To:  Matthew Peters
Re:  CCB #22-0285-Abundant Housing Act
We, the undersigned owners and/or residents of property in Ridgely’s Delight are writing in opposition to CCB #22-0285 - Abundant Housing Act.  The stated purposes of this bill that we have concerns about are to: 
1. Promote increased development of low-density, multi-family dwellings in certain residential districts;
2. Establish standards for the conversion of single-family dwellings into low-density, multi-family dwellings; and
3. To eliminate certain required off-street parking requirements.
Ridgely’s residential properties are zoned R-8.  These proposed changes would no longer be permitted as a conditional use only.  All required off-street parking requirements would be removed for all residential uses in our neighborhood.
We are opposed to these proposed changes for the following reasons.
1. Impact on infrastructure
a. The homes in Ridgely’s primarily date from the early to late 19th century.  The infrastructure is also quite old and we have experienced a lot of problems with it.
i. We had a flood beneath the 700 block of Dover St. that lasted for almost a week and damaged a number of houses because the water turnoff valve did not work.
ii. We routinely have flooding in some areas because the storm drains cannot handle the rain water when there is a heavy downpour.
iii. We have experienced a number of water pipe breaks.
1. Most recently, we experienced a major water line break in the center of the 600 block of Portland.  The break was at least 6 feet below the street and caused major flooding for days.
b. Increased development will lead to a reduction in green spaces, with the attendant negative environmental and quality-of-life impacts that come with that.  But, this will also have infrastructure impacts.  As we reduce the areas that serve to absorb rain water, we put an additional burden on our already overtaxed storm drain system.  We already have flooding in heavy down pours because the storm drains cannot handle the demands.  Further reduction of green space will only exacerbate this problem.
c. We are in the process of adding 84 new dwelling units right now in our neighborhood.  This is an increase in density of almost 20% and we do not know how the existing infrastructure will handle this.  We are concerned about further increases in density without the improvements to our sewage, water and storm drain systems that we hope will be coming our way as a result of the agreement with the EPA.
2. Impact of eliminating all parking requirements
a. As evidenced by a city-run parking survey, there is already not enough parking in our neighborhood.  We are a geographic island.  Because of this, neighbors have to cross MLK and try to find parking in the deserted commercial areas of Pigtown when we return to the neighborhood at night, which is the only adjacent area with any large amount of parking.
b. We know the city would like to see residents move towards the use of public transportation, and many of our residents would like to be able to do that, but the current public transportation system is frankly terrible.  Until a decent and reliable public transportation system is put in place, it is premature to try to force city residents to give up their cars by failing to plan for adequate parking.
c. We live in a food desert.  For many residents, especially those of us who are older, it is impossible to try to use public transportation to purchase groceries and transport them home.  And, while delivery is an option for some, the cost is prohibitive for many, if not most, older residents.  The availability of fresh, nutritious food must also be addressed before the city tries to force residents to give up their cars.
3. Impact of an increase in density on the historic nature of the neighborhood.
a. Ridgely’s Delight is an historic neighborhood and much of the historic feel of the neighborhood comes from the current density, which varies between the older, smaller properties in the north and the larger properties with double lots in the south, which are ripe for development if this change passes.
b. Under current CHAP guidelines, modern in-fill in historic neighborhoods should be clearly non-historic/modern in appearance.
i. At this time, we have very few modern in-fill properties.  But if this bill passes, we should expect that situation to change, thus dramatically reducing both the current spacing and appearance of properties in a manner that reduces the historic nature of the neighborhood.
c. Over their life-span, a number of larger properties in the neighborhood were split up into multiple apartments.  In more recent years, a number of these houses were returned to single-family units in an attempt to respect the historic nature of these houses.  This proposed change would encourage breaking these properties up into multiple apartments again, thus also moving to make these properties less historic in nature again.
4. Impact on trash, rats and appearance
a. The houses that have been divided into multiple apartments in our neighborhood have insufficient city-provided trash cans to handle the amount of trash they are creating and landlords are not paying for either extra cans and/or private pickup.  This leads to overflowing trashcans, dumping of garbage, out-of-control rat populations and the poor/dirty appearance of the city as a whole.  
5. Impact of density on housing costs
a. Underlying this bill is an assumption that increased density will lead to decreased costs and more affordable housing.  However, as previously mentioned. We are in the midst of increasing our density of housing by about 20% and that has NOT led to decreased costs.  Most of the new units are tiny (less than 400 sq. ft,) and the proposed costs we have seen are in the $1,400-$1,600 per month range.  So, increased density has NOT led to decreased costs in our neighborhood.       
6. Impact on property values 
a. Many property owners, particularly owner/occupants buy their properties as an investment.
b. This proposal is likely to lead to increased purchasing by developers and those interested in rental properties, which will lead to these properties being broken up into multiple apartments, single room rentals and AirBnBs.
c. You cannot build a neighborhood without a core of owner/occupants and this bill provides significant disincentives for owner/occupants to remain in their homes since it is likely to drive overall property values down.
7. Impact on diversity
d. A number of older owner/occupants feel that proposals like this are designed to drive older residents out of the city.
e. Those of us who can drive, need our cars since public transportation is difficult and unreliable for those who have any level of mobility challenges.  We are also more likely to be targets of crime, so waiting on city streets for buses is dangerous for us and riding alternative transportation such as bikes and scooters is not possible for many of us.
f. We invested in our properties as part of our long-term plan for financial security in retirement.  But, if the city is going to undertake policies that reduce the value of our investment, the only smart thing to do is to leave the city.
In conclusion, we think a far better way to increase the city’s tax base (i.e., population) and provide more affordable housing that becomes an investment for owner/occupants instead of investors would be to develop a program that truly values and promotes racial and spatial equity by developing a city-government program that encourages and supports efforts by residents to buy and develop vacant properties in their own communities, thus serving to stabilize and enhance many communities that are both in need of and deserving of such government support. This would be more consistent with the many equity and justice commitments officially and publicly stated by the city—e.g., by the Office of Equity and Civil Rights, Mayor’s Office of Immigrant Affairs, Etc.  
We fear that diverting efforts away from addressing how to remedy the overwhelming number of vacant properties throughout the city, many located in communities that have large numbers of African Americans and other people of color living in them, will simply perpetuate and exacerbate the many attendant problems associated with these vacant properties (e.g., higher crime rates, dumping, vandalism, deteriorating property values, etc.), which will lead to further destabilization of these neighborhoods and communities.  This, will make things worse, instead of better, for everyone, but especially for the communities that this bill is designed to help most.  We strongly suggest that it would be better to develop such a program than to simply change the zoning rules and hope they lead to the desired outcome.   
For all the reasons listed above, we are opposed to the proposed bill. Thank you for considering our unput.  

Patricia Bergeron
Resident, 717 Dover St., 21230

Kate Gillespie
Resident, 717 Dover St., 21230

Michele Vitolo
Owner, 721 Dover St., 21230

Paul Wilder
Owner, 705 Dover St., 21230

Mickey Digirolomo
Owner/Resident, 206 Penn St., 21230

Deb O’Neill
Owner/Resident, 208 Penn St., 21230

Lillie Hyman
Owner/Resident, 658 Portland St., 21230

Sandy Anderson
Owner/Resident, 663 Portland St., 21230

Farzana Muhib
Owner/Resident, 710 Portland St., 21230

Maurice Travers
Owner, 716 Portland St., 21230

Esther Van Dyke
Owner/Occupant, 717 Portland St., 21230

John Van Dyke
Owner/Occupant, 717 Portland St., 21230

Rosalie Barrett
Owner/Resident, 719 Portland St., 21230
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York Eggerton
Owner, 301 S Fremont St., 21230

Gerri Salley
Owner/Resident, 646 Melvin Dr., 21230

Deb Brain
Owner/Resident, 623 Washington Blvd., 21230

James Wright
313 S Fremont Ave., 21230
