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RE: 363 ONTARIO STREET LLC

CERTIFICATION

|, KATHERINE D. NICHOLS, RPR, do hereby
certify that | recorded stenographically the
foregoing testimony taken at the time and
place herein stated and the preceding
testimony is a true and accurate transcript
hereof to the best of my knowledge and

belief.

KATHERINE D. NICHOLS, RPR
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My name is Helene Brown, and | live at 562 Park Ave., just 1 % blocks down the street from the
proposed apartment complex development at 363 Ontario street.

First, please know that | am opposed to this project being incentivized by your board granting
any tax abatements since the project at the size planned will not be an asset to the
neighborhood and only an asset to the developer, which | address in the talking points of my

statement and arguments below.

Also, | can only hope my statement and arguments are relevant as | was unable to ascertain
from your notice of Public Hearing exactly what it is the Board is considering when reviewing

this developer’s application.

Along with my statement opposing the development are petition pages signed by about 40
property owners within 3 — 4 blocks of the site. There are also about the same number of
renters who have signed on separate pages. These pages will be submitted along with my
statement and arguments by Judy Doesschate on my behalf as | cannot be at the hearing today.

My statement and arguments address, from my point of view, some of the criteria from the
application the developer must submit to the Board, (which | saw on your website) which
contains criteria similar to Albany’s 2030 plan as | knew of nothing else to reference. | do not
believe the developer’s application meets one of the IDA’s “Baseline Eligibility Requirements”,
which is that it must comply with the 2030 Plan. | assert that in a great many instances it does
not comply; therefore, under the Board’s own policies it should not be eligible for support from

the IDA.
My reasoning is as follows:

It does not create diverse housing stock: In front of the Planning Board the developer’s
representative stated, (to dismiss my concern that granting a height variance to them would
encourage other developers looking to build in this neighborhood to do the same), that there
really are no other lots to be developed in the manner of this project in this neighborhood.
Therefore, | can only conclude that their project won't promote diverse housing stock. It will be
one of a kind and out of place in a neighborhood consisting of mainly 1 — 2/1 story structures.

It does not encourage mixed income & intergenerational housing options: Since this project
will be one of a kind for the neighborhood it will not encourage mixed income housing around
it. It is out of the income ranges of most living around it paying about $875 for a 1 br. and
$1000 or so for a two br. unit. With no other lots available to develop it will not encourage
more units in the same price range within the neighborhood. As far as encouraging
intergenerational housing, generally speaking older folks do not seek out housing that mainly
attracts millennials as | suspect this complex will with rents set at $1200 for a 1 br. and $1400

fora 2 br.




It will not promote neighborhood integration: At one of the hearings either before the Planning
or Zoning Board, {! can’t recall which), to counter my statement that their project would
negatively impact the rental “pool” for the surrounding neighborhood, the developer’s
representative suggested that their project’s apartment dwellers are a different type of
person(s) from those who live in our neighborhood’s houses and would not have an interest in
living in them and so his development would not draw tenants from our rental “pool”.
Subsequently one must conclude that those living in our houses around this project would not
have an interest in occupying their units. So it can be concluded, that integration is not an
expected outcome here. Also, as the developer believes their apartment dwelling tenants (as
mentioned above) are a different type of person from those living in our houses, | would not
expect them to buy one and become permanent residents of the neighborhood. As a long time
30 year resident of the neighborhood I can say with certainty and great pride that the housing
in my neighborhood (as well as those nearby) is integrated with older folks living in homes
within the blocks with those younger and folks of diverse income brackets and ethnicity
intermingled throughout the same neighborhood and living on the same block(s) with each
other. There is no housing like the project proposed where only one type of person resides in
density, (as the developer’s representative stated). In these respects then, there is no benefit
from this type of housing to further integrate the surrounding neighborhood.

It does not promote affordable housing: The average cost of a 1 br. in the surrounding area is
running about $875/mo. and 2 bedrooms are about $1000/mo., which in my opinion, is
affordable housing. In context with the neighborhood and average incomes of people I have
screened when my rental unit has been available, and those | have spoken to when canvassing
with my petition, this project does not promote affordable housing at the rates the developer is
setting. It is out of alignment with the community around it.

It will not create low impact development design: It is too unlike the 1 -2 1/2 story structures
that border it and are on the blocks around it. It is too tall and too densely packed into too
small of a space. It will tower over them. Its design would stand out like a sore thumb and
appears as more of a compound that is not only separate from the neighborhood but also
overtakes the neighborhood it is to be situated in and is not complimentary to it. Its size and
design is not low impact to the area.

It will not enhance or promote neighborhood commercial centers: The number of parking
spaces, which I understand to be only six, allotted to the commercial spaces as designed will do
nothing to support patronage from the neighborhood community surrounding it, many of
whom stop at the store there now for light grocery and shopping or lottery needs etc., in transit
(by car) from work to home and/or from shopping elsewhere to home. Also, the laundromat
there now, which is of a good size, attracts a brisk business and there are over six vehicles
parked in that lot at almost all times, especially peak commuting times, patronizing both the
laundromat and mini-mart. If you go by there on Saturday and Sunday the laundromat is
packed and the store has a steady flow of patrons. The residents of the surrounding
neighborhoods will see little benefit, if any at all from those businesses proposed by the
developer due to the lack of parking and size. Additionally the commercial space as designed




will not draw more businesses to the neighborhood or make it a destination as there are no
other lots available to develop. Also, | have heard no mention of a min-mart, only a café and
what will certai h/ Qe a much smaller laundromat. This commercial space will not draw
patrons as it doesJL rom inside or encourage others from outside the area to come to it as the
Playdium presently does.

[t will not improve balance between owners and renters: We are in a heavily tenanted
neighborhood. When | moved here in 1983 there was a great balance. Over the years that has
changed and this project will do nothing to create any kind of balance or draw owner
occupants. If anything it may result in driving some long time owners away which could result
in the creation of even more rental properties. Part of the petition pages | present to this Board
and have presented to the Planning Board consists of homeowners and owner occupants living
within 3 - 4 blocks from the site, all opposing this development. Also, as the developer believes
their tenants (as mentioned above under neighborhood integration) are a different type of
person from those living in our houses; based on this, | would not expect them to buy one of
our homes and become permanent residents of the neighborhood. The project will not
improve the balance between owners and renters.

It will negatively impact on street parking: with 109 apartments made up of one and two
bedroom units one can conclude there will easily be 200 residents, the great majority of whom
who will have cars as will their visitors. With one parking space (for free) assigned to each unit
(of 143 available leaving 34 available for a fee), there will certainly be overflow to the
surrounding streets. We have a parking shortage now and are saturated in this respect. Any
overflow will have a negative impact to the residents here now. Most of our homes do not
have driveways or garages and most residents park on street. It is hard to find a space now and
on alternate side of the street parking days (or snow emergencies) it is especially challenging

It will negatively impact traffic: 1 assert that we will experience significantly increased traffic to
our side streets where neighborhood children play in warm weather, riding bicycles, tossing
balls and frisbees, skateboarding and more as many of the homes are short on yard space. The
residents of this complex will certainly use our side streets between New Scotland Ave. and
Morris Street to come and go from this project to circumvent traveling on Madison and New
Scotland Avenues. Those of us living here and “in the know” do this now. We saw a significant
increase in traffic from the Albany Med. expansion and housing units built once their new
employees and residents discovered them. There is no reason to believe that this project will
not add heavily to them as its dense population of residents also uses them to commute back
and forth from work to home and to and from other destinations every day. There still is a sort
of quiet suburban feel to these blocks that should not be further compromised by any
additional increase in traffic to keep them attractive to homebuyers and renters with families.

While the developer may have you believe that because mass transit is close by their residents
will use it to commute, in my experience personal vehicles are still the preferred mode of
transportation for those that own them in my area. | can say with assurance that everyone on
my block of Park Ave. that owns a car drives to work, school and other destinations. |see them



as | drive to work and again in the evening (especially in the warm weather when | am out
enjoying my porch). If you drive around the blocks close to Albany Med. and the Psychiatric
Center during the day you will see many parked cars, but as we residents leave our spaces are
taken by their employees and visitors. The same goes for the blocks close to New Scotland
Ave., which in addition are utilized for parking by the students of the colleges that border our
area. During the weekdays on Partridge St. and Ontario Street parking is available, but not so at
night. That is because those folks drive to work and other destinations also. The point is that
many people are driving through our neighborhoods now and more so since development near
them, and | assert that there is no reason to believe that the residents of this development
would behave differently. To increase traffic in the amount this project will, (in my opinion),
add will most definitely negatively impact the neighborhood it is to be located in and those

around it.

This project is not in need of tax abatement: | assert that this project would be profitable at the
rental rates that came from the developer’s submission for the proposed assessment. It was
alluded to at the neighborhood meeting held at the Hibernian Center last year that this
developer would own this complex for many, many years and | have not experienced rental
rates in Albany remaining stagnant in my 30 years here. Based on that information | come
away with the sense that granting this project a tax abatement is unnecessary as it will be a
profitable endeavor without one. Granting this project tax abatement is not in our city’s best
interest and only serves to benefit the developer

In conclusion I respectfully request the Board reject the developer’s request fora tax abatement
for this project. Incentivizing it is not in the best interest of the city and most definitely not in
the best interest of the neighborhood or neighborhoods surrounding it and it does not align
with much of Albany’s 2030 Plan for the future.

Thank you for your kind consideration.

Respectfully, ,
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Helene Brown
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION OF BUILDING MIXED USE BUILDINGS AT 363 ONTARIO STREET

The undersigned residents of the surrounding neighborhoods oppose the construction of the mixed use project
proposed for the above site and request the Planning Department reject the developer’s application. This
metropolitan style apartment complex’s design does not fit with that of the surrounding area and the project itself
I8 too large and tall. It will create overly burdensome traffic to side and through streets and add to already existing

parking shortages on street. It does not belong in my [U;antlal neighborhood.
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION OF BUILDING MIXED USE BUILDINGS AT 363 ONTARIO STREET

The undersigned residents of the surrounding neighborhoods oppose the construction of the mixed use project
proposed for the above site and request the Planning Department reject the developer’s application. This
metropolitan style apartment complex’s design does not fit with that of the surrounding area and the project itself
1s too large and tall. It will create overly burdensome traffic to side and through streets and add to already existin

parking shortages on street. It does not belong in my residential neighborhood. X o
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION OF BUILDING MIXED USE BUILDINGS AT 363 ONTARIO STREET

The undersigned residents of the surrounding neighborhoods oppose the construction of the mixed use project
proposed for the above site and request the Planning Department reject the developer’s application. This
metropolitan style apartment complex's design does not fit with that of the surrounding area and the project itself
is too large and tall. It will create overly burdensome traffic to side and through streets and add to already existing
parking shortages on street. It does not belong in my residential neighborhood. I am over 18.
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION OF BUILDING MIXED USE BUILDINGS AT 363 ONTARIO STREET

The undersigned residents of the surrounding neighborhoods oppose the construction of the mixed use project
proposed for the above site and request the Planning Department reject the developer’s application. This
metropolitan style apartment complex’s design does not fit with that of the surrounding area and the project itself
18 too large and tall. It will create overly burdensome traffic to side and through streets and add to already existing
parking shortages on street. It does not belong in my residential neighborhood.
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION OF BUILDING MIXED USE BUILDINGS AT 363 ONTARIO STREET

The undersigned residents of the surrounding neighborhoods oppose the construction of the mixed use project
proposed for the above site and request the Planning Department reject the developer’s application. This
metropohtan style apartment complex’s design does not fit with that of the surrounding area and the project itself
is too large and tall. It will create overly burdensome traffic to side and through streets and add to already existing
parking shortages on street. It does not belong in my residential neighborhood.
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION OF BUILDING MIXED USE BUILDINGS AT 363 ONTARIO STREET

The undersigned residents of the surrounding neighborhoods oppose the construction of the mixed use project
proposed for the above site and request the Planning Department reject the developer’s application. This
metropolitan style apartment complex’s design does not fit with that of the surrounding area and the project itself
is too large and tall. It will create overly burdensome traffic to side and through streets and add to already exisling
parking shortages on street. It does not belong in my residential neighborhood.
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The Playdium redevelopment project. Development Plan Review / Demolition / Area Variance for construction of a three, 4-story multifamily
structures with approx. 3,000-sqft of ground level commercial space, a total of 110-units. An existing, approx. 41,200-sgft commercial structure will
be demolished in order to accommodate the proposed construction.




