246 Norwood Ave.
Buffalo, NY 14222

March 31, 2002

Mr. Michael J. Krasner, Senior Planner

Erie County Department of Environment and Planning
Edward A. Rath County Office Building

95 Franklin Street, Room 1014

Buffalo, NY 14202

Dear Mr. Krasner,

| would like to submitthe following commentson the draft EIS for the proposedhew convention
center.They addressseveralproblems,but primarily in four areas:the calculation of economic
impact; the projectionsof attendanceat a new conventioncenter,on which the economicimpact
calculationsare based;the estimateof how much housingthe Mohawk site could sustain (and
consequentlythe resulting economic impact of that alternative developmentpath); and the
comparisons of the various sites.

Calculation of Economic Impact

For now, let us assumethe projectionsof future attendanceare accurate(the next section will
addresghose).Evenso, the calculationof economicimpact that follows is seriously misleading
becausat fails to adjustfor baselineactivity. The benefitswe would get from building a new
convention center must be measured byrtbeeasein economicactivity abovewhat we would get
from not building a new facility; what matters is how much more activity is créagedvould exist
in the “no action” alternative of spending nothing and sticking with the status quo.

Table1 in the ExecutiveSummaryprojectstotal economicimpactof $35.5 million annuallyif no
actionis taken(at a costof $0), and $65.7 million annuallyif we spend$233 million on a new
facility at the Mohawk site. So what we would get for our $233 million is not $65.7 million
annually, but $30.2 million ($65.7 million from activity at the new facility, mi$@5.5 from doing
nothing). Similarly, the number of jobs created is 85, but 845 minusthe 456 projectedfor the
“no action” alternative,or 389. Yet the restof the analysisproceedsasthoughthe project would
add $65.7 million and 845 jobs to the Erie County economy, vastly overstating the benefit.

ConsiderTablesC-26 and C-27. (Theseuse statewideprojectionsrather than county ones; the
statewide figures come from Tables C-6 and C-7.) Line 1 for the Mohawk site shadt$& .3,
but $30.9 ($67.3 of activity generated by a new facility mibB6.4 generatedy the “no action”
alternative),andline 3 shouldbecome$(1.2),to reflectthe $1.5 operatingsubsidyunderthe “no
action” alternative As a result,line 6 dropsfrom $46.5 to only $11.6. And the figures for the
Waterfront and Expansion sites become negative ($-4.4 and -$11.7)!

In short, even if one accepts ttmaft’'s attendancerojections,andignoresany costsof displacing
current and potential future economic activity at the Mohawk siteethien on public investments
still overstatedvy a factor of 4, accordingto the report’s own figures. And the Waterfrontand
Expansion sites would result in negative net returns.

" That may needto be reducedfurther—p. C-52 statesthat line 2 (annualizedtotal project costs)excludessite
acquisition costs. No reason is provided. If those costs are included, line 6 drops another $1.1, to $10.5.
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Now Table C-27: line 1 for the Mohawk site should be 393 (857 minus 464), line 2 becomes
$30.9,line 6 becomes$(19.3) [or $(20.4) if the previousfootnoteis correct], line 7 becomes
$49,109 (or $51,908), line 8 becomes $78,626, and line 9 becomes $29,517 (or $26,718).

Line 7 is the critical one here: it says we’'d be spen@b@,000per yearfor eachnew job created.
And those jobs would pay an average of $26,000 (see Table 1). Please pause arsiflktthair
a moment.

Sure, those employees would then go outsgpehdtheir pay, and due to the economicmultipliers
the total impact would be about $28,000 more thai$8t000we investedin the first place(lines
5 and 6), but we could get the same benefitfitthe costby just giving $26,0000f public money
away to eaclof 393 unemployedoeopleto spendon whateverthey need.(Or by putting themon
the County payroll at that rate for the added benefit of whatever work they do.) To pratbetits
project would be utterly mad—again, that's even if we accept the draft's attendance projections.

And of course it's even worse for the other two sites, with their negative retuimgestmentthey
would entail spending$100,000+(Waterfront)and $190,000+(Expansion)per job annually, for
the same ~$26,000 in wages and ~$78,000 total return.

Attendance Projections

The entire analysis of the projected economipactof a new conventioncenterrestson the claim
that replacingthe currentfacility will leadto a largeincreasein out-of-town attendanceat events.
But someof the datathat would allow evaluationof that claim are left out, and what data are
provided actually seemto supportthe opposite conclusion.Let’s review the draft’s chain of
reasoning:

Section2.1 presentdrendsin usageof the current conventioncenter during 1996-2000.(The
variation from year to year withithat periodis so large comparedo the net changefrom 1996to
2000thatit’'s questionablevhetherany meaningfultrend canbe extrapolatedput since the draft
basesdts analysison the 96-00 net changewithout regardto the interveningyears,| will do the
same.)The draft notesdeclinesin the numberof eventsand total numberof attendeesover that
period. But the estimatef future economicimpact are basedentirely on the numberof out-of-
town attendeegp. C-10), and specificfiguresare not providedfor the pasttrend in out-of-town
attendees. Thdraft does,however,note that amongthe variouseventtypes,out-of-town attendees
are primarily drawnto conventions,suggestinghat conventionattendances a good proxy for
gaugingout-of-townattendanceAnd during 96-00, the numberof conventiongose by 40% and
convention attendees rose by 87%. That is most certandy profile of dwindling usage.

As Table 2-2 shows, it is only consumer shows—attendedalmost exclusively by local
residents—whosattendancdéasdroppedsince 1996.If consumershowsare excludedfrom the
analysis, as they rightly should be witle claims of economicimpactbeingbasedon out-of-town
attendance, the trend since 1996 is gposttive. Moreover,if it werethe casethat attendancevere
dropping due to the currentfacility’s deterioratingcompetitivenessas the draft assertswithout
justification, that dropofshouldbe mostpronouncedn the conventioncategory,asthat would be
the category of event most susceptiioldeing picked off by competingfacilities in otherregions.
Indeed, it is the only category where event organizerBeed¢o choosefrom multiple regions.But
since the drop inotal attendancés dueto performancen the consumershow category wherewe
arenot in direct competitionwith Milwaukee or Columbusor Providencepne can only conclude
that decreasing total attendance has nothing whatever to do with superior facilities in other regions.

Basedon comparing1996 with 2000, the only conclusionthat canbe drawnis thatin convention
attendance—thenly categorythat mattersfor the draft’s claims of future economicimpact—the
current facility is more than holding its own, despite its aesthetic and functional shortcomings.
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The rest ofChapter2 is perfectly consistenwith this conclusion.Figure 2.3 (p. 2-5) suggestsio
needto increasehe size of the facility, sincewe obviously have a greatdeal of excesscapacity
already.Section2.2, “Deficiencies of the CurrentFacility” (p. 2-12), really only documentsa
parking shortage. There are surely bettaysto addresdack of parkingthanbuilding an entirely
new facility twice the size of the currentone. Table 2-11 and Figure 2-6 (p. 2-18), which show
steadily growing regional hotel revenuescoinciding with decreasingtotal attendanceat the
conventioncenter,confirm that the currentfacility is losing attendeeshot to other regions,but to

other meeting facilities within the region—again,its attendanceproblemsare exclusively with

consumer shows, which do not bring attendees from out of town.

Thereis simply no basisfor concludingthat the regionis losing out-of-townvisitors at all, much
less that we are doing so because of the condition of the current facility. Indeed, quite the opposite.

Beginning with that mistaken presumption, however, Appendpo€son to projectgrowthin out-
of-town attendancet a new conventioncenter,and consequeneconomicimpact. Unfortunately,
noneof the dataactually usedto calculatethe projectionsare provided.All that’'s given are some
general qualitative statements of the kinds of factors that were considered. That certainlytheduces
opportunity for readersto examinethe proceduresand verify the findings. Nonethelesssome
concerns can be raised at the same qualitative level as the explanations that are provided.

First, sincethe analysisis concernedvith impactson the regionaleconomy*“regardlessof who
pays the costs or enjoys the benefits” (p. C-2), events that mowectdacilities within the region
shouldnot be consideredlost.” If the conventioncenteris losing businessto, for instance,the
Adam’s Mark, thereis no loss to the regional economy,and upgradingthe facility to win that
business back produces no gain forrdgionaleconomy.Since Chapter2 showsno drop in out-
of-town attendance at the convention center, athp in total attendancehat appeardo represent
merely a shift of local events therregionalfacilities, it's difficult to imaginewhat basisthereis
for projecting thabut-of-townattendancenvill dropif the facility is not replacedor eventhat total
attendance would drop orregionalbasis.Certainly the datapresentegrovide no basisfor those
conclusions.

The section “Micro-Levelndicators” (p. C-8) lists factorsexpectedo increasedemandat a new
facility. The ability to host concurrent events would matter émlihe extentthat demands ableto
overfill the schedule. In itself, it isn’t goingy increasedemandat all; all it providesis the capacity
to handleadditionalbusinessif there were enoughdemandto double-bookthe facility. But that
demandwould haveto be createdby someother factor. And given how far below capacitythe
current facility is operating, the growth in demand would have to be quite drdreftdrethe ability
to double-book became relevant at alll.

Having a larger facility similarly doesnitself createdemandput only providesthe opportunityto
competefor larger events.(Note also that booking larger eventsreducesthe size of concurrent
events that can be booked. These tapacitieshustendto be exclusiveratherthan additive; each
is reducedpreciselyto the extentthe otheris used.)The new facility would competesuccessfully
for some percentage of the 1000 conventions identified as newly within bedethat percentage?
That absolutely crucial datum is not provided in the deetdti without it thereis no way to confirm
the plausibility of the usageprojections.At the very least,we’d needto know how that assumed
percentageomparedo Buffalo’s currentrate of obtainingconventionsat the upperrangeof our
capacity. The analysis should assume that the success rate would be nahgreatey, and likely
considerably lower is that in fact what it assumed? The draft doesn’t say.

" That's actually a very generous standard. Although haaisigazzynew facility shouldhelp, that would likely be
outweighedby (1) a large increasen the total squarefootageavailable nationally (25% between2000 and 2005,
according toTradeshow Wegk(2) little if any growth inaggregatedemandnationally, and (3) a shift to competing
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Numerous public comments during the scoping phase of this stgdgstedan evaluationof how
accurateusageprojectionshavebeenfor other conventioncenterexpansionsChapter2 (pp. 2-9
and 2-10) reports that this task was not completed, anédsonghat are not pertinent.It may be
true that it would be difficulto isolateeconomiadmpactsattributableto conventioncenterprojects,
but that wasn’tthe requestWhat's neededis much more straightforward:how do actualusage
levels(as measured by number of attendees, or nuofb@rents,or total squarefootage)of a new
or expandedacility compareto what had beenprojected.Thosefigures are quite concreteand
specific. The draft claimsthatit was “difficult to compareprojectedand actualvalues” because
“units of measurement...wengot consistenfrom city to city,” but consistencyof units across
cities is irrelevantAll we needis a list showingwhat was projectedin eachcity and what actually
happenedn that city: Baltimore projected attendancewould increaseby <x%>, and the actual
changewas <y%>; Milwaukee projectedthe numberof eventswould increaseby <x%>, and the
actualchangewas<y%>. It's simple,andit’'s essentialAnd it's notin thedraft. If thesefigures
wereto showthat acrossthe board,projectionsusing methodologysimilar to what this draft uses
were consistentlytoo high, that would provide goodreasonto doubt the accuracyof this draft’s
projections.

So to review the main concerns raised here regarding the attendance projections:

» Thedraft asserts five-year historicaltrend of rapidly droppingattendanceBut what data
are provided imply no decline at allaat-of-townattendance (the onkind that mattersfor
the economicimpact projections). Several different measuresall point to that same
conclusion.The declinein utilization is entirely linked to consumershows, which have
primarily local attendance.

» The methods used to project future usage (and consequent economic impact}laog/not
What can be inferred from what is sadggestseveralunfoundedassumptionsghat likely
haveproducedinaccurateconclusionsgegardingthe extentof growth in attendancef the
existing facility is replaced: out-of-town attendancéhatcurrentfacility would not drop as
assumed; the ability to hold larger and concurrent events at taoiity would not in itself
boostattendances assumedit shouldnot be assumedhat we would competeany more
successfullyfor larger eventsthan we do now for more modestlysized events; national
trends (a rapidly increasingsupply of meetingspaceand no rise in aggregatedemand)
strongly suggest that our market share is more likely to shrink than expand.

* No comparisons were done of projected to actual attendance gnoattier cities that have
recently expandedtheir facilities. The information would be utterly straightforwardto
present, and very important to have.

Here are someadditional, more minor problemsin portions of the draft relatedto attendance
projections:

Page 2-10 incorrectly states that “trade shamsmeetingsare the only two eventtypesthat have
increased since 1996.” The number of attendees at conventions hiasr@asedver that period.
(If what's meant is the number of events, tltenventionsare the only type that hasincreasedthe
number of trade shows and meetings has dropped since 1996.)

On p. 2-28, the text statesthat Columbushosted543,560attendeesbut Table 2-15 provides a
figure of 1,905,488.

with facilities in cities that are viewed as more attractive convention destinations than our current comigadiion.
these conditions, it would be an amazing feat to match our current success ratio.
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Page C-17 indicates that thealysisassumesitilization of the facility during the summermonths
will improve.What basisis therefor this assumptionparticularlyfor applyingit to a new facility
but not to the existing one (therebyexaggeratinghe growth in usageand projected economic
impact)?

PageC-48 includes “Contrary to common perceptionsthe bulk of conventioncenter activity
occurswithin the first quarterof a givenyear.” But what mattersfor economicimpactis not the
seasonal distribution of attendance for all events; wiadtersis out-of-townattendanceAnd asp.
2-5 statesthefirst quarterpeakis dueto two large consumeishows,which “mainly attractlocal
attendees.”

Residential Potential of the Mohawk Site

SectionC.6 addressethe opportunity cost of forgoing residentialdevelopmenion the Mohawk
site, but it significantly understateshe amount of housing that site could accommodatgthus
overstating the relative economic impact efeav conventioncenter).It citesp. 23 of the RJUDAT
reportto justify an estimateof 70 units, stating that number “is consistentwith the numbers
proposed in the R/UDAT report for the Mohawk site” (pp. C-33 @g#). But what p. 23 of the
R/UDAT report proposes is approximatél® units (60-88) on one corner of the site, comprising
1.5 acres,at a density of 40-60 units/acre.A figure of 70 for the entire 11-acresite could be
sustainedonly throughthe absurdassumptionthat the other 9.5 acrescould accommodateno
housingat all. (Demonstrablyuntrue, as at leastone project elsewherewithin the site is already
underway.) Zoning regulations are mentioned asfacter limiting the amountof housingthe site
can sustain, but zoning regulations can, of colmsehangedshouldthe city prioritize housingon
this site. And given the following, which appearedn the March 18 BusinessFirst (JamesFink,
“Downtown Projects Have Residential Appeal”), it's clear that the city does consider it a priority:

Mayor Anthony Masiello said he would like to seea stretchof WashingtonStreet
that, until recently, was considered a prime site for the proposed—but
stalled—conventioncenter, now used as the focus of a downtown residential
neighborhood.

“I'm not going to wait five or 10 yearsfor a final decisionon the convention
center,” Masiello said. “I want housing on that site.”

The R/UDAT report doesn’t address the suitability of bt of the site for housingdevelopment.
Establishing the same density of 40-60 units/acre would yield 44Qu@&0 It probablyoverstates
the potential to assume the rest of the siggjigllysuitable for housing abe cornerthe R/JUDAT
teamselectedput it would be reasonabldo take the midpoint (thus assumingthe rest of the site
could support half the densiais the selectedcorner),or 255-365units. If 300 units were brought
online over several years (say, 75 per year ovenfears),that would be only 1/4 of the projected
ability of the market to absorb 300 units/year of new downtown housing (p. 4-45 of the draft).

If TablesC-12 and C-13 are adjustedaccordingly,we find that the short-term(construction)
economic impact of the housing option is not 8-9% ofitgact of constructinga new convention
center, but ~35%. And Table C-14, showing the ongoing countywide economic impact of

residentialuse,would indicatenot $5.2 million total impact,but $22 million. That's over 70% of

$30.2 million (the total economicimpact, correctedas explainedabove,for building a convention
center on the site), artdiice the netimpactof a new conventioncenterafter subtractingthe public

investment, as discussed above for Table C-26.
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Comparisons of the Various Sites

Severalof the factorsusedto assessthe relative advantagesand disadvantage®f the various
potential sites are problematic. (Note that my previous commerttg@sonomicinferiority of the
Waterfront option comparedto the Mohawk site acceptedthe draft’s projection of much lower
attendance at the Waterfront. If, asill suggesbelow, that projectionmay be inaccuratethenthe
relative economics of the two sites would change accordingly.)

First, the matter of accessibility. Appendix C equates accessvaiking time to variousamenities,
muchto the detrimentof the WaterfrontSite, ignoring the fact that the site is adjacento the light
rail system, offering free and rapid transportationto all sites within the downtown retail/
entertainment cor@Vhen Portland,OregonplannerTuck Wilson (former Director of the Oregon
Convention Center Project) spokeBuffalo (Nov. 11, 1999), he statedthat a similar arrangement
in Portland—aconventioncenteroutsidethe downtowncore but linked by light rail—hadworked
well. In fact, he said, such an arrangemeheigserthan a facility locateavithin the CBD becausat
leavesthe core intact for visitors to enjoy. Public commentsduring this study’s scopingphase
offered extensivelists of other cities whose conventioncentersare outside the downtown core
and/or not immediatelyadjacentto major hotels. Accessibility to entertainmentand to hotels is
important, but adjacency is natnd our free light rail systemprovidesaccessibility.If thereis any
doubt about this issue, pleasensultwith Mr. Wilson or other officials in Portlandasto whether
their attendance has been hurt by the facility’s location.

Section 3.3 asserts that, compared to the Molst@khe Waterfrontsite hasinferior masstransit
and highway access. But it's only a block from the light rail system and, as pndi&fes within
two blocks of 1-190. Its masstransit accesss thus comparableto the Mohawk site’s, and its
highway access is superior, with direct access to the Interstate system.

Pages 3-12 and 4-27 present the Waterfront site’s current usage for HSBC pagksignificant
barrier. But with the convention facility already plantednclude a parking structure why can't it
simply be heightened taccommodatéiSBC employeesas well? Moreover,p. 4-31 indicatesthat
HSBC is consideringastwardexpansioronto this site. This is presenteds anotherdrawbackof
the site, but in fact it invalidates the parking objection: if HSBC woalusiderbuilding on the site
themselves, they must noéedit to remaina parkinglot. Whateveralternativeoptionsthey would
pursue for parking should also be feasible were a convention center built on the site.

Regardingthe Mohawk site, there appearso be no considerationof the huge energy wastage
entailed by demolishing 46 structures th@re zero at the Waterfrontsite). “Green Design” was

designatedh priority for this project,and as public commentsduring scopingobservedfrom an

energy efficiency perspective, discarding so many existingturess enormouslywasteful. Why

do neither Chapters 3 nor 9 say anything about this?

Page4-82 specifiesthatimpactsto historically significantstructureson the Mohawk site mustbe
avoidedor reducedjikewise, p. 5-3 statesthat “all practical measureswill be takenduring final
design to avoid the need to demolish these structuBes.the projectcannotpossibly proceedon
that site without demolishingthesestructures.That surelyfails to “avoid or reduce” the impact.
Where is this major difficulty weighed in comparing the sites?

Page 5-2 proposesmitigating the dislocation of existing businessand loss of residential
development opportunities by providing financial incentivesdtwcatingthe businessesglsewhere
within Buffalo and developing housing ather R/7UDAT-identified sites.Sincethis mitigationis a
necessaryost of building on the Mohawk site, those costsshould be includedin the financial
projections for this site. Does the “relocation cost” item in Table C-15 full reflect these costs?
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Among the structures occupying the Mohawk site is the Fire Dispatch Centeste®on p. 4-56,
keepingit on site would presenta “significant design challenge.” How a programmatically
functional conventioncenter could be designedaround it is not clear. If such a design is
nonetheles$ormulatedand adoptedjt’s difficult to seehow the DispatchCentercould remainin
place without its operation being “hindered or disrupted” during convention @amtstructionas
the draft stateswould be “imperative.” How could its residing in the middle of a major
constructionsite “not resultin significantimpactson the provision of emergencyservices”?If,
converselyjt is to be relocatedthenthe costof replacingit needsto be includedin the financial
projections for this site.

Finally, p. 3-17 dismissesthe Oak Streetalternativesite becausat would require elevating the
facility over Oak Street, renderingit unfriendly to pedestriansand precluding a single-level
exhibition hall with “safe andeasy” (meaningat-grade?}ruck accesswWhy wouldn’t the same
problems applyto elevatingthe facility over Ellicott Street,and therebyeliminatethe Mohawk site
from consideration?

Other Issues

Page 1-3urgesthe Countyto “take into accountiessondearnedfrom otherpeercities, andlearn
from other similar regionswith dual urbancenters.” Justwhat are the lessonslearnedfrom peer
cities? Sections 2.7 and 2.8 present some comparative data for other regions but don’ofeem to
any analysis of those data. What can we condiaie the experience®f otherregionsVhat do
they say about what we should do, or how we should do it?

Page 1-17 similarly urges that the County coordimatie NiagaraFalls andlearnfrom what other
dual-city regions have done to avoid intra-regional competitiorconventionbusinessWell, what
exactly can we learn from other dual-city regions, and what are the solutionsto intra-regional
competition?

Page 16 acknowledgeghat alternative investmentsof public funding could result in greater
economic impact but rules out analyzing any possibilities becausétéh®ativesaretoo numerous

and open-endedBut an exhaustiveanalysisof all possibilitiesis not neededillustrative examples
would be quite useful. One could, for instance,refer to what BERC and the variousarealDA’s

report as to the economic impact of the tax incentives they pr@itecould analyzethe Adelphia
incentive package. One could report the findiafygationalstudieson the impactof investmentn
infrastructure improvements. All of these would help provide some comparativeo$drmse much

bang for the buck the convention center project offers, a sense which is wholly lacking at present.

Summary of Main Points

First, and perhaps most critically, the economic analysis errs by treating investraeetv facility

asresponsiblé€or all future convention-base@conomicactivity, ratherthan just the incremental
activity beyond what the “no action” alternatiweuld yield, for no investmentAlthough someof

my other comments involve matters of judgment and interpretation, on this point the tiagibut,
demonstrablyvrong, and making the necessanadjustmentsiramaticallyalterskey findings. The
correctedfigures showthat evenaccordingto the draft’'s own projections,building a new facility

would be economically disastrous.

Second,the draft’s entire analysisdependson out-of-town attendanceprojections (substantially
increasing at a new Mohawk facility, and decreasing at the current faciy iéplaced)or which
adequate data are not providédther, what dataare providedrun counterto thoseprojections.If,
asseemdikely, the attendancerojectionsoverstatethe benefitsof a new facility, the economic
results would be even worse than what my previous point indicates.
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Third, the draft understates the economic impact of resideieNa@lopmenbn the Mohawk site. In
combination with overstating the impact of a convention centénairsite (dueto the previoustwo
points), that yields a greatly distorted image of the relative value of the two.

Fourth, the draft portraysthe Waterfrontoption as far inferior to the Mohawk option, due to
guestionableassumptions.Although none of the new-constructionalternatives make sense
economically, the Waterfront site is probably no worse than Mohawk.

Concluding Comments

My commentshavefocusedon the economicimplications of the proposedproject. At least as
important is the impact on the urban fabric of downtown Buffalo. By their very nature,
considerations of streetscape vitality and quality of lifedéffecult to quantify; the draft doesoffer

important observations on these matiarpassingwhich would be easyto overlook becausehey
don’t showup in any of the tablesandfigures. The Mohawk site containsa uniquecollection of

diverseand uniquestructuressomeof which areindividually of historical significance,but more
importantly, they collectively constitute an irreplaceableresource: the basis for mixed-use
developmenexemplifying the unique characterof Buffalo and creatinga future sustainedoy our

past (see pp. 2-40, 3-11, 4-24 through 4-26). Destroying that resourpesahaiingwhatit could

becomesimply to makeroom for a facility that could just aswell go elsewhereandwon’t do us
any good anyway, would be criminal.

Meanwhile, the areais suffering from “planner’s blight.” While uncertainty persists,property
ownersarereluctantto begin alternativedevelopmentsell to someonewho would, or evenspend
money to maintain their properties; lemg as the possibility existsof selling to the County above
actualmarketvalue, the propertiesonly deterioratg(seepp. 15-16). Thatis why it is essentiathat
the County not merely allow this projectto die a gradualdeath,suffocatingunderits own weight,
but announce definitively that it will not take place on the Mohawk site.

The County Executivlbassaidthatthereis no moneyto proceedat this time, but he hasnot shut
the door on next year succeedingears.Whatis urgently neededo savethis district andall its
potential benefitss for him to publicly encouragéhe initiation of housingconversionandrelated
development projects, and the sooner the better.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

Hank Bromley



