the 
arches is slightly higher.  Balconies were added at the pier locations to provide an 
overlook platform for pedestrians to have closer views of the rapids.  The line, form, 
texture and mass of the bridge are almost identical to the current bridge from this 
viewpoint.  With the Mabey bridge removed the background vegetation is somewhat 
more prominent which increases the unity of the view. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the 
walkway.  The completed option does not present significant changes to the scene.  
Viewer response predicted for this option is low negative to high positive, due to 
recognition of correcting a failing facility. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are slight.  The option closely emulates the style and characteristics 
of the existing, and is improved with the removal of the Mabey bridge. 



15 
 

Viewpoint No. 1:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1 is a steel tied-arch bridge.  It is significantly visually different from the current 
concrete steel bridge.  The superstructure is higher and therefore is contained in the upper 
middle ground and in front of background vegetation that the current bridge and Option 
A are below.  However the bridge is lighter in mass, and the line, form, and texture 
present and airy and elegant sense.  There are only two spans and one pier visible, and the 
deck is thin which allows the rapids to be more visible under the bridge.  While the 
superstructure arches are contained in the mid ground and in front of the background 
vegetation, their light mass creates a transparent quality at this distance.  At times while 
focusing on the bridge, it seems to blend in with the background and almost disappears.  
This allows the background vegetation to become more prominent and strengthens its 
unifying and framing effect of the vista. 
    
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the 
walkway.  The completed option displays significant changes to the scene.  As described 
above the changes do not harm the scene but do change it.  While there is a degree of 
historic precedent for this type of bridge, no current members of the viewer groups would 
have any memory of this style. Viewer response predicted for this option is likely to be 
moderate to high negative. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of moderate visual 
impact.  While changes to the scene are significant they are not necessarily negative.  The 
light weight character of this option actually allows natural features to become stronger 
elements within the view.  However, the changes will likely result in a high negative 
viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No. 1:  Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B2 is a steel girder structure.  It is visually significantly different from the current 
stone arch bridge.  The bridge superstructure and structural elements are narrow and very 
linear and streamlined.  They yield a modern highway character that is a departure from 
the historic period of the existing structure.  However the structure is lighter in mass, and 
the line form and texture.  The thinner deck structure and longer spans allow more of the 
rapids to become part of the view which increases the dynamic and vivid nature of the 
view.  The lighter mass of the superstructure creates a transparent quality at this distance.  
At times while focusing on the structure it seems to blend in with the background.  This 
allows the background vegetation to become more prominent and strengthens its unifying 
effect and tends to absorb some of the industrial character of the bridge. 
    
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the 
walkway.  The completed option displays significant changes to the scene.  As described 
above the changes do not harm the scene but does change it.  There is no historic 
precedent for this type of structure.  While the narrow profile increases the prominence of 
the natural features in the scene, the highway and industrial qualities of this design would 
likely not be considered compatible with the historic park environment.  Viewer response 
predicted for this option is likely to be moderate to high negative. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B2 at this viewpoint is one of moderate visual 
impact.  While changes to the scene are significant they are not necessarily negative.  The 
light weight character of this option actually allows natural features to become stronger 
elements within the view.  However, the changes will likely result in a high negative 
viewer response due to the highway/industrial style. 
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Viewpoint No. 2:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
 
Viewpoint No. 2 is located on the promenade walk recently reconstructed along the 
northerly bank of the Niagara River.  The view is southwesterly toward Green Island. The 
foreground to mid-ground is dominated by the rapids that provides a dynamic character 
and quality to this view.  The existing bridge frames the left side of the view and is the 
focal point of the view. The view is terminated by the bridge and the vegetation on Green 
Island.  The view is a relatively short distance.  The bridge and Green Island vegetation 
provide intactness and unity to the view.  The rapids here are not as turbulent as in other 
sections, and therefore the reflectivity is medium, and maintains a pleasing coloration and 
brightness level.  The temporary (Mabey) bridge that sits on top of the concrete steel 
bridge is visible and lends an incompatible industrial quality to the bridge that is a 
negative in this view.  This view as an existing or no-build condition presents distinct 
vivid character and is of a high quality. 
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Viewpoint No.2:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
  
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge that closely emulates the existing bridge.  
All view characteristics and qualities described for the existing/no-build option are 
maintained.  Dimensionally the bridge is wider than the original and the profile of the 
arches is slightly higher.  At this close distance these changes are evident and the bridge 
is more prominent as it extends toward the foreground.  Also, at this distance, the 
Balconies that were added at the pier locations to provide an overlook platform for 
pedestrians are recognized as key architectural features of the bridge.  They are more than 
textural elements and increase the mass and anchoring effect of the bridge in this view.  
While these changes to the bridge are evident they do not significantly alter the character 
and quality of the view.  While the mass appears greater the line, form, and texture of the 
proposed bridge remain compatible with the current structure from this viewpoint.  With 
the Mabey bridge removed the negative industrial feeling is gone and replaced with the 
originally intended arch bridge. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the riverside 
promenade.  The completed option does not present significant changes to the scene.  
Viewer response predicted for this option is low negative to high positive due to 
recognition of correcting a failing facility. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are slight.  The option closely emulates the style and characteristics 
of the existing, and is improved with the removal of the Mabey bridge. 
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Viewpoint No. 2:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1, the steel tied-arch bridge is significantly different visually from the current 
concrete steel bridge especially from this low and short distance view.  The 
superstructure is higher, and the underside of the deck structure is obvious and changes 
the character and quality of the view.  The bridge appears more complex and somewhat 
less connected and unifying.  However the thinner deck structure and longer spans allow 
the more turbulent upstream rapids to become part of the view, which increases the 
dynamic and vivid nature of the view, and brightens it as well.  Because of the change in 
material the form line and texture appear very different.  From this vantage point it 
presents a more functional and industrial appearance. 
    
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the riverside 
promenade.  The completed option displays significant changes to the scene.  As 
described above largely because of the proximity and low position of the viewpoint the 
changes alter the character and quality of the view.  While there is a degree of historic 
precedent for this type of bridge, no current members of the viewer groups would have 
any memory of this style. Viewer response predicted for this option is likely to be highly 
negative. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant that alter the character and quality of the view.  The 
light weight character of this option is not evident from this low or inferior viewpoint 
position.  The changes will likely result in a high negative viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No. 2:  Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B2, the steel gider structure is significantly different visually from the current 
stone arch bridge.  The bridge elements are very linear and streamlined that yields a 
modern character that is a departure from the historic period of the existing structure.  
The underside of the deck structure is obvious and changes the character and quality of 
the view.  The bridge post and beam structure is more simple and seems to dominate the 
view in contrast to the more graceful arches of the existing bridge that appears more 
organic and blends with the terrain.  However the thinner deck structure and longer spans 
allow the more turbulent upstream rapids to become part of the view which increases the 
dynamic and vivid nature of the view and brightens it as well.  Because of the change in 
material and shape, the form line and texture appear very different.  From this vantage 
point it presents a more functional and industrial appearance. 
    
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the riverside 
promenade.  The completed option displays significant changes to the scene.  As 
described above largely because of the proximity and low position of the viewpoint the 
changes alter the character and quality of the view.  There is no historic precedent for this 
type of structure.  Viewer response predicted for this option is likely to be highly 
negative. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for option B2 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant that alter the character and quality of the view.  The 
industrial character of this option is evident from this low or inferior viewpoint position.  
The changes will likely result in a high negative viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No. 3:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
 
Viewpoint No. 3 is located at a riverside pedestrian overlook on the southerly bank of the 
American Channel of the Niagara River, on Goat Island.  The view is southeastly and 
upstream along the channel that runs between Green Island and Goat Island.  The view is 
narrow and more intimate than the many powerful views available throughout the park.  
The existing bridge is the focal point of the view though the degree of the span that is 
visible is small relative to the natural features of the river and vegetation.  The 
composition of this view is very well balanced between the water, fore- and mid-ground 
vegetation, the bridge and sky component.  The bridge appears to step across the river 
from one island to the other.  The view is very intact, the building in the background 
being the only encroachment, classically balanced between water, vegetation, and sky.  It 
is of high quality and is unique in that the viewer can attain a “mid-stream view” without 
being in a watercraft. 
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Viewpoint No.3:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge that closely emulates the existing bridge.  
All view characteristics and qualities described for the existing/no-build option are 
maintained.  Dimensionally the bridge is wider than the original and the profile of the 
arches is slightly higher.  From this focused viewpoint those changes are not perceptible 
and have no impact on the view.  The balconies that were added at the pier locations to 
provide an overlook platform for pedestrians are not visible from this vantage and do not 
change the character or quality of the view.  The line, form, texture and mass of the 
bridge are almost identical to the current structure from this viewpoint.  The removal of 
the Mabey bridge improves the natural character of the scene slightly. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the riverside 
walkways and overlooks on the northerly side of Goat Island.  The completed option does 
not present significant changes to the scene.  Viewer response predicted for this option is 
low negative or neutral to high positive due to recognition of correcting a failing facility. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are slight.  The option closely emulates the style and characteristics 
of the existing and is improved with the removal of the Mabey bridge. 
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Viewpoint No. 3:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1 is a steel tied-arch bridge.  Visually it is significantly different from the 
current concrete steel bridge.  The superstructure is higher and therefore is contained in 
the upper background.  However the bridge is lighter in mass, and the line form and 
texture present an airy and elegant character.  Within this narrow focused view the form 
and mass of the structure are almost completely absorbed by the mid and background 
vegetation and almost becomes invisible. The thin deck allows the rapids to be more 
visible as they pass under the bridge.  This option allows the natural elements of the view 
to become more unified. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the riverside 
walkways and overlooks on the northerly side of Goat Island.  While the completed 
option is physically very different from the existing bridge, the changes to the scene are 
not significant and in some ways improved as the natural features seem to gain 
prominence.  As described above the changes do not harm the scene but do change it 
slightly.  While there is a degree of historic precedent for this type of bridge, no current 
members of the viewer groups would have any memory of this style. In spite of the 
tendency to view a change in view character as negative, viewer response predicted for 
this option, at this viewpoint, is likely to be neutral to moderately positive.  This is due to 
the transparent quality of this option from this viewpoint location. 



27 
 

 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are different but not significant and are not negative.  The light 
weight character of this option actually allows natural features to become stronger 
elements within the view.  The changes will likely result in a neutral to low viewer 
response. 
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Viewpoint No. 3:  Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B2 is a steel girder structure.  Visually it is significantly different from the current 
stone arch bridge.  The superstructure is very narrow compared to the existing structure 
and therefore appears is lighter in mass.  The line form and texture and the location of the 
structural elements within the view make tend to camouflage the bridge.  It is almost 
completely absorbed by the mid and background vegetation and almost becomes 
invisible. The thin deck allows the rapids to be more visible as they pass under the bridge.  
This option allows the natural elements of the view to become more unified. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian, and to some extent worker/resident pedestrians that may be using the riverside 
walkways and overlooks on the north side of Goat Island.  While the completed option is 
physically very different from the existing bridge, the changes to the scene are not 
significant and in some ways improved as the natural features seem to gain prominence.  
As described above the changes do not harm the scene but does change it slightly.  There 
is no historic precedent for this type of structure.  In spite of the tendency to view a 
change in view character as negative, viewer response predicted for this option, at this 
viewpoint, is likely to be neutral to moderately positive.  This is due to the transparent 
quality of this option from this viewpoint location. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for option B2 at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are different but not significant and are not negative.  The light 
weight character of this option actually allows natural features to become stronger 
elements within the view.  The changes will likely result in a neutral to low viewer 
response. 
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Viewpoint No. 4:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
 
Viewpoint No. 4 is located on the westerly sidewalk of the American Rapids Bridge.  The 
view is westerly toward the mainland to Green Island section of the American Channel.  
The foreground is dominated by turbulent rapids that provide a dynamic character and 
quality to this view.  The view of the scene and the bridge is from a superior position, 
meaning the viewpoint is higher than the focal point.  This adds to the drama of the view 
experience.  This view will be available to pedestrians on the sidewalk as well as 
motorists in cars, trolleys, or busses. The existing bridge is a focal point feature that is 
significant in the view but does not limit the view.  The view is distant in length.  The 
bridge provides intactness and unity to the view.  The froth of the rapids on the right is 
very reflective.  The left side is less turbulent and less reflective creating an overall 
balance of brightness and coloration.  The temporary (Mabey) bridge that sits on top of 
the concrete steel bridge is visible and at this angle is somewhat of a negative impact in 
spite of the distant view.  This view as an existing or no-build condition presents distinct 
character that is of a high quality.  It represents one of many memorable views 
throughout the park. 
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Viewpoint No.4:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge that closely emulates the existing bridge.  
All view characteristics and qualities described for the existing/no-build option are 
maintained.  Dimensionally the bridge is wider than the original and the profile of the 
arches is slightly higher.  Balconies were added at the pier locations to provide an 
overlook platform for pedestrians to have closer views of the rapids.  The line, form, 
texture and mass of the bridge are almost identical to the current bridge from this 
viewpoint.  With the Mabey bridge removed the background vegetation is somewhat 
more prominent, which increases the unity of the view.  An additional area of the river 
will likely be visible beyond the bridge which improves the balance of the view 
composition. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
All identified viewer groups are affected by the changes at this viewpoint.  Pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the sidewalk or roadway on the 
American Rapids Bridge will be subject to this view.  The completed option does not 
present significant changes to the scene.  Viewer response predicted for this option is low 
negative to high positive due to recognition of correcting a failing facility. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are slight.  The option closely emulates the style and characteristics 
of the existing, and is improved with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  Little or no 
viewer response is expected. 
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Viewpoint No. 4:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1 is a steel tied-arch bridge.  Visually it is significantly different from the 
current concrete steel bridge.  The superstructure is higher and therefore is contained in 
the upper middle ground and in front of background vegetation that the current bridge 
and Option A are below.  However the structure is lighter in mass, and the line form and 
texture present and airy and elegant sense.  There are only two spans and one pier visible, 
and the deck is thin, which allows the rapids to be more visible as they pass under the 
bridge.  While the superstructure arches are contained in the mid ground and in front of 
the background vegetation, their light mass creates a transparent quality at this distance.  
From the superior location of this viewpoint, one is able to see through the arches to the 
vegetation and a portion of the river in the background.  Though the character of this 
option is very different in texture line and form from the current condition, it remains a 
focal point and unifying element of the view. 
    
Predicted Viewer Response   
All identified viewer groups are affected by the changes at this viewpoint.  Pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the sidewalk or roadway on the 
American Rapids Bridge will be subject to this view.  The completed option displays 
significant changes to the scene.  As described above the changes do not harm the scene 
but do change it.  While there is a degree of historic precedent for this type of bridge, no 
current members of the viewer groups would have any memory of this style. Viewer 
response predicted for this option is likely to be moderate to high negative. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
While changes to the scene are significant they are not necessarily negative.  The light 
weight character of this option actually allows natural features to become stronger 
elements within the view.  However, the changes will likely result in a high negative 
viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No. 4:  Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option No. B2 is a steel girder structure.  Visually it is significantly different from the 
current stone arch bridge.  The bridge superstructure and structural elements are narrow 
and very linear and streamlined.  They yield a modern highway character that is a 
departure from the historic period of the existing structure.  However the structure is 
lighter in mass, and the line form and texture.  The thinner deck structure and longer 
spans allow more of the rapids to become part of the view which increases the dynamic 
and vivid nature of the view.  Because of the change in material and shape, the form line 
and texture appear very different.  From this vantage point it presents a more functional 
and industrial appearance.  From the superior location of this viewpoint one is able to see 
under the girders to the portions of the river in the background.  Though the character of 
this option is very different in texture line and form from the current condition it remains 
a focal point and unifying element of the view. 
    
Predicted Viewer Response   
All identified viewer groups are affected by the changes at this viewpoint.  Pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the sidewalk or roadway on the 
American Rapids Bridge will be subject to this view.  The completed option displays 
significant changes to the scene.  As described above the changes do not harm the scene 
but does change it.  There is no historic precedent for this type of structure.  Viewer 
response predicted for this option is likely to be moderate to high negative. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for option B2 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
While changes to the scene are significant they are not necessarily negative.  The light 
weight character of this option actually allows natural features to become stronger 
elements within the view.  However, the changes will likely result in a high negative 
viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No. 5:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
 
Viewpoint No. 5 is located at the entry area/plaza on Goat Island.  The view is to the east 
on the bridge alignment route toward Green Island.  The view is narrow and focused and 
is framed by vegetation.  The view is relatively short in distance as the background 
vegetation terminates the view immediately behind the mid-ground.  The bridge is the 
focal point of the view; however the only component visible is the temporary (Mabey) 
bridge which sits on top of the concrete steel bridge, masking it totally.  The form and 
textures of the Mabey bridge are very industrial in nature and not compatible with the 
park setting.  As an existing or no-build condition this view is of low to medium quality.  
The traffic control barriers are incidental and very temporary to protect visitors from the 
pavement sealing underway.  These features were not considered in establishing the 
character and quality of this view. 
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Viewpoint No.5:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge that closely emulates the current bridge that 
exists below the Mabey bridge in the existing conditions/no-build view.  The form line 
and textures of this option are very similar to the current bridge.  The proposed bridge is 
somewhat wider than the existing structure and occupies more of the view.  However it 
remains framed by and in balance with the existing vegetation.  The form, line and 
texture of the bridge are more consistent with the natural materials used in the 
construction of the built landscape elements throughout the park. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option presents improvements to the view because of the 
removal of the Mabey bridge.  The character and quality of the introduced structural 
elements are consistent with the existing concrete steel bridge.  Viewer response 
predicted for this option is likely to be high positive due to recognition of correcting a 
failing facility and retention of current view quality. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant but positive.  The option closely emulates the style 
and characteristics of the current concrete steel bridge, and is improved compared to the 
no-build with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  As noted above, a high level of viewer 
response is expected but it will likely be highly positive. 
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Viewpoint No. 5:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1 is the steel tied-arch bridge. In this short distance view the elegant form of the 
arch is not evident.  The arches, ties, and the railing that protects the ties add elements 
and mass to the scene that divides the view into “corridors”.  The view becomes narrower 
than the current view.  The arches and ties also interrupt the view of the framing 
vegetation.  At this close distance the arches, ties, and roadside guiderail, suggest an 
industrial character, similar to the current Mabey bridge, that is not consistent with the 
form and materials used for many of the built features in the park.  
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option displays significant changes to the scene.  While there is 
a degree of historic precedent for this type of bridge, no current members of the viewer 
groups would have any memory of this style. Viewer response predicted for this option is 
likely to be high negative. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant.  At the distance of this viewpoint the light weight 
character of this option is not evident.  The changes will likely result in a high negative 
viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No.5:  Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B2 is the steel girder structure.  From this viewpoint the substructure is not 
visible.  The superstructure is almost identical to option A, which closely emulates the 
current bridge that exists below the Mabey bridge in the existing conditions/no build 
view.  The form line and textures of this option, in this view are very similar to the 
current bridge.  The proposed bridge is somewhat wider than the existing structure and 
occupies more of the view.  However it remains framed by and in balance with the 
existing vegetation.  The form, line and texture of the bridge are more consistent with the 
natural materials used in the construction of the built landscape elements throughout the 
park. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option presents improvements to the view because of the 
removal of the Mabey bridge.  The character and quality of the introduced structural 
elements are consistent with the existing stone bridge.  Viewer response predicted for this 
option is likely to be high positive due to recognition of correcting a failing facility and 
retention of current view quality. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for option B2 at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant but positive.  The option closely emulates the style 
and characteristics of the current stone bridge and is improved compared to the no-build 
with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  As noted above, a high level of viewer response 
is expected but it will likely be highly positive. 
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Viewpoint No. 6:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
 
Viewpoint No. 6 is located on the top of the promenade stairway above the northerly 
bank of the Niagara River.  The view is westerly along the bridge alignment for the 
mainland to Green Island bridge.  The viewpoint is above or superior to the bridge 
location. The foreground vegetation frames the view and focuses it to the mid center 
along the bridge alignment. The bridge is the focal point of the view; however the only 
structure visible is the temporary (Mabey) bridge, which sits on top of the concrete steel 
bridge, masking it totally.  The form and textures of the Mabey bridge are very industrial 
in nature and not compatible with the park setting.  While the line form and texture of the 
existing materials are out of character and lend a negative quality to the scene, the view is 
unified, intact, and compositionally balanced between the built forms and the vegetation.  
The view is of medium distance, terminated by the background vegetation.  As an 
existing or no-build condition this view is of medium quality.  The traffic control and 
construction area barriers are incidental and very temporary to protect visitors from the 
riverbank promenade construction underway.  These features were not considered in 
establishing the character and quality of this view. 
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Viewpoint No.6:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge that closely emulates the current bridge that 
exists below the Mabey bridge in the existing conditions/no-build view.  The form line 
and textures of this option emulate the concrete steel bridge.  The proposed bridge is 
somewhat wider than the existing bridge and occupies slightly more of the view.  
However it remains framed by and in balance with the existing vegetation.  The form, 
line and texture of the bridge are more consistent with the natural materials used in the 
construction of the built landscape elements throughout the park.  The view remains 
intact and unified.  The removal of the metal Mabey bridge expands the mid-ground and 
further balances the view and the ability to observe park visitor activity. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option presents improvements to the view because of the 
removal of the Mabey bridge.  The character and quality of the introduced structural 
elements are consistent with the existing concrete steel bridge.  Viewer response 
predicted for this option is likely to be high positive due to recognition of correcting a 
failing facility and retention of current view quality. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant but positive.  The option closely emulates the style 
and characteristics of the current concrete steel bridge, and is improved compared to the 
no-build with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  As noted above, a high level of viewer 
response is expected but it will likely be highly positive. 
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Viewpoint No. 6:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1 is the steel tied-arch bridge. In this mid distance view the elegant form of the 
arches is somewhat evident.  The arches, ties, and the railing that protects the ties add 
elements and mass to the scene that divides the view into “corridors”.  The view becomes 
narrower than the current view.  The arches and ties also interrupt the view of the mid 
and background vegetation.  At this middle distance the arches, ties, and roadside guide 
rail, present a character that is very different from the form line and texture of the 
materials used on the current bridges and for many of the built features in the park.  
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option displays significant changes to the scene.  While there is 
a degree of historic precedent for this type of bridge, no current members of the viewer 
groups would have any memory of this style. Viewer response predicted for this option is 
likely to be moderate to high negative due to the very different character of the structure. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant.  At the distance of this viewpoint the light weight 
character of this option is partially evident.  The changes will likely result in a high 
negative viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No.6:  Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B2 is the steel girder structure.  From this viewpoint the substructure is not 
visible.  The superstructure is almost identical to option A which closely emulates the 
current bridge that exists below the Mabey bridge in the existing conditions/no build 
view.  The form line and textures of this option, in this view are very similar to the 
current bridge.  The proposed bridge is somewhat wider than the existing structure and 
occupies more of the view.  However it remains framed by and in balance with the 
existing vegetation.  The form, line and texture of the bridge are more consistent with the 
natural materials used in the construction of the built landscape elements throughout the 
park. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option presents improvements to the view because of the 
removal of the Mabey bridge.  The character and quality of the introduced structural 
elements are consistent with the existing stone bridge.  Viewer response predicted for this 
option is likely to be high positive due to recognition of correcting a failing facility and 
retention of current view quality. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for option B2 at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant but positive.  The option closely emulates the style 
and characteristics of the current stone bridge and is improved compared to the no-build 
with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  As noted above, a high level of viewer response 
is expected but it will likely be highly positive. 
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Viewpoint No. 7A:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
 
Viewpoint 7A is located on the mainland to Green Island bridge.  The view is northerly 
toward the mainland and is similar to that of a pedestrian on the span. The view is 
somewhat short in length, has a strong central focus, and is balanced and unified. 
However the height of the viewpoint is artificially high as it is located on the deck of the 
temporary (Mabey) bridge which sits on top of the current concrete steel bridge, masking 
it totally.  The form and textures of the Mabey structure are very industrial in nature and 
not compatible with the park setting.  These features dominate the fore- and mid-ground.  
Their temporary nature creates an uncomfortable character.  As an existing or no-build 
condition this view is of low quality mainly due to the incompatible character of the 
Mabey bridge. 
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Viewpoint No.7A:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge similar to the current bridge that exists 
below the Mabey bridge in the existing conditions/no-build view.  The form line and 
textures of this option emulate the concrete steel bridge.  The proposed bridge is 
somewhat wider than the existing bridge and occupies slightly more of the view.  
However it remains framed by and in balance with the existing vegetation.  The form, 
line and texture of the bridge are more consistent with the natural materials used in the 
construction of the built landscape elements throughout the park.  The view remains 
strongly focused, intact and unified.  The removal of the metal Mabey bridge lowers the 
viewpoint and reveals more background vegetation and the stairway to the upper northern 
promenade. 
 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option presents improvements to the view because of the 
removal of the Mabey bridge.  The character and quality of the introduced structural 
elements are consistent with the existing concrete steel bridge.  Viewer response 
predicted for this option is likely to be high positive due to recognition of correcting a 
failing facility and retention and improvement of current view quality. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant but positive.  The option closely emulates the style 
and characteristics of the concrete steel bridge and is improved compared to the no-build 
with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  As noted above, a high level of viewer response 
is expected but it will likely be highly positive. 
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Viewpoint No. 7A:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1 is the steel tied-arch bridge. In this relatively short distance view the elegant 
form of the arches is only somewhat evident.  The arches, ties, and the railing that 
protects the ties add elements and mass to the scene that divides the view into 
“corridors”.  The main view becomes narrower than the current view.  The arches and 
ties also interrupt the view of the mid and background vegetation.  The view remains 
strongly focused and intact but there is less balance between the fore- and mid-ground 
components and the vegetation in the view.  The lower viewpoint position created by 
removing the Mabey bridge allows the promenade stairway to be part of the background.  
At this distance the arches, ties, and roadside guide rail, present a character that is very 
different from the form line and texture of the materials used on the current bridges and 
for many of the built features in the park.  
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option displays significant changes to the scene.  While there is 
a degree of historic precedent for this type of bridge, no current members of the viewer 
groups would have any memory of this style. Viewer response predicted for this option is 
likely to be high negative. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant.  At the distance of this viewpoint the light weight 
character of this option is not evident.  The changes will likely result in a high negative 
viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No.7A:  Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B2 is a steel girder structure.  From this viewpoint the substructure is not visible.  
The superstructure is almost identical to option A, similar to the current bridge that exists 
below the Mabey bridge in the existing conditions/no build view.  The form line and 
textures of this option emulate the current stone bridge.  The proposed bridge is 
somewhat wider than the existing structure and occupies slightly more of the view.  
However it remains framed by and in balance with the existing vegetation.  The form, 
line and texture of the bridge are more consistent with the natural materials used in the 
construction of the built landscape elements throughout the park.  The view remains 
strongly focused, intact and unified.  The removal of the metal Mabey structure lowers 
the viewpoint and reveals more background vegetation and the stairway to the upper 
northern promenade. 
 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option presents improvements to the view because of the 
removal of the Mabey bridge.  The character and quality of the introduced structural 
elements are consistent with the existing stone bridge.  Viewer response predicted for this 
option is likely to be high positive due to recognition of correcting a failing facility and 
retention and improvement of current view quality. 
 



54 
 

 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for optionB2 at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant but positive.  From this viewpoint the option closely 
emulates the style and characteristics of the current stone bridge and is improved 
compared to the no-build with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  As noted above, a high 
level of viewer response is expected but it will likely be highly positive. 
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Viewpoint No. 7B:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
 
Viewpoint No. 7B is located on the Green Island roadway that leads to the Green to Goat 
Island bridge.  The view is southerly toward Goat Island and is at the elevation of a 
pedestrian on route to Goat Island.  The view is of medium distance, terminated by the 
background vegetation and sloped lawn area on Goat Island.  The mid-ground vegetation 
frames the view and focuses it to the background center along the bridge alignment.  The 
bridge is the prominent feature in the mid-ground of the view; however the only 
component visible is the temporary (Mabey) bridge which sits on top of the current 
concrete steel bridge masking it totally.  The form and textures of the Mabey structure are 
very industrial in nature and not compatible with the park setting.  While the line, form, 
and texture of the existing materials are out of character and lend a negative quality to the 
scene, the view is unified, intact, and compositionally balanced between the built forms 
and the vegetation.    As an existing or no-build condition this view is of medium quality.  
The traffic control and construction area barriers are incidental and very temporary to 
protect visitors from the deck repairs underway.  These features were not considered in 
establishing the character and quality of this view. 
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Viewpoint No.7B:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge similar to the current bridge that exists 
below the Mabey bridge in the existing conditions/no-build view.  The form, line, and 
textures of this option emulate the current concrete steel bridge.  The proposed bridge is 
somewhat wider than the existing bridge and occupies slightly more of the view.  
However it remains framed by and in balance with the existing vegetation.  The form, 
line, and texture of the bridge are more consistent with the natural materials used in the 
construction of the built landscape elements throughout the park.  The view remains 
strongly focused, intact, and unified.  The removal of the metal Mabey structure lowers 
the viewpoint and reveals more background vegetation and provides a slightly wider view 
of the sloped lawn area on Goat Island at the background plane of the view. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option presents improvements to the view because of the 
removal of the Mabey bridge.  The character and quality of the introduced structural 
elements are consistent with the existing concrete steel bridge.  Viewer response 
predicted for this option is likely to be high positive due to recognition of correcting a 
failing facility and retention and improvement of current view quality. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant but positive.  The option closely emulates the style 
and characteristics of the current concrete steel bridge and is improved compared to the 
no-build with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  As noted above, a high level of viewer 
response is expected but it will likely be highly positive. 
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Viewpoint No. 7B:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1 is the steel tied-arch bridge. This option seems to change the view from mid-
distant to a short distance view length. As such, the elegant form of the arches is not 
evident.  The arches, ties, and the railing that protects the ties, become more details than 
part of an overall form.  They are also added elements and mass to the scene that divides 
the view into “corridors”.  The main view becomes narrower than the current view.  The 
arches and ties also interrupt and reduce the view of the mid and background vegetation.  
The view remains strongly focused and intact, but there is less balance between the fore- 
and mid-ground components and the vegetation in the view.  At this distance the arches, 
ties, and roadside guide rail, present a character that is very different from the form line 
and texture of the materials used on the current bridges, and for many of the built features 
in the park.  
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option displays significant changes to the scene.  While there is 
a degree of historic precedent for this type of bridge, no current members of the viewer 
groups would have any memory of this style. Viewer response predicted for this option is 
likely to be high negative. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant.  At the distance of this viewpoint the light weight 
character of this option is not evident.  The changes will likely result in a high negative 
viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No.7B: Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B2 is a steel girder structure.  From this viewpoint the substructure is not visible.  
The superstructure is almost identical to option A, which is similar to the current bridge 
that exists below the Mabey bridge in the existing conditions/no build view.  The form 
line and textures of this option from this view emulate the current stone bridge.  The 
proposed bridge is somewhat wider than the existing structure and occupies slightly more 
of the view.  However it remains framed by and in balance with the existing vegetation.  
The form, line and texture of the bridge are more consistent with the natural materials 
used in the construction of the built landscape elements throughout the park.  The view 
remains strongly focused, intact and unified.  The removal of the metal Mabey structure 
lowers the viewpoint and reveals more background vegetation and provides a slightly 
wider view of the sloped lawn area on Goat Island at the back ground plane of the view. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The main viewer groups affected by the changes at this viewpoint are the pedestrian and 
motorist tourists and worker/residents that may be using the proposed bridge sidewalks or 
roadway.  The completed option presents improvements to the view because of the 
removal of the Mabey bridge.  The character and quality of the introduced structural 
elements are consistent with the existing stone bridge.  Viewer response predicted for this 
option is likely to be high positive due to recognition of correcting a failing facility and 
retention and improvement of current view quality. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for option B2 at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are significant but positive.  The option closely emulates the style 
and characteristics of the current stone bridge and is improved compared to the no-build 
with the removal of the Mabey bridge.  As noted above, a high level of viewer response 
is expected but it will likely be highly positive. 
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Viewpoint No. 8:  Existing Conditions/No-Build Option 
 

 
 
Viewpoint No. 8 is located outside of Niagara Falls State Park on the Canadian side of 
the Niagara River.  It is on the promenade that runs along the bluffs above the westerly 
bank of the river.  The view is easterly toward the American Falls, which is in the mid-
ground and dominates this powerful and memorable scene.  The large sky area is 
balanced by the dynamic “weight” of the falls and the framing foreground and 
background vegetation.  The view to the project location is distant, and the existing 
bridge blends with the background vegetation and is hardly significant.  The scene is 
highly intact, even the large buildings in the background do little to intrude or interrupt 
the composition. The view is unified by the dominance of the falls and extremely 
balanced.  This view as an existing or no-build condition presents distinct and dynamic 
character that is of extremely high quality.  It represents one of many memorable views 
available throughout the project viewshed. 
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Viewpoint No.8:  Option A - Traditional Concrete Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option A is a traditional concrete arch bridge that closely emulates the existing bridge.  
All view characteristics and qualities described for the existing/no-build option are 
maintained.  The dimensional changes to the bridge are meaningless to this view as they 
are totally imperceptible.  The line, form, texture and mass of the bridge are almost 
identical to the current structure from this viewpoint.  There is no noticeable change to 
the view with this option. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian that may be using the bluff side promenade and overlooks above the west bank 
of the Niagara River in Canada.  Little to no viewer response is predicted for this option 
at this viewpoint. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option A at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are slight, with no change to significant visual resources.  The 
option closely emulates the style and characteristics of the existing. 
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Viewpoint No. 8:  Option B1 - Steel Tied-Arch Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B1 is a steel tied-arch bridge.  Visually it is significantly different from the 
current concrete steel bridge.  The superstructure is higher and therefore is visible against 
the background vegetation.  However the bridge is lighter in mass, and the line, form, and 
texture present an airy and elegant sense.  There are only two spans and one pier visible 
and the deck is thin but at this distance only allows the rapids to be slightly more visible. 
The superstructure arches being visible changes the character of the scene substantially, 
because in the existing condition and in Option A, the bridge is almost non-existent and 
appears as an extension of the vegetation behind the falls. 
 
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian that may be using the bluff side promenade and overlooks above the west bank 
of the Niagara River in Canada.  While there is a degree of historic precedent for this type 
of bridge, no current members of the viewer groups would have any memory of this style.  
A moderate to high response to the changes in the scene is predicted. 
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Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for Option B1 at this viewpoint is one of high visual impact.  
While changes to the scene are significant they are not necessarily negative.  The light 
weight character of this option actually allows natural features to become stronger 
elements within the view.  However, the changes will likely result in a high negative 
viewer response. 
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Viewpoint No.8:  Option B2 – Steel Girder Bridge 
 

 
 
Option B2 is a steel girder structure.  The design is significantly different from the 
current stone arch bridge.  The bridge superstructure and structural elements are narrow 
and very linear and streamlined.  However the dimensional material and form changes to 
the bridge are almost meaningless to this view because of its extreme distance.  The 
changes and related potential impacts to the scene are nearly imperceptible. 
    
Predicted Viewer Response   
The most significant viewer group affected by the changes at this viewpoint is the tourist-
pedestrian that may be using the bluff side promenade and overlooks above the west bank 
of the Niagara River in Canada.  Little to no viewer response is predicted for this option 
at this viewpoint. 
 
Resultant Impact Rating 
The resultant impact rating for option B2 at this viewpoint is one of low visual impact.  
Changes to the scene are slight, with no change to significant visual resources.  The 
option while significantly different in design, the changes are nearly imperceptible.  The 
removal of the Mabey bridge improves the view. 
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Summary of Impacts 
 
Table VIA-2 below summarizes the predicted viewer response and resultant visual 
impact rating for each option at the selected viewpoint locations. 
 

Table VIA-2 Summary of Viewer Response and Resultant Impact Rating 
 
 

Viewer Group Response/Resultant Impact 
Viewpoint Tourist Worker/Resident Resultant 

Impact Pedestrian Motorist Pedestrian Motorist 
VP-1,  
Option A 

High 
Positive 

N/A High Positive N/A Low 

VP-1,  
Option B1 

Moderate to 
High 

Negative 

N/A Moderate to 
High 

Negative 

N/A Moderate 

VP-1,  
Option B2 

Moderate to 
High 

Negative 

N/A Moderate to 
High 

Negative 

N/A Moderate 

VP-2,  
Option A 

High 
Positive 

N/A High Positive N/A Low 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
This draft evaluation is intended to analyze alternatives that avoid 4(f) properties and to determine if they 
are feasible and prudent.  This evaluation references the project’s Design Report/Environmental 
Assessment. 
 
This draft evaluation does not identify a selected alternative or make feasible and prudent determinations.  
The discussion reserved for the final 4(f) evaluation is beyond the scope of this draft evaluation.   
 
This draft evaluation provides an overview of the Section 4(f) regulatory requirements; describes the 
project as well as its purpose and need; describes the Section 4(f) properties and potential impacts to 
them from the project; analyzes avoidance alternatives and measures to mitigate harm to the Section 4(f) 
property and outlines the coordination with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) properties. 
 
The draft evaluation identified historic properties that are listed on, and eligible for, inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places are located within the project’s area of potential effect.  The Niagara 
Falls State Park and two archeological sites, which qualify as Section 4(f) resources are known to 
represent the historic sites potentially affected by this project.  Additionally, as a publicly owned park, the 
Niagara Falls State Park qualifies for protection under Section 4(f).  FHWA determines whether properties 
qualify as Section 4(f) resources.   
 
A preferred alternative has not yet been identified.       
   
Once a preferred alternative has been identified, a final Section 4(f) evaluation will be prepared that 
includes the information included in the draft evaluation, plus additional information. 
 
Following coordination with the applicable regulatory and resource agencies, NYSDOT will issue a Final 
Section 4(f) Statement regarding the Section 4(f) resources.   

 
 

1.0   REGULATORY SETTING 
 
Section 4(f) (49 United States Code [U.S.C.] 303) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 applies 
to publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges and publicly or privately owned 
significant historic properties. The requirements of Section 4(f) apply only to agencies within the United 
States Department of Transportation (USDOT) such as the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Section 4(f) requires that special effort should be made to 
preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public parks and recreation lands, wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, and archaeological and historic sites (sites listed on or determined to be eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places [NRHP]), and that measures should be undertaken to 
maintain or enhance the natural beauty of lands crossed by transportation activities or facilities. Section 
4(f) prohibits FHWA from approving the use of any Section 4(f) resource for a transportation project, 
except under the following conditions: 
 

1. there is no feasible and prudent alternative that would avoid the use of the Section 4(f) resource, 
and 

2. the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to that property (23 CFR 774.3(a)). 
 
Section 6009 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (SAFETEA-LU), enacted in 2005, amended Section 4(f) legislation at both Title 49 U.S.C Section 
303 and Title 23 U.S.C. Section 138 to simplify the process and approval of projects that have only de 
minimis impacts on Section 4(f) properties. Under these provisions, once FHWA determines that a 
transportation use of Section 4(f) property results in a de minimis impact, an analysis of avoidance 
alternatives is not required and the Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete. 
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In response to SAFETEA-LU, both FHWA and the FTA proposed comprehensive changes to their 
Section 4(f) regulations. The new regulations are codified at 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 774. 
The new regulations incorporate the de minimis use requirements and include a new definition of “all 
possible planning to minimize harm” as well as a list of factors to consider in determining which 
alternatives minimize overall harm. This evaluation has been developed in accordance with 23 CFR Part 
774 – Parks, Recreation Areas, Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges, and Historic Sites (Section 4(f)). 
 
This Section 4(f) analysis: 

 Determines the applicability of Section 4(f) to parks and recreation areas within the Study Area for 
the American Falls Bridges (Project); 

 Determines the applicability of Section 4(f) to historic sites identified through the Section 106 
process for the Project; 

 Assesses use of identified Section 4(f) properties under the Rehabilitation and Replacement 
Alternatives; and 

 Presents supporting documentation for FHWA to make a Section 4(f) approval. 
 
This evaluation also summarizes coordination with the officials with jurisdiction for Section 4(f) resources, 
including the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP).  
 
 
2.0  PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of this project is to build safe, structurally sound bridges that provide multi-modal access 
between Mainland USA, Green Island, and Goat Island within Niagara Falls State Park.  The bridge from 
the mainland to Green Island is BIN 5522000, and the Green Island to Goat Island bridge is BIN 
5522010.  The need for the project is caused by the deterioration and identified structural deficiencies of 
the two existing bridges associated with this project, the American Falls Bridges.  The existing bridges are 
both stone-faced concrete arches built in 1900-1901 that provide pedestrian access, and previously 
trolley access over the Niagara River.  Both bridges were closed in 2004, and temporary (Mabey) bridges 
were installed over each bridge in order to maintain the function of pedestrian access between the 
mainland and Goat Island, while temporarily losing the function of carrying park trolleys from the mainland 
to Goat Island.  To travel from the mainland to Goat Island, park trolleys are now required to leave the 
park, use the nearby general transportation infrastructure, and access Goat Island by way of the 
American Rapids Bridge located upstream and approximately one thousand feet easterly of the American 
Falls Bridges.  The temporary bridges are not acceptable long term because they are not consistent with 
the character of the area, they restrict views of the American Falls and the rapids immediately above the 
Falls, they are substantially narrower than the existing bridges, and are inaccessible to trolleys.  Figure 1 
depicts the boundaries of Niagara Falls State Park, the two bridges subject to the proposed action and 
the approximate boundaries of the construction zone, where construction may potentially occur as 
determined during the preliminary project design. 
 
 
3.0  PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
 
Project alternatives were developed in order to address and meet the project objectives outlined in the 
Design Report/Environmental Assessment.   
 
Alternatives under consideration include: (1) Null/Maintenance; (2A) Structure Rehabilitation; (2B) Partial 
Pier Rehabilitation and (3) Replacement.  The alternatives are summarized briefly as follows, and 
discussed in greater detail in Section 3.2 of the Design Report/Environmental Assessment.      
 
Alternative 1, Null/Maintenance:  The Null/Maintenance Alternative would involve simply leaving the 
bridges as they currently exist, with the temporary (Mabey) bridges situated over the concrete arch 
bridges with no improvements other than routine maintenance.  Under the null/maintenance alternative, 
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the bridge owner (NYSOPRHP) would attempt to maintain pedestrian access and structural integrity by 
performing repairs sufficient to sustain existing conditions.   
 
Under the null/maintenance alternative, accessibility for future repairs would be obstructed by the 
temporary (Mabey) bridges.  The physical presence of the temporary bridges would continue to block 
views of the American Falls and the rapids, and continue to complicate future bridge inspections.  The 
temporary bridges would also continue to obstruct access to the waterlines, sewer lines, and other utilities 
carried by the bridges.  
 
The work required to correct existing structural deficiencies is beyond the scope of routine maintenance 
under the null/maintenance alternative.  The null/maintenance alternative would therefore result in the 
continued deterioration of the bridges.  Continued deterioration of the bridges would create the need for 
increased maintenance, possibly involving repeated closures for emergency repair work, and would lead 
to increasingly restrictive load posting, and eventually complete closure. 
 
Therefore, the null/maintenance alternative will not be considered further, except to be carried forward as 
a benchmark for comparison. 
 
Alternative 2A, Structure Rehabilitation:  As described in the Design Report, the arch portion of each 
structure is in poor condition with deteriorated concrete and deteriorating reinforcing steel. The complete 
removal of the concrete arches would be required, while the existing piers and abutments would be left in 
place. Under this alternative, extensive repairs would be made to all structural systems and appurtenant 
features of the two bridges (BINs 5522000 and BIN 5522010).  This would require: 

 Dewatering of areas of the riverbed, via cofferdams, to create a dry working area 
 Removal of the temporary (Mabey) bridge. This would be done to expose the concrete arch 

bridges,  
 Complete removal of the concrete arches, while leaving the piers and abutments in place.  
 Removal of bridge features such as pavement, sidewalks, parapet walls, earth fill and stone 

facing;  
 Minor repairs to the piers and abutments, including removal of gunite coating and repair of 

concrete. 
 Reconstruction of the concrete arches. Replacement of earth fill, pavement, sidewalks, parapet 

walls, and stone facing. 
 Reconstruction of the approach roads and pathways, landscaping, lighting, and possibly other 

utilities within the existing alignment. 
 

Rehabilitation of a portion of the piers of BIN 5522000 is considered feasible because the micropiles 
installed in 2013 are structurally sound.  Rehabilitation of a portion of the piers of BIN 5522000 is 
discussed further below, as a feasible alternative. 
 
The deteriorated condition of the existing bridges is such that rehabilitation of the superstructure of BIN 
5522000 and rehabilitation of the entire BIN 5522010 are not considered feasible.  Therefore, the 
structure rehabilitation alternative is not feasible and it is not discussed further in this evaluation.   
 
Alternative 2B, Partial Pier Rehabilitation: This alternative includes the re-use of existing micropiles at 
the piers of BIN 5522000.  
 
This would require: 

 Dewatering of areas of the riverbed, via cofferdams, to create a dry working area 
 Removal of the temporary (Mabey) bridge. 
 Complete removal of the concrete arches. 
 Reuse of the micropiles at the piers of BIN 5522000. Removal of the existing concrete 

surrounding the micropiles, installation of dowels into the existing concrete between the 
micropiles, installation of additional micropiles and placement of a reinforcing cage around each 
pier;  
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 Complete replacement of BIN 5522010. 
 Reconstruction and widening of the approach roads and pathways, landscaping, lighting, and 

possibly other utilities. 
 

This alternative is only feasible if the new bridge is constructed on the same alignment and with the same 
span configuration.   
 
Alternative 3, Replacement:  Under the Replacement Alternative, the existing bridges would be 
completely removed, and new bridges would be constructed.  Alternative 3 has two alignment options:  
replace the bridges on the existing alignment or replace one or both bridges on a new horizontal 
alignment. 
 
The design report for this project describes optional types of replacement bridges, but for the purposes of 
this 4(f) evaluation, the type of bridge is not considered relevant.  
 
Other work associated with the Replacement Alternative would include: 

 Reconstruction and widening of the approach roads and pathways, landscaping, lighting, and 
possibly other utilities; 

 Dewatering of areas of the riverbed and installation of cofferdams upstream of the existing 
bridges to create a dry working area.  

 
The Replacement Alternative is feasible alternative for this project. 

 
Plan View Drawings and Typical Sections 
 
Attached to this evaluation are several plan view drawings that depict the areal extent of the proposed 
project under the alternatives listed above.  These drawings include: 

 Drawing No. A-2 Sheet Nos 1-4 which depict plan views of existing conditions and the areal 
extents of proposed project under the Null/Maintenance and Structure Rehabilitation Alternatives; 

 Drawing No. A-6 Sheet Nos 1-4; which depict plan views of proposed conditions under the Partial 
Pier Rehabilitation and Replacement Alternatives on the existing horizontal alignment; 

 Drawing No. A-10 Sheet Nos 1-4; which depict plan views of proposed conditions under the 
Partial Pier Rehabilitation and Replacement Alternatives following a new horizontal alignment; 

 Drawing No. A-4, Sheet No. 2 which depicts the typical roadway section for Green Island under 
existing conditions (i.e. the Null/Maintenance and Structure Rehabilitation Alternatives); and  

 Drawing No. A-14, Sheet No. 1 which depicts the typical roadway section for Green Island under 
proposed conditions (i.e. the Partial Pier Rehabilitation and Replacement Alternatives).             

 
 
4.0  IDENTIFICATION OF SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES 
 
The Study Area is identified in Figure 1 and includes the boundaries of Niagara Falls State Park, the two 
bridges subject to the proposed action, and the approximate boundaries of the construction zone. 
 
FHWA determines whether properties qualify as Section 4(f) resources.  
 
4.1.  Section 4(f) Historic Sites  
 
Section 4(f) historic sites are identified through the consultation process established under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulation, 36 CFR Part 800, 
Protection of Historic Properties.  Buildings, structures, objects and architectural districts listed in, or 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are considered Section 
4(f) properties. To date, Niagara Falls State Park and two archeological sites within the park are known to 
represent the historic sites potentially affected by this project.  
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The State Reservation at Niagara (now Niagara Falls State Park) was listed on the NRHP on October 
15, 1966 as Niagara Reservation, No. 66000555.  The park is also recognized as a National Historic 
Landmark.   
 
The American Falls Bridges, built in 1900 – 1901, are contributing elements of the NRHP-listed park.   
 
Archaeological sites listed on or eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, including those discovered during 
construction, are protected by Section 4(f), with certain exceptions (23 CFR 774.11(f)).  Section 4(f) does 
not apply if FHWA, after consultation with the official with jurisdiction, determines that “the archaeological 
resource is important chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and has minimal value for 
preservation in place” (23 CFR 774.13(b) (1)).    
 
Consultation with the New York State Historic Preservation Office (NYSHPO) was initiated in March 2014 
and included the submittal of the Phase IA/IB Cultural Resource Survey and request for review and 
comment.  In April 2014, NYSHPO indicated that they would require additional site investigation in order 
to make an impact determination.  These evaluations included an additional Phase IB archeological 
reconnaissance survey and a Phase II Site Examination.  The additional investigation was conducted at 
the site in December 2014 in accordance with the New York Archaeological Council’s Standards for 
Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections (1994), which are 
endorsed by NYSOPRHP. A report entitled Additional Phase IB Archeological Reconnaissance and 
Phase II Site Evaluations of the Goat Island Site (A06340.001961) and the Green Island Site 
(A06340.001962) has been prepared according to NYSOPRHP’s State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) Phase I Archaeological Report Format Requirements (2005).  Based upon the analysis provided 
in archaeological report, both the Goat Island and Green Island Sites are considered to be archaeological 
sites eligible for individual listing on the NRHP.    
 
The Section 106 process may determine these two archaeological sites could be affected by the project.   
 
4.2 Parks, Recreation Areas, and Refuges 
 
Public lands that may qualify for protection under Section 4(f) are parks and recreation areas of national, 
state, or local significance that are both publicly owned and open to the public, and wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges.  Within the context of Section 4(f), the land must be officially designated as a park or recreation 
area by a federal, state or local governmental agency and the official with jurisdiction over the land has 
determined that its primary purpose is a park or recreation area.   
 
Niagara Falls State Park, where the project is located, is owned by the State of New York, and is 
operated and maintained by the New York State Office of Parks Recreation and Historic Preservation 
(NYSOPRHP).  This is the only park and recreational resource within the Study Area.  Niagara Falls State 
Park includes land located on the mainland southerly of the Robert Moses Parkway as well as several 
islands within the Niagara River, including Goat Island and Green Island.  The park is the oldest state 
park in the nation, was established in 1885 and then known as the State Reservation at Niagara.  The 
park provides scenic overlooks to the rapids of the Niagara River above the American and Canadian Falls 
as well as scenic overlooks of the two falls themselves. 
 
This park is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and is a National Historic Landmark. As a 
publicly owned park, the Niagara Falls State Park qualifies as a Section 4(f) resource. 
 
The project does not involve work in, or adjacent to, a wildlife or waterfowl refuges. 
 
 
5.0  USES OF SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES 
 
As described above, Niagara Falls State Park and the Goat Island and Green Island Archaeological Sites 
represent the historic resources and Niagara Falls State Park represents a park and recreational 
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resource potentially affected by this project.  This assertion requires a determination by NYSDOT, 
concurrence by NYSOPRHP, via the 106 Process (see Section 8 of this evaluation). 
 
23 CFR 774.17 regulations require the evaluation of the potential for a “use” of identified Section 4(f) 
properties within the project area, and FHWA is responsible for determining whether a project would 
result in the “use” of a Section 4(f) resource.  This determination is made based on information developed 
during the SEQRA process and considers input received from officials with jurisdiction over the Section 
4(f) resource. 
 
FHWA regulations define three types of “uses” of 4(f) resources: 
 

1. When the resource is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility, except as set forth in 
Section 774.11 and 774.13; 

2. When there is a temporary occupancy of the land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s 
preservation purpose as determined by criteria in Section 774.13(d); or 

3. When there is a constructive use of Section 4(f) property as determined by the criteria in Section 
774.15.  

 
A temporary occupancy results when a Section 4(f) property is not permanently incorporated in a 
transportation facility, but is needed for construction-related activities that are considered to be adverse. 
Under the provisions of 23 CFR 774.13(d), temporary occupancies of land may be “so minimal as to not 
constitute a use within the meaning of Section 4(f).”   
 
A constructive use occurs when a transportation project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) 
property, “but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.”  The 
regulations state that a substantial impairment occurs “only when the protected activities, features, or 
attributes of the resource are substantially diminished” (23 CFR 774.15(a)).   
 
Under certain circumstances, FHWA may grant Section 4(f) approval by making a de minimis impact 
determination.  For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact is one 
that will not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the property for protection 
under Section 4(f). (23 CFR 774.17)  In making this determination, FHWA must consider any avoidance, 
minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures that have been incorporated into the project.  An 
analysis of “feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives” is not required for de minimis. FHWA’s finding of 
de minimis use requires the concurrence of the authority with jurisdiction over the resource, and an 
opportunity for public review and comment.  The public involvement requirements associated with the 
SEQRA process satisfy the public notice and comment requirements for a Section 4(f) de minimis impact 
finding.  When a finding of de minimis use is made for a Section 4(f) resource, the requirements of 
Section 4(f) are satisfied.   
 
A finding of “no use” is made when an alternative avoids any direct physical impact on a Section 4(f) 
property and there would be no constructive or temporary use.  For historic properties, this Section 4(f) 
finding of “no use” generally corresponds to a finding of “no effect” or “no historic properties affected” as a 
result of the Section 106 process. 
 
5.1 Alternative 1, Null/Maintenance 
 
The Null/Maintenance Alternative would not result in the use of any Section 4(f) resources. 
 
5.2 Alternative 2B, Partial Pier Rehabilitation 
 
Historic Sites 
The reconstruction of the BINs 5522000 and 5522010 would represent a use of these two contributing 
elements of the Niagara Falls State Park as a historic site.  
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A use of Goat Island archaeological site will be avoided under this alternative.  However; although 
measures will be taken to minimize harm (see Section 7.0), the existing road and sidewalks will be 
widened and additional grading will be required on Green Island. These activities may result in the use of 
the Green Island archeological site, a potentially NRHP-eligible site. Archaeologically sensitive areas 
will need to be monitored during construction by qualified professional archaeologists, to ensure that any 
resources that may be present beneath deep fill or existing pavement are appropriately addressed in 
accordance with anticipated Section 106 obligations.  In the event that additional archaeological 
resources are encountered during construction, the applicability of Section 4(f) will be determined by the 
FHWA, in coordination with NYSDOT, and in consultation with NYSHPO. 
 
Parks/Recreation Areas 
The rehabilitation of the two bridges between the mainland and Goat Island within Niagara Falls State 
Park will require replacing existing pavement with new pavement within an existing park.  Reconstruction 
of the bridges will result in changes to the existing approaches to the bridges. It is expected that FHWA 
will determine that the proposed construction will not constitute a transportation use of this 4(f) 
resource as a park/recreation area. Additionally, the project would not result in a constructive use of 
the park because there will be no substantial impairment of the activities, features, or attributes that 
qualify Niagara Falls State Park for Section 4(f) protection as a publicly owned park. 
 
5.3 Alternative 3, Replacement 
 
Historic Sites 
The reconstruction of the BINs 5522000 and 5522010 would represent a use of these two contributing 
elements of the Niagara Falls State Park as a historic site.  
 
A use of Goat Island archaeological site will be avoided under this alternative.  However; although 
measures will be taken to minimize harm (see Section 7.0), the existing road and sidewalks will be 
widened and additional grading will be required on Green Island. These activities may result in the use of 
the Green Island archeological site, a potentially NRHP-eligible site. Archaeologically sensitive areas 
will need to be monitored during construction by qualified professional archaeologists, to ensure that any 
resources that may be present beneath deep fill or existing pavement are appropriately addressed in 
accordance with anticipated Section 106 obligations.  In the event that additional archaeological 
resources are encountered during construction, the applicability of Section 4(f) will be determined by the 
FHWA, in coordination with NYSDOT, and in consultation with NYSHPO. 
 
Parks/Recreation Areas 
The rehabilitation of the two bridges between the mainland and Goat Island within Niagara Falls State 
Park will require replacing existing pavement with new pavement within an existing park.  Replacement of 
the bridges will result in changes to the existing approaches to the bridges. It is expected that FHWA will 
determine that the proposed construction will not constitute a transportation use of this 4(f) resource as 
a park/recreation area. Additionally, the project would not result in a constructive use of the park 
because there will be no substantial impairment of the activities, features, or attributes that qualify 
Niagara Falls State Park for Section 4(f) protection as a publicly owned park. 
 
 
6.0  AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES 
 
FHWA, is required to avoid and, where avoidance is not feasible and prudent, minimize the use of public 
parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges and historic sites by a project. Unless the use of a 
Section 4(f) property is determined to have a de minimis impact, FHWA must determine that no feasible 
and prudent avoidance alternative exists before approving the use of such land (See 23 CFR 774.3). The 
Section 4(f) regulations refer to an alternative that would not require the use of any Section 4(f) property 
as an avoidance alternative. Feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives are those that avoid using any 
Section 4(f) property and do not cause other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweigh 
the importance of protecting the Section 4(f) property (23 CFR 774.17). 
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Other than the Null/Maintenance Alternative, there is no alternative that would completely avoid the use of 
any Section 4(f) property, since the use of the bridges, which are two contributing elements to the NRHP-
listed Niagara Falls State Park, is required to meet the purpose and need for the project. The deteriorated 
condition of the existing bridges requires the full replacement of both bridges. Location alternatives, 
different modes of transportation and alignment shifts are irrelevant because the bridges require 
replacement to meet the purpose and need of the project.     
 
It is expected that following the required reviews the proposed construction will not constitute a 
transportation use of this 4(f) resource as a park/recreation area. Additionally, the project would not result 
in a constructive use of the park because there will be no substantial impairment of the activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify Niagara Falls State Park for Section 4(f) protection as a publicly owned 
park. 
 
Design modifications were also examined to determine if avoidance of specific Section 4(f) resources is 
possible. Avoidance of the Goat Island archaeological site is feasible.  On Green Island it appears that 
most archaeological deposits are buried fairly deeply. Shallow areas of deposits were identified in the 
northeasterly portion of the island and within the northwesterly portion of the island.  The vertical and 
horizontal boundaries of the archeological sites as related to specific construction activities are subject to 
further review.           
 
 
7.0 MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM 
 
Measures to minimize harm, including avoidance, minimization, and enhancement measures will need to 
be incorporated into the project.  
 
The following paragraphs summarize anticipated efforts to be taken to avoid and minimize impacts to the 
Section 4(f) resources for the project.  Chapter 3 of the Design Report/Environmental Assessment details 
the technical and engineering characteristics of the considered alternatives.  It is anticipated that future 
edits to this evaluation will describe and document past, current, and future coordination efforts 
associated with Section 4(f) approvals for the project.  Future additions to this evaluation will also 
document consultation efforts to avoid or minimize effects on historic properties.  Based on input from the 
public, involved agencies, consulting parties, and the NYSOPRHP, it is anticipated that design 
modifications will be incorporated into the project to avoid and minimize harm to Section 4(f) properties, 
while still meeting the purpose and need of the project. 
 

 Proposed green space improvements on Green Island following the removal and reconstruction 
of the two American Falls bridges would be consistent with and enhance the character of the 
setting within the park.  Further consultation with NYSOPRHP will take place during final design 
to ensure maintenance of the historic integrity of the park. 
 

 Maintaining the safe passage of users of Niagara Falls State Park during construction of the 
project would mitigate potential construction-related impacts.  Appropriate warning signs and 
fencing would be installed or erected.   

 
Archeological monitoring in and around the bridge abutments will be warranted due to the needed depths 
of excavation for removal and replacement of the existing abutments. An avoidance and monitoring plan 
and protocol for the work to be conducted on Green Island should be developed in coordination with 
NYSHPO. The plan should clearly describe both the long-term and short-term effects of the chosen 
alternative on the archeological resources of the islands, and include long-term and short-term protective 
measures with respect to identified archeological resources. The plan should include a protocol for the 
investigation, recordation, documentation, and analysis of uncovered deposits and features. The plan 
should also include a chain of command, the anticipated support needed from the construction contractor, 
an estimate of potential work stoppages, an unanticipated discoveries plan, and a method of 
disseminating information to relevant parties. The monitoring plan should also include a schedule for the 
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analysis of the recovered artifacts, report writing protocols, and protocols for delivery of artifacts to a 
suitable repository. 
     
 
8.0 COORDINATION 
 
The Section 4(f) evaluation requires coordination with the officials with jurisdiction including NYSHPO for 
Section 4(f) historic sites, and NYSOPRHP as owner and administrator of Niagara Falls State Park.  In 
addition, impact findings require coordination for public notice and comment on the Section 4(f) 
determinations. 
 
It is anticipated that coordination requirements for Niagara Falls State Park as a Section 4(f) historic site 
will be met through the Section 106 process.  Consultation with NYSHPO was initiated in March 2014 and 
included the submittal of the Phase IA/IB Cultural Resource Survey and request for review and comment.  
In April 2014 NYSHPO indicated that they would require additional site evaluations in order to make an 
impact determination.  These evaluations included an additional Phase IB archeological reconnaissance 
as well as a Phase II Site Examination.  These additional evaluations were conducted at the site in 
December 2014 and a report detailing the findings of these evaluations was subsequently prepared.  
 
Future anticipated consultation with NYSHPO will include an assessment of the project's effects, a 
process that will also involve the participation of Section 106 Consulting Parties. Section 106 Consulting 
Parties will be invited to articulate their views regarding the project’s effects on historic sites and will need 
to be provided an opportunity to review and comment on the Section 106 Finding Documentation.   
 
NYSDOT will provide summary documentation for the Section 106 finding of effects to NYSHPO.  FHWA 
will need to review documentation submitted by NYSDOT.  FHWA will need to note that the public was 
afforded an opportunity to comment during various meetings, and will have an additional opportunity to 
comment during a public hearing and comment period for the Design Report and Environmental 
Assessment.   
 
In addition to providing summary documentation, NYSDOT will request that NYSHPO provide written 
concurrence.   
 
It is anticipated that the public involvement requirements for the project's impact findings will be satisfied 
by providing opportunities for comment at public meetings, a public review period for the Design Report 
and Environmental Assessment, and a public hearing. 
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FIGURES 
 Figure 1 – General Study Area

 Plan View Drawings and Typical Sections
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APPENDIX C. 
Traffic Information 

Pedestrian Generator Checklist 
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APPENDIX D. 
Structures Information  
Load Rating Viability BINs 5522000 and 5522010 
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APPENDIX E. 
Public Involvement Plan and Input from 

Stakeholders Including Public 
Public Involvement Plan 

Public Input from September 23, 2014 Public Information Meeting 
Tom Acara 9/24/14 

Lewis Buttery Sept. 23, 2014 
Bernadette Brennen Sept. 23, 2014 

Tony James Sept. 23, 2014 
Mary Sutter Sept. 23, 2014 

Teresa Lasher Winslow Sept. 23, 2014 
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APPENDIX E-1. 
Public Involvement Plan  



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN 
 
Name of Preparer: Ron Centola, P.E., Ravi Engineering & Land Surveying, P.C.  
Date Updated:  9/17/2014 (Original) , Revised 10/13/2015 
PIN:  5760.40 
Route/Description:  Rehabilitation or Replacement of Bridges over American Rapids (Niagara River) to 

Goat Island, Niagara County. 
Municipality (s):  City of Niagara Falls, Niagara Falls State Park 
Current Phase (check one)     Scoping X Phase I-IV    Phase V-VI     Construction      Other 
 
Project Schedule as of Date Prepared: 
 
IPP Approval: 
Scoping Approval: 
PS&E: 
Construction Begins: 

Fall 2012 
November 27, 2013 
TBD 
TBD 

 
Design Approval: 
 
Construction Completion: 

 
Summer 2016 
 
TBD 

Funding has not been identified for final design or construction.  A schedule will be developed once funding is 
secured.  

 
1.  IPP update 

 
List changes that have occurred since IPP: 

• Consultant team headed by GPI selected for design services 
 
2.  Project Data 

 
Funding: TBD 

  Fed-Aid NHS X Fed-Aid Non-NHS    100% State (Assumed) Check Project 
Type (s): 

NEPA: 
    NEPA Class I     NEPA Class II   X NEPA Class III 

 SEQR: 
X SEQR Non-Type II     SEQR Type II 

 
Brief Description of Project Work:  Two concrete and masonry arches within Niagara Falls State Park 
provide multi-modal access over the American Rapids from the USA mainland to Green Island and 
ultimately to Goat Island.  Deterioration led to the closure of the bridges in 2004 and span over them with 
a temporary (Mabey) truss structure.  The original bridges remain below the temporary system and 
portions of the masonry and concrete continue to deteriorate and fall into the rapids. The temporary 
structure is intended to be temporary until a long term solution is developed.  It is not consistent with the 
historic character of the area, restricts historic views of the rapids to park visitors, and is narrower than 
the original structures.   The temporary structure also blocks access to all utilities serving Goat Island 
(utilities are carried in the original structure).  Additionally, the configurations of the temporary truss 
structures prevent trolleys from crossing the bridges. 

 
NYSDOT person designated as community contact:  Craig Mozrall, P.E. 
Public Involvement prior to IPP (Y/N):  N  If yes, describe  N/A 
Relevant correspondence and/or meeting minutes attached? (Y/N):  N but available 

• 8/6/13 Scoping Public Hearing Transcript  
• 7/14/14 Meeting Minutes –internal Public Involvement  coordination meeting with NYSDOT, GPI, and 

RAVI 
 
 
 
 
 



3. Phase I-IV 
 
PI Objectives during Preliminary Design: 

Preliminary Design: Identify feasible alternatives; determine potential environmental, tourism and 
economic impacts.  Evaluate solutions to minimize impacts and maintain the historic presence of 
the existing structures.   Identify appropriate funding sources.  Continue public involvement 
activities. 

 
3.1 Information 
List Internal Stakeholders: 

• Design 
• Landscape/Environmental 
• Construction 
• Parks Environmental Management Bureau (EMB) 

 
List External Stakeholders:

•  US Army Corps of Engineers 
(Buffalo District) 

•  US Fish & Wildlife Service 
•  US Environmental Protection Agency 
•  International Joint Commission (Niagara 

Board of Control) 
•  National Marine Fisheries Service 
•  National Park Service 
•  Environment Canada 
•  Niagara County 
•  Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources 
•  Ontario Ministry of Environment 
•  International Niagara Board of Control 
•  Seneca Nation of Indians (SNI) 
•  Tuscarora Nation 
• Federal Highway Administration    

•  NYS Department of Environmental 
Conservation 

•  NYS Historic Preservation Office 
(NYSOPRHP) 

•  NYS Department of State 
•  NYS Office of General Services 
•  US Department of State 
•  National Parks 
•  Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs 
•  NY Power Authority 
•  Ontario Hydro 
•  City of Niagara Falls, NY 
•  City of Niagara Falls, ON 
•  Empire State Development – USA Niagara 
•  Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
• Seneca Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma 

3.2 Communication Methods to be used: 
 

Meetings with public officials:  Public hearing to also include public officials 
Public information meetings:  Public hearing to be January 2016 

Meeting formats:  Open format, with presentation 
Brochure: Yes, 11x17” folded in color; brochure to include comment sheet. 
Visualizations:  Yes:  

• PowerPoint 
• Display boards  

 
Other public involvement techniques: 

Direct mailings: Public officials within the project vicinity will be notified through the 
mail. 



News releases: 
Internet: Project information will be posted on:      
 www.dot.ny.gov/americanfallsbridges and 
 http://www.nysparks.com/inside-our-agency/public-documents.aspx  
 
E-mail or telephone hot line: Contact: Craig Mozrall 

Phone:  (716) 847-3033 
E-mail address:  
craig.mozrall@dot.state.ny.us 

 
3.3 Schedule for Public Involvement Activities (to be confirmed) 

• Public Information Meeting #1 was held on September 23, 2014 
• Public Hearing January 2016 

 
4. Design V-VI 

 
PI Objectives during Design: TBD 
Preliminary Design: TBD 

 
Detailed Design: Update stakeholders on progress, discuss changes. 
 
4.1 Information 
List Internal Stakeholders: 

• Design 
• Landscape/Environmental 
• Construction 
 
List External Stakeholders: 

 
•  US Army Corps of Engineers 

(Buffalo District) 
•  US Fish & Wildlife Service 
•  US Environmental Protection Agency 
•  International Joint Commission (Niagara 

Board of Control) 
•  National Marine Fisheries Service 
•  National Park Service 
•  Environment Canada 
•  Niagara County 
•  Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources 
•  Ontario Ministry of Environment 
•  International Niagara Board of Control 
•  Seneca Nation of Indians (SNI) 
•  Tuscarora Nation 
• Federal Highway Administration 

•  NYS Department of Environmental 
Conservation 

•  NYS Historic Preservation Office 
(NYSOPRHP) 

•  NYS Department of State 
•  NYS Office of General Services 
•  US Department of State 
•  National Parks 
•  Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs 
•  NY Power Authority 
•  Ontario Hydro 
•  City of Niagara Falls, NY 
•  City of Niagara Falls, ON 
•  Empire State Development – USA 

Niagara 
•  Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
• Seneca Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma 

http://www.dot.ny.gov/americanfallsbridges
http://www.nysparks.com/inside-our-agency/public-documents.aspx
mailto:craig.mozrall@dot.state.ny.us


4.2 Communication Methods to be used: 
Meetings with public officials:  As Required 
Public information meetings:  TBD 

Meeting formats:  Open format with presentation 
Brochure: TBD 
Visualizations:  TBD  

 
Other public involvement techniques: 

Direct mailings:  Public officials and appropriate stakeholders within the project vicinity will 
be notified through the mail. 

 
News releases: 

Internet:  Project information will be posted on:      
 www.dot.ny.gov/americanfallsbridges and, 
 http://www.nysparks.com/inside-our-agency/public-documents.aspx 
 
 
E-mail or telephone hot line: Contact:  Craig Mozrall 

Phone:  (716) 847-3033 
E-mail address:  craig.mozrall@dot.state.ny.us 

 
4.3 Schedule for Public Involvement Activities TBD 

 

 
5. Construction Phase  
 
PI Objective During Construction: 

Inform and maintain contact with affected stakeholders concerning construction activity schedule 
and impacts. 

 
5.1 Issues requiring public outreach: 

Maintenance and protection of traffic (MPT):   It is anticipated that during construction visitors 
will continue to visit the park and the project may limit or impact park access for these visitors.  
Additionally, the work area will be securely delineated throughout construction operations. 

 
5.2 Communication Methods to be used: Message signs:   During construction the visiting public will be 

notified in advance of changes to access through the use of variable message boards and the 
project website (www.dot.ny.gov/americanfallsbridges). 

 

http://www.dot.ny.gov/americanfallsbridges
http://www.nysparks.com/inside-our-agency/public-documents.aspx
mailto:craig.mozrall@dot.state.ny.us
http://www.dot.ny.gov/americanfallsbridges
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APPENDIX E-2. 
Public Input  
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APPENDIX F. 
Misc. 

Smart Growth Screening Tool 

Fascade Treatments 
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APPENDIX F-1. 
 Smart Growth Screening Tool 
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APPENDIX F-2. 
Façade Treatments 
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