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Technical MTechnical MTechnical MTechnical Memorandumemorandumemorandumemorandum    
    
To:  Elizabeth Martin, Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator 
  New York Sate Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 
 
From: Justin K. Kellogg, M.S., Q.E.P. 

Direct Line (716) 836-2320, ext. 129 
 
Date: September 8, 2008 
   
Subject: Kaleida Health – The Skilled Nursing Beds at The Buffalo General 

Hospital; Located on the Block bound by High Street, Michigan Avenue, 
E. North Street, and Maple Street 
Buffalo, Erie County, New York 
SHPO Project Review Number 08PR04008 – Review of Alternatives to 
Address Comments 

 

    
This memorandum has been prepared to present an analysis of alternatives for the 
project in reference to the Comment Number 3 of the SHPO comments letter dated 
August 15, 2008.  Please refer to the previously submitted information for Project 
Review file number 08PR04008 for information on the proposed design of the 
facility.  A completed Project Review Cover Form is provided in Attachment A. 
 
SUMMARY OF SHPO COMMENTSUMMARY OF SHPO COMMENTSUMMARY OF SHPO COMMENTSUMMARY OF SHPO COMMENT    
 
Comment Number 3 of the comments letter indicates that two of the buildings 
identified for demolition are National Register Eligible (NRE) structures: 
 
• 177 E. North St. – Private Residence (built 1870). 
• 336 Maple St. – Private Residence (built 1890). 
 
The comments letter indicated that demolition of these structures would constitute an 
Adverse Effect.  This determination requires that we consider prudent and feasible 
alternatives which may avoid or reduce the adverse effects of the project.  Please 
note that much of the alternatives analysis presented below was performed prior to, 
and during, the design of the facility to determine if the facility could be constructed 
with fewer property acquisitions and demolitions.    
 
SUMMARY OF SUMMARY OF SUMMARY OF SUMMARY OF PROJECT OBJECTIVESPROJECT OBJECTIVESPROJECT OBJECTIVESPROJECT OBJECTIVES AND NE AND NE AND NE AND NEEDSEDSEDSEDS    
 
Design considerations included project needs, required or desired design elements, 
and community benefits.   
 

WattsWattsWattsWatts    
Architecture & Architecture & Architecture & Architecture & 

Engineering, P.C.Engineering, P.C.Engineering, P.C.Engineering, P.C. 

3826 Main Street 

Buffalo, NY 14226 

Tel 716.836.1540 

Fax 716.836.2402 

www.watts-ae.com 



High Michigan Block Project   Page 2 of 7 
SHPO Project Review Number 08PR04008 
September 8, 2008 
 

Distribution:  File (Y8063)   
 

H:\Y800\Y8063 BNMC High-Michigan Block\HUD Form\SHPO\Avoidance Memo\High Michigan SHPO Avoidance Memo v04.doc 

 

Project NeedsProject NeedsProject NeedsProject Needs::::    
 

Kaleida has identified a community and operational need for this facility.  This 
facility will replace Kaleida’s existing Deaconess Skilled Nursing Facility and the 
skilled nursing beds at Millard Fillmore-Gates Circle.  This facility’s location on 
the Buffalo Niagara Medical Campus will enable Kaleida to realize functional 
and operational benefits including consolidated support staff and bulk laundry 
services. 

 
The Gates Circle Skilled Nursing Beds facility (75 hospital-based beds) is being 
closed due to its relatively small size and embedded location within an existing 
hospital environment.  Deaconess (242 hospital-based beds) is being closed 
due to the building’s age, resulting on-going maintenance costs, and its 
hospital-like environment.   
 
The proposed facility will house 300 total hospital-based beds: 200 for Long-
Term Care, 40 for Memory Care, 30 for Sub-Acute Care, 20 for Pediatrics, 
and 10 for Ventilator Residents.  The new facility will contain a dedicated 
kitchen and dietary area, personal laundry, and both physical and 
occupational therapy areas. 

 
The proposed Kaleida Facility will dramatically improve the resident’s overall 
living conditions and the staff’s overall working environments. The 
consolidation of two existing skilled nursing facilities will also address the state-
issued mandate for reduction in Skilled Nursing Facility beds, while achieving 
the operational benefits of creating common governance for the new 
consolidated facility.  It should be noted that the state-issued mandate for 
reduction in Skilled Nursing Facility beds is urgent and all health care providers 
must take immediate action to comply. 
 

RequirRequirRequirRequired or Desired Design Elements:ed or Desired Design Elements:ed or Desired Design Elements:ed or Desired Design Elements:    
 

Structure Layouts:Structure Layouts:Structure Layouts:Structure Layouts: The present design was developed to be a grouping of 
smaller 4-story structures to reduce the impact on the neighborhood by 
providing a more residential type layout which can serve as an architectural 
buffer from the present Medical Campus located on High Street.   
 
Size of Nursing Units:Size of Nursing Units:Size of Nursing Units:Size of Nursing Units: A 40-resident nursing unit is the maximum size of unit to 
preserve appropriate care with staff efficiency.  Smaller or larger units will not 
work efficiently or be accepted by the New York State Department of Health. 
 
Privacy:Privacy:Privacy:Privacy: Privacy of nursing facility residents is an essential element of the 
design.  Privacy is an element which is considered during essentially every 
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element of the facility design.  Therefore, more than minimum required 
setbacks of 30 feet would be desirable with respect to neighboring structures. 

 
Parking:Parking:Parking:Parking:  It has been determined that 75 parking spaces is the minimum that 
can be provided for the project.  The number of parking spaces required under 
the zoning code is much greater than 75; however, 75 parking spaces is all 
that can be provided on the site while meeting the other needs of the project.   

 
Aesthetic Appeal and Outdoor Space:Aesthetic Appeal and Outdoor Space:Aesthetic Appeal and Outdoor Space:Aesthetic Appeal and Outdoor Space: Desirable and marketable architectural 
appeal with outdoor greenspace for long and short term residents to walk and 
visit with family is another objective for the project.  Architectural appeal and 
outdoor greenspace will increase the livability of the structure with respect to 
long-term and short-term care residents. 

 
Reduced travel distances for residents:Reduced travel distances for residents:Reduced travel distances for residents:Reduced travel distances for residents:  Given the difficult mobility of this 
geriatric population, maintaining reduced travel distances is extremely 
important for their quality of life.  Therefore, the layout of the facility and the 
location of shared amenities is a constant consideration in the design of a 
skilled nursing facility. 

 
Community Benefits:Community Benefits:Community Benefits:Community Benefits:    
 

Other objectives of the project which benefit the surrounding neighborhood 
include: 

• strengthening the range of services offered within the Buffalo Niagara 
Medical Campus corridor,  

• providing jobs to local area residents,  

• providing additional commerce to the local businesses,  

• providing a low profile buffer to distinguish the edge of the Medical 
Campus and to transition from the high-rise medical buildings within the 
campus down to the surrounding residences. 

 
AVOIDANCEAVOIDANCEAVOIDANCEAVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES ALTERNATIVES ALTERNATIVES ALTERNATIVES    
 
Alternatives are presented below that address a free thinking approach to the 
avoidance of impacts on the two on-site NRE structures identified in the SHPO 
comments.  An analysis of the extent to which each alternative address the projects 
objectives and needs is also presented.  Our design team has given careful 
consideration to the loss of the two on-site NRE structures with respect to elements of 
the proposed project which were identified as either essential or desired for the 
design of the new facility.   
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Alternative 1:Alternative 1:Alternative 1:Alternative 1:  Null  Null  Null  Null (No Build) (No Build) (No Build) (No Build)    
 
This alternative is provided as a baseline for comparison to the other alternatives 
presented below.  The project site is a within a block which was settled in the late 
19th and early 20th century in a residential pattern of individual homes.  The block 
formerly housed approximately 48 houses which were generally constructed in 
various years throughout the 1870s-1890s.  Due to lack of maintenance, 
condemnation, and demolition for other purposes, only 5 of those houses remain on 
the block today.  Unfortunately, the block has lost most of its historic character since 
approximately eighty-eight percent of the turn-of-the-century structures have been 
demolished.  The remainder of the block is now made up of vacant lots and a 
parking lot.   
 
Pros:Pros:Pros:Pros:    
 

The two NRE structures on the block would not be demolished by the proposed 
project. 

  
Cons:Cons:Cons:Cons:    
 

The projects objectives, needs, and the many community benefits offered by the 
project would not be realized. 

 
Therefore, Alternative 1 is not desirable as it does not meet any of the objectives of 
the project including the needs of the community for a consolidated skilled nursing 
facility and it does not allow for the betterment of the Buffalo Niagara Medical 
Campus and neighborhood as a whole. 
 
Alternative 2:Alternative 2:Alternative 2:Alternative 2: Build the structure as proposed Build the structure as proposed Build the structure as proposed Build the structure as proposed    
 
This alternative would allow for construction of the facility as proposed in previous 
SHPO submittals.  The site plan is included in Attachment B. 
 
ProProProProssss::::    
 

This alternative will meet all of the objectives and needs identified above. 
 
ConConConConssss::::    
 

This alternative will require the demolition of two NRE structures on the block. 
 

Alternative 2 meets all of the objectives and needs of the proposed project. 
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Alternative 3:Alternative 3:Alternative 3:Alternative 3: Move the structure to the south into the parking area Move the structure to the south into the parking area Move the structure to the south into the parking area Move the structure to the south into the parking area    
 
As indicated above, the number of parking spaces required under the zoning code is 
much greater than 75; however, 75 parking spaces is all that can be provided on 
the site while meeting the other needs of the project.  It has been determined that 75 
parking spaces is the minimum that can be provided for the project; therefore, we 
are not able to reduce parking to shift the proposed structure further to the south.   
 
Therefore, Alternative 3 is deemed not feasible due to zoning restrictions. 
 
Alternative 4:Alternative 4:Alternative 4:Alternative 4: Reduce the  Reduce the  Reduce the  Reduce the greengreengreengreenspace between the nursing homespace between the nursing homespace between the nursing homespace between the nursing home units units units units to shift the  to shift the  to shift the  to shift the 
structure to the southstructure to the southstructure to the southstructure to the south    
 
This alternative would reduce the building footprint by reducing the space between 
the nursing units.   As indicated above, the present design was developed to appear 
as a grouping of smaller 4-story structures to reduce the impact on the 
neighborhood and provide an architectural buffer from the present Medical Campus 
located on High Street.   
 
Unfortunately, we are not able to reduce the building overall length sufficiently to not 
impact the two properties and to be able to comply with building codes for side and 
rear setbacks without changing the multiple building concept.  The code-required 
setbacks from the two on-site NRE structures are shown on the attached site plan 
(Attachment B).  Therefore, the proposed facility would need to be redesigned to 
provide a single box-type structure (i.e. not multiple connected structures) to retain 
the two on-site NRE structures. 
 
Pros:Pros:Pros:Pros:    
 

The two NRE structures on the block would not be demolished by the proposed 
project. 

 
Cons:Cons:Cons:Cons:    
 

A redesign of the facility to a single box structure with a smaller footprint would 
not allow for the intended residential buffering of the structure.  In addition, the 
proposed courtyards and greenspace appeal would be lost.  The monolithic 
look would connote a more hospital/institutional feel that would be less 
compatible with the adjacent residents.  Therefore, we believe that the 
redesigned structure would have a negative impact on the character of the 
neighborhood.  It is also anticipated that the structure would be less desirable 
and marketable to long-term and short-term care residents.  

 



High Michigan Block Project   Page 6 of 7 
SHPO Project Review Number 08PR04008 
September 8, 2008 
 

Distribution:  File (Y8063)   
 

H:\Y800\Y8063 BNMC High-Michigan Block\HUD Form\SHPO\Avoidance Memo\High Michigan SHPO Avoidance Memo v04.doc 

 

As indicated above, the current layout of the building form provides reduced 
visual impact, by way of the proposed 4-story building, with the use of smaller 
building structures, separated by greenspaces, adjacent to the Maple Street 
elevations.  This neighborhood friendly architectural element would be lost 
under Alternative 4.  See the attached site plan for illustration of the smaller 
building masses along Maple Street.  This decrease in the positive aspects of 
the design would extend a greater negative impact on the remaining 
neighborhood and the viewshed of the remaining off-site NRE structures 
identified across Maple Street (identified in the SHPO letter of August 15, 
2004). 
 
Kaleida can find no productive use for the two on-site NRE structures.  
Therefore if these structures were to be avoided through a redesign, Kaleida 
does not intend to purchase the structures and rehabilitate them.  Since the 
buildings would remain with their current ownership, privacy has also been 
identified as a concern.  Given the close proximity of the proposed nursing 
facility to the residential structures, there would be a clear view to and from the 
windows of the patient rooms and the on-site NRE structures.  

 
Therefore, Alternative 4 is deemed not “prudent” since it does not sufficiently address 
the project objectives and needs with respect to neighborhood visual impact, outdoor 
greenspace, aesthetic appeal, and privacy. 
 
Alternative 5:Alternative 5:Alternative 5:Alternative 5:  Increase the number of stories of the building   Increase the number of stories of the building   Increase the number of stories of the building   Increase the number of stories of the building     
 
This alternative would increase the number of stories and reduce the number of 
nursing units per floor.   
 
Pros:Pros:Pros:Pros:    
 

The two NRE structures on the block would not be demolished by the proposed 
project. 

 
Cons:Cons:Cons:Cons:    
 

A 40-resident nursing unit is the maximum size of unit to preserve appropriate 
care with staff efficiency, and to stay within New York State Department of 
Health guidelines.  The design as proposed utilizes two 40-bed units per floor 
to allow for a four-story structure.  Reduction in footprint to save the two on-site 
NRE structures would require the reduction in the number of units to one per 
floor and would make an 8 story structure. This would likely require variances 
for height limitations and we feel that it would pose a serious visual detriment 
to the remaining neighborhood on Maple Street.   
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Increasing the number of stories for the facility not only impacts the 
surrounding neighborhood in terms of scale, but also impacts the quality of life 
for the nursing facility residents.  A key consideration in maintaining a 4-story 
facility is to reduce travel distances for residents from their respective units to 
the ground floor shared amenities, such as the larger resident courtyards, 
physical therapy (PT), occupational therapy (OT), and the dental suite.  As 
indicated above, given the difficult mobility of this geriatric population, 
maintaining reduced travel distances is extremely important for their quality of 
life. 

 
In addition, retention of the two NRE structures would have the same privacy 
concerns identified in Alternative 4. 

 
Therefore, Alternative 5 is deemed not “prudent” since it does not sufficiently address 
the project objectives and needs with respect to neighborhood visual impact, outdoor 
greenspace, aesthetic appeal, and privacy. 
 
CONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSION    
 
For the abovementioned reasons, we feel that Alternative 2 (build the structure as 
proposed) in conjunction with appropriate mitigation measures is the prudent and 
feasible alternative that satisfactorily meets the project needs and objectives.    
 
Recognizing that this alternative would result in an adverse effect, we propose the 
following strategy for reducing and mitigating the impacts: 
 

• Documentation of the two on-site NRE structures 

• Salvage of historic elements of the two on-site NRE structures  
 

In summary, we believe that our proposed project with mitigation (Alternative 2) 
balances the need for an aesthetically appealing and well laid out skilled nursing 
facility in this area with the need to respect and preserve the important cultural 
resources that would be impacted.  We truly believe that the proposed facility would 
be an outstanding community asset and that addressing the identified adverse 
impacts by way of mitigation is justified and appropriate. 
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau 
Peebles Island Resource Center, PO Box 189, Waterford, NY 12188-0189 (Mail)  

       Delaware Avenue, Cohoes 12047  (Delivery)                                                                                                (518) 237-8643                            
 

PROJECT REVIEW COVER FORM 
 

Please complete this form and attach it to the top of any and all information submitted to this office for review. 
 Accurate and complete forms will assist this office in the timely processing and response to your request. 

 
This information relates to a previously submitted project. 
  

     PROJECT NUMBER ____PR________ 
   

     COUNTY ________________________ 
 
                            
 
2. This is a new project.     
 
 
     Project Name  __________________________________________________________________________   
 
     Location  ______________________________________________________________________________ 
                                        You MUST include street number, street name and/or County, State or Interstate route number if applicable 
 
     City/Town/Village _______________________________________________________________________ 
                 List the correct municipality in which your project is being undertaken.  If in a hamlet you must also provide the name of the town. 
 
     County ________________________________________________________________________________       
                         If your undertaking* covers multiple communities/counties please attach a list defining all municipalities/counties included. 
 
TYPE OF REVIEW REQUIRED/REQUESTED  (Please answer both questions) 
 
A.  Does this action involve a permit approval or funding, now or ultimately from any other governmental agency? 
 

        No          Yes                                         
 
     If Yes, list agency name(s) and permit(s)/approval(s)  
 
     Agency involved                                                          Type of permit/approval                                                                      State      Federal 
    
     _________________________________________     _____________________________________________________                   
 
     _________________________________________     _____________________________________________________                   
      
     _________________________________________     _____________________________________________________                   

 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                  Yes           No 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                  Yes           No      
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                                                  Yes           No 
                                                                                                                                               
 

If you have checked this box you will need to 
complete ALL of the following information. 

If you have checked this box and noted the previous Project 
Review (PR) number assigned by this office you do not need to 
continue unless any of the required information below has 
changed. 

Rev.   5-05 

B. Have you consulted the NYSHPO web site at **http://nysparks.state.ny.us  
    to determine the preliminary presence or absence of previously identified cultural  
    resources within or adjacent to the project area?    If yes:    
 
    Was the project site wholly or partially included within an identified  
    archeologically sensitive area? 
 
    Does the project site involve or is it substantially contiguous to a property listed or recommended  
    for listing in the NY State or National Registers of Historic Places?

 
CONTACT PERSON FOR PROJECT 
 
Name ______________________________________   Title ____________________________________________ 
 
Firm/Agency __________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Address ________________________________________  City _______________ STATE    ______ Zip ________ 
 
Phone (_____)_________________   Fax   (______)____________________  E-Mail _________________________ 

 
  **http://nysparks.state.ny.us then select HISTORIC PRESERVATION then select On Line Resources  

http://nysparks.state.ny.us/
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The Historic Preservation Review Process in New York State 

 
In order to insure that historic preservation is carefully considered in publicly-funded or permitted 
undertakings*, there are laws at each level of government that require projects to be reviewed for 
their potential impact/effect on historic properties.  At the federal level, Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) directs the review of federally funded, licensed or permitted 
projects. At the state level, Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation Law of 1980 performs a comparable function. Local environmental review for 
municipalities is carried out under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) of 1978. 
regulations on line at:  
http://nysparks.state.ny.us  then select HISTORIC PRESERVATION then select Environmental Review  
 
Project review is conducted in two stages. First, the Field Services Bureau assesses affected 
properties to determine whether or not they are listed or eligible for listing in the New York State or 
National Registers of Historic Places. If so, it is deemed "historic" and worthy of protection and the 
second stage of review is undertaken.  The project is reviewed to evaluate its impact on the 
properties significant materials and character.  Where adverse effects are identified, alternatives are 
explored to avoid, or reduce project impacts; where this is unsuccessful, mitigation measures are 
developed and formal agreement documents are prepared stipulating these measures. 
 

 
ALL PROJECTS SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW SHOULD INCLUDE THE 

FOLLOWING MATERIAL(S). 
 
 

           Project Description 
 
Attach a full description of the nature and extent of the work to be undertaken as part of this project.  
Relevant portions of the project applications or environmental statements may be submitted. 
 

Maps Locating Project 
 
Include a map locating the project in the community.  The map must clearly show street and road 
names surrounding the project area as well as the location of all portions of the project. Appropriate 
maps include tax maps, Sanborn Insurance maps, and/or USGS quadrangle maps. 
 

Photographs 
 

Photographs may be black and white prints, color prints, or color laser/photo copies; standard (black 
and white) photocopies are NOT acceptable. 
 

-If the project involves rehabilitation, include photographs of the building(s) 
 involved.  Label each exterior view to a site map and label all interior views. 

 
-If the project involves new construction, include photographs of the surrounding area looking 
out from the project site.  Include photographs of any buildings (more than 50 years old) that 
are located on the project property or on adjoining property. 

 
NOTE: Projects submissions will not be accepted via facsimile or e-mail. 

 
*Undertaking is defined as an agency’s purchase, lease or sale of a property, assistance through grants, loans or 
guarantees, issuing of licenses, permits or approvals, and work performed pursuant to delegation or mandate. 

http://nysparks.state.ny.us/
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Site Plan Showing Required Setbacks from the OnSite Plan Showing Required Setbacks from the OnSite Plan Showing Required Setbacks from the OnSite Plan Showing Required Setbacks from the On----Site NRE Structures Site NRE Structures Site NRE Structures Site NRE Structures     
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August 15th, 2008 SHPO Comment Letter 
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NRHP Listing Forms 
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