Statement to NYS Gaming Facility Location Board in Opposition to the
Application for a Casino in Schenectady

by Stop the Schenectady Casino
September 22, 2014

For the following reasons, the group Stop the Schenectady Casino [at times referred to in this
Statement as the Stop Group] asks that this Board reject the Application for the Rivers Casino and
Resort at Mohawk Harbor, Schenectady, New York. [Attachment 1 is a map of the casino vicinity.]

Point One. Unlike the other Capital Region locations proposed to the Board, the
Schenectady Casino is the only Location Well on its Way to Being Fully Developed without
a Casino, and Schenectady already has a Vibrant and Successful Development Process.

The Applicant calls Schenectady "distressed" and sees its casino as a vital part in the region's
"Bring Cities Back to Life" strategy. But, Schenectady has been successfully planning and
executing an impressive revival for quite some time without a casino, and Mohawk Harbor was
already well on its way to being a spectacular development along the Mohawk long before Rush
Street Gaming ever heard the phrase "Old Alco site." Thus, we are told at the website
SchenectadyDemocrats.com, that we have had "$830 million in new development and 6,200 jobs
created or retained since 2004." A similar assessment is made at
SchenectadyCountyDemocrats.com, which sizes up a shorter timeframe and exclaims:

"The new unified economic development team has delivered 3,500 new jobs, and $400
million in new private sector investment in our economy. Through hard work and vision, decay
and stagnation have given way to growth and renewal. Smarter, smaller more efficient
government has saved taxpayers millions.

"A revitalized economic and cultural center in Schenectady, reinvigorated industrial parks,
thousands of new jobs and millions of new private sector investment stand as
accomplishments of a Democratic team dedicated to working together with anyone of good
will to achieve results for the people of Schenectady County."

Even in the context of such vibrant development, the announcement that the Galesi Group
would spend $150 million dollars in the first phase of a massive redevelopment of the old American
Locomotive Company site in Schenectady, made a very big splash along the Mohawk. Even
before an extra $50 million for the second phase of Mohawk Harbor was added in, the numbers
were surely higher than had ever been seen in Schenectady for a private, non-industrial project.

The Gazette called the original multi-use development plans for the sight "grand”, and Galesi
Group CEO David Buicko modestly said it would serve as "the poster child for upstate New York



development;"' and, long before the word casino was being whispered about town, Buicko claimed
the site could be developed into "the next major tourist attraction in upstate New York."

Laura Schweitzer, the President of Union Graduate College clearly agreed with all the praise
for Mohawk Harbor, writing while nominating David Buicko for a Community Hero award:

“Nothing that has been done to date in Schenectady will be quite as transformational as the
innovative and break-through project planned for the Alco site on the Mohawk River that
Dave initiated in the last year. “ [see “Union Graduate College Community Partner Dave
Buicko Receives ‘Hero Award” (Union Graduate College News, May 27, 2014)

The Capital Region Economic Development Council clearly concurred with Ms. Schweitzer, as it
gave the riverfront project a $5,000,000 award in 2013 to assist development of the plans, which
include retail, space, apartments, a hotel, a marina, and more.

Given the economic and civic boost expected from Mohawk Harbor without a casino, it is
difficult to see why Schenectady should be saddled with the potential problems that come with
an urban casino. Brownfield remediation surely should not be an excuse for taking the gamble
with Schenectady's future, even though the Applicant is giving his casino facility a lot of credit
for cleaning up the brownfield. As the Gazette reported, >DEC issued a proposed cleanup plan
for the site last March and (with no casino license in the picture):

"Galesi will implement the final cleanup plan, for which the company has received a grant.
. .. The entire cleanup should be complete by the end of 2015, but most of the site will be
clean by the end of 2014, DEC said."

To date, the only thing the casino tangent has done to Mohawk Harbor is slow down its
progress, and saddle it with additional environmental review. It has also turned a development
plan nearly universally applauded, into a divisive struggle within the community.4 The casino
plans would also apparently mean more space used for parking lots, rather than lawns and
trails, compared to other potential uses, and its projected 2.8 million visitors a year will surely
bring far more traffic distress than other alternatives.

As community leader Gloria Kishton wrote in June to the Schenectady Gazette:

1 "When opportunity knocks, Galesi Group answers," Schenectady Sunday Gazette, by
Bethany Bump, Feb. 16, 2014.

2 "Galesi Group plans for ALCO site will be downsized without state aid," Albany Business
Review,by Haley Viccaro, Nov. 6, 2013. Mr. Buicko was reassuring about the future, saying
the company would not desert the site if funds for a film studio were pronounced dead. The
same has been said many times about continuing with or without a casino. Having already
spent over a $100 million on the project, Galesi is not walking or rowing away.

3 "Substrate to help dissolve solvents," by Kathleen Moore, March 18, 2014.

4 One caveat that has been raised about Mohawk Harbor relates to the effects on flooding
of creating a marina and building on a raised floodplain. That problem would exist,
however, if a casino were added to the plans for Mohawk Harbor. A report from the Army
Corps of Engineers may help settle the dispute.



Schenectady should not entrust its future to a casino.... Schenectady would do well to
build on its already impressive accomplishments: attracting diverse small businesses that
create things and experiences with real value. The ALCO site has a good basis upon
which to build. . . . [It] is better suited for a mixture of commercial uses, tourism and housing
options. This would create diversified, sustainable development we could all be proud of,
and is a better fit for Schenectady than a casino.

In sum, Schenectady is clearly not the applicant most in need of a giant development boost,
especially not a boost with a shaky financial future and risky social impact. The Galesi Group
plans to build its grand community along the Mohawk with or without a casino. Granting Rush
Street Gaming the operating license would be gilding the lily (which wastes the gold and Kkills the
lily), when other municipalities haven't even pulled up all their daisies yet.

Point Two. The Schenectady Casino is the only proposal that directly threatens the
welfare of a treasured Historic District - Schenectady's Stockade Historic District

Schenectady's Stockade Historic District is only a half-mile down Front Street, and a short
stroll down the riverbank, from the location of the proposed casino. [See Attachment #1]
The Stop Group submits that the risk of damage to the residential quality and future integrity of
a neighborhood often called "Schenectady's Gem," is too great to permit the location of a casino
so close by. That is especially true, when the Applicant has shown no appreciation of the
importance and fragility of this "living museum" and its caretakers, and when no other proposed
location interferes with a similarly valuable historic and cultural resource.

According to the Schenectady 2020 Comprehensive Plan: Stockade Neighborhood Plan, the
section of the City that is referred to as the Stockade neighborhood is the smallest and oldest in
the City, encompassing 82 acres. It is located between the Mohawk River and the Central
Business District. Erie Boulevard serves as the southern boundary of the neighborhood, and
the CSX rail line as the eastern boundary. The Mohawk River is the Northwest Boundary. [See
Attachment #1]

The Stockade neighborhood is home to the Stockade Historic District, which covers all but a
few blocks of the Neighborhood. The Historic District is roughly bounded by the Mohawk River,
the CSX railroad tracks and Union Street. The District includes about 380 buildings stretched
over a fifteen-block area. The Stockade Association is the neighborhood association for the
Historic District. (Find it online at historicstockade.com) The Association's summary of Stockade
History begins:

The Stockade Historic District is the oldest [continuous] residential neighborhood in the
country. It is home to what the National Parks Service called “the highest concentration of
historic period homes in the country,” with over 40 homes over 200 years old. It is the first
Historic District established in New York.

Attachment #2 is a one-page history of the Stockade District by longtime Stockade resident
Jean Zegger, explaining its uniqueness. In 1962, the Stockade became the first historic district
in the State, established by the City under a State enabling act as a specially-protected historic
zone. §264-10 of the Schenectady Zoning Law gives the purpose of the designation:



§264-10. A. Purpose: The Stockade Historic Residential (RH-2) District is intended to
promote, maintain and enhance the historic Stockade neighborhood where specialized
standards and requirements are necessary to protect the area's distinctive residential
quality and the architectural or historical significance of structures therein.

The architecture of the Stockade is its most obvious outward characteristic. Its special
community spirit comes through in the neighborliness of its residents, and in its many special
events and traditions. Attachment #3 is a collage made to celebrate Flag Day last year, but it is
also a good sampler of the many styles of Stockade buildings and streetscapes. Attachment #4
is centered on Lawrence Circle, which is the hub around which much of the neighborhood's
communal activities take place. Attachment #4 shows more lovely buildings, and special
events, such as the annual Outdoor Art Show (over 60 years old), the Walkabout house tour,
and the popular Stockade-athon 15K race.

Many Stockade District residents and owners consider themselves to be stewards of this
historic treasure, responsible for preserving and protecting it physical and social characteristics,
and especially for maintaining the quality of its residential character. It is the continuous status
of the Stockade as a residential neighborhood for more than three centuries that sets it apart
from other historic areas, making it a "living museum". The Stop Group believes that a casino
operating only a few blocks from the border of this tiny neighborhood is a threat to its quality of
life that will make living in the District less desirable, and reduce the likelihood of its properties
being owner occupied and well maintained by their owners, starting a downward spiral. The high
probability of an increase in traffic-related problems and in street crime are our chief concerns.
The risk is too high, we believe, to simply take the chance the problems will not arise.

The Application of Rush Street Gaming demonstrates either a lack of understanding of the
fragile nature of the balance that keeps the Stockade thriving, or indifference to the issue.
Indeed, its claim that "Elements of the architecture take into account the Stockade Historic
District," is humorous and belied by a quick look at Attachments 3 & 4. Other than the flooding
issue, Applicant's Supplemental EIS raises only one aspect of potential negative environmental
effects on surrounding areas or people, "negative visual impact." Because the development
can't be readily seen from the historic district, Applicant stops its environmental inquiries.

Rush Street simply denies there will be a worsening of traffic conditions in the neighborhood
or an increase in crime. We disagree, for the following reasons.

a. The Increase in Traffic through the Stockade. The Applicant predicts its operating
casino will attract 2.8 million visitors a year, which yields a daily average of 7,671 visits per day.
(By comparison, the Stockade Association estimated [optimistically] a few years ago that the
Stockade gets perhaps 15,000 visits per year, with about 5,000 of those visits on the dates of
both the Outdoor Art Show and the Walkabout.) As the Gazette reported: "T.R. Johnson
Engineer of Latham prepared a study in July that looked at traffic impacts from a full build-out of
the site with a casino. Access to the site would differ from the original project, as casino patrons
would generate 681 new vehicular trips during morning rush hour and 1,615 new trips during
evening rush hour.” (“Mohawk Harbor plan given new review®, Aug., 14, 2014, by Bethany
Bump) The traffic study only looked at the peak AM and PM hours for the "adjacent roadway

5 At p. 22 of the Mohawk Harbor Supplemental Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(2014)



network", not the peaks of the casino and banquet facility. So, we are not told the expected
number of new vehicular trips at the casino's peak hours.

According to the Schenectady 2020 Comprehensive Plan for the Stockade,

"Erie Boulevard and State Street are the major roadways in the Stockade neighborhood,
although residents will argue that all streets are used as major thoroughfares to bypass
traffic on Eire and State."

Erie Boulevard and State Street take traffic around the outer edge of the Stockade
neighborhood, but significant numbers of drivers use Stockade streets (Church St., Union
Street, Front Street, especially) as a "shortcut" to shave time off their commute. Residents
along Front Street and Church Street are particularly aware of vehicles coming off of Erie
Boulevard onto Front Street when traffic is slow on Erie Blvd. In addition, drivers coming across
the bridge from Scotia on RT. 5 or coming off of I-890 heading east or north, often get off State
Street and take a shortcut on Church St., and then to Front St. or Union St., driving through
rather than driving around the Stockade. (See Attachment 1)

The Applicant's Traffic Access Plan diagram is worrisome for the Stockade, therefore,
because it shows -- with a red arrow pointing west on Front Street -- that vehicles exiting the
casino facility will be directed, or are expected, to use Front Street rather than getting onto Erie
Boulevard or Nott Street when exiting from the western end of the casino facility. See our
Attachment #5, a detail from Applicant's Project Site Access Plan, which was presented as
Applicant's Attachment T, Ex. VIII.C.5.a.12.

As illustrated with the series of photos, and explained with text, in Attachment #11, Front
Street is quite narrow at Nott St. as it traverses the "East Front Street" neighborhood for about a
half mile, and gets even narrower (about 20" wide) when it enters the Stockade beyond the CSX
railway trestle, and becomes one-way until reaching Lawrence Circle. Moreover, on the
sections of Front St. that are marked as two-way, there is often inadequate room to safely or
comfortably allow for two-way traffic; drivers must cooperate at those points to allow one vehicle
at a time to use the open lane.

The narrowness of Front St. (even without the complications of snow) means that a larger
than usual number of vehicles taking Front St. instead of Erie Boulevard can readily start to
back up at Lawrence Circle or at No. Church Street. (see Attachment 11) Such a back-up can
escalate quickly into a crawling line of stop and go traffic or an actual gridlock, which blocks
traffic at the Circle on Front St., No. Ferry St. and Green Street, or even blocking the busy
intersection at Union and Church Streets, with vehicles backing up at the intersection of State
and So. Church Street.

In that context, the Applicant claims there will be 325 additional vehicle exits generated for
the peak AM rush hour and 790 for the PM peak, with even more at the Casino's peaks.
Drivers who do not use the new Harbor Rd. to enter Erie Blvd., or who find traffic to be slow at
their intersection and want an alternative, can be expected to exit up Front St. toward the
Stockade.
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Nevertheless (see the image above from Applicant's Traffic Memorandum, by T. R. Johnson
Engineering, June 2014, at 24), the Applicant predicts no worsening of operating conditions
[LOS - levels of service] at the intersection of Front. St. and N. Ferry/Green St., which is where
Front St. intersects with Lawrence Circle, a small traffic circle that holds a statue of Lawrence
the Indian.® No mitigation is recommended to lessen any problems that might be caused by the
increased traffic.

* See Attachment 4, which shows several scenes at or near Lawrence Circle, where traffic
can be easily tied up, but also where some of the Stockade's favorite events are held.
The Applicant's traffic experts do not seem to realize that several times a year Lawrence
Circle, as well as the blocks radiating from it, is closed to traffic. The resulting traffic
jams will not please out of town or local casino guests.

Whether they need to use their own vehicles, or are simply at home hearing the noise from
vehicles speeding or crawling by, 24/7, and dealing with exhaust fumes, accidents, police
sirens, or vibrations, Stockade residents will be negatively impacted by a significant increase in
traffic on Front St. and other affected streets. The noise, fumes and vibrations are amplified
along the streets of the Stockade, because homes do not have front lawns, but are instead built
along the sidewalks.

Any significant increase in traffic up Front Street going west when exiting the casino, or north
up Church St. to Front St., then the Circle and Green St., is a threat to the quality of life, health
and safety, and peace of mind, of Stockade residents. The Applicant offers no mitigation plan,
and frankly none comes to mind, that could prevent undermining the residential nature of the
"living museum" that is the Schenectady Stockade Historic District.

b. A highly probable increase in Crime in the Stockade. The Stop Group submits that
the probability of a rise in certain types of street crime in the Stockade, due to operation of the

6 Lawrence, a Mohawk Indian, is much beloved in the Stockade. He is believed to have
encouraged white colonists to return to the Stockade in the late 1690s, after it had been
burned down by a French and Indian war party.



proposed casino, is too great to risk damaging the Historic District by granting the requested
gaming license to Rush Street Gaming.

Crime statistics about casinos are admittedly tricky and it is difficult to make broad statements
about casinos and crime, because casinos are located in such diverse places and there are
relatively few casinos in cities. Nonetheless, it seems clear that urban casinos can expect an
increase in certain kinds of crime, especially near the casino and along major arterial roads
leading to it. For example, although the New York State Task Force on Casino Gambling —
Report to the Governor (August 30, 1996), favored having upstate New York casinos, it
distinguished between rural and urban locations, noting that the more rural a location, the less
the probability of a significant increase in crime. The well-researched and balanced Task Force
Report found (at 219) that “casinos in urban areas should be concerned with the potential for
prostitution, panhandling, pick-pocketing and purse snatching."

The potential is too great, we believe, for any nearby neighborhood to merely accept the risk
and “wait and see”, much less a neighborhood specifically protected under local and State law
as an historic district, with much to lose if crime does rise. Once a casino complex is built, any
increase in crime or perception of increased jeopardy on its streets will mean a reduction in the
quality of life (and property values) for those living in its immediate vicinity. (The general topic of
crime near urban casinos is addressed in Point 4, below.)

The Applicant has disputed claims that the casino would negatively impact Schenectady with
an increase in crime, and some supporters have pointed to a study of crime near Rush Street
Gaming's SugarHouse casino in Philadelphia, ” arguing that crime went down around
SugarHouse and it got safer in the area. The study in question was, however, far from definitive
in its conclusions, as they relate to a nearby neighborhood such as the Stockade. For one
thing, it did register higher numbers in some categories (like violent street crimes), but found
them not to be statistically significant. In addition, the study did not include DUI or prostitution,
two crimes on the short list of worries for those in the vicinity of an urban casino.?

More telling, to achieve the results shown by the study, the Philadelphia Police Department
set up a 14-man dedicated police patrol, which worked 24/7 in the area within a half mile of the
casino. (Such a detail would cost about a million dollars a year, given Schenectady's pay levels
and benefits.) The authors of the SugarHouse study also looked at crime data for a
“displacement area” just outside the “casino patrol area” to see whether the casino or related
security and policing had positive or negative effects on that nearby area. The Stockade
District’s southeastern border would fall at the line between the casino patrol area and the
displacement area, placing virtually the entire Stockade neighborhood within that potential
displacement zone.

7 See “A Partial Test of the Impact of a Casino on Neighborhood Crime”, by Lallen T.
Johnson, PhD, and Jerry H. Ratcliffe, PhD, published online on by Palgrave MacMillan'’s
Security Journal.

8 We expect a major increase in vehicles cutting through the Stockade, with drivers who
have been drinking for hours, or weary employees and interns, using its narrow, dark
streets as a way to avoid scrutiny on the well-lit Erie Boulevard, or simply to take the
shorter route to SCCC or the bridge to Scotia and destinations on NY Route 5 heading
west. We also believe the Stockade’s shadowy streets and available apartments are ready-
made for the expected increase in prostitution once the casino starts operation.




Of particular concern to Stockade residents, then, is the fact that the authors found a very
large increase in vehicle break-ins and vehicle theft in the displacement area. The police
patrolling close to the SugarHouse casino appear, therefore, to have pushed vehicle crime
slightly farther away, into an area that corresponds to the location of the Stockade. (It would
also correspond to Union College's "College Park" residential area, with its many expensive
student vehicles.)

In sum, Rush Street Gaming's cavalier dismissal of the probability of negative results from
increased traffic or increased crime near its proposed casino facility (beyond what we might
expect from the opening of a new shopping mall), demonstrates its failure to appreciate the
historical and cultural importance of the Stockade Historic District and its refusal to mitigate any
negative effects on Schenectady's premiere, living and breathing cultural institution. This Board
should not gamble with the future of the Stockade Historic District by granting the requested
Schenectady gaming license to Rush Street Gaming.®

Point Three. The Schenectady Casino is the only proposed location and Applicant that
directly threaten the welfare of a student body of potential young gamblers living no
more than a few blocks away.

Schenectady's Stop Group believes that placing a casino facility at Mohawk Harbor, in such
close proximity to the residence halls and other residential housing of Union College, and less
than a mile from Schenectady County Community College, unnecessarily endangers the welfare
of many young gamblers and potential gamblers. No other competing application poses a
similar risk to young adults of gambling age by making access so easy and quick.

As can be seen in Attachment 1 and Attachment 6, Mohawk Harbor's casino facility, located
at 450 Nott Street, is a short stroll from virtually all of Union College's student housing, and only
one short block from its largest residence hall at 301 Nott Street.

There is a significant amount of literature and scholarship on college students and gambling,
including the increased susceptibility of younger gamblers, alcohol’s connection to problem
gambling, and the connection between proximity and increased gambling.'® The Handout on
Problem Gambling from Union College’s Wicker Wellness Center, notes, "Gambling is in some
ways a ‘norm’ among college students. The most popular games are casino activities such as
cards and gambling machines.”

The risk is heightened because Rush Street Gaming is experienced in marketing to the
Young Gambler and appears to be most desirous of gaining their trade. For example, Rush
Street Gaming’s SugarHouse Casino in Philadelphia has introduced a “simplified craps game”
called Props & Hops (purportedly alluding to craps terminology), which was developed because

9 If not yet convinced that the Stockade Historic District is a unique, living historic treasure,
we respectfully recommend that the Board look again at the beauty and community spirit
seen in the images on Attachments 3 & 4, and read Jean Zegger's short history of the
Stockade, Attachment 2. And, see http://historicstockade.com/ .

10 For example, see "Festering Beneath the Surface: Gambling and College Students, by the
[llinois Dept. of Health Services; “College Problem Gambling Literature Review", Jim
Emshoff, Ph.D., Georgia State University (Jan. 2008).




“A lot of people, especially the younger kids, are intimidated about craps.”" They have also
greatly increased the number of poker tables at SugarHouse, a game particularly popular with
college students. Their Schenectady Application shows that the Schenectady casino will have a
dozen poker tables in a 3000 sq. ft. hall.

Perhaps more worrisome is a recent Report stating that Rush Street Gaming is investing
millions of dollars with the aim of becoming the industry leader in “building a bridge” between
children playing casino-like games on social media and smartphones and their going to brick-n-
mortar casinos to do real gaming once they are old enough. Knowing that the earlier you begin
to gamble, the more likely you are to gamble often and obsessively, Schenectady’s proposed
casino operator is sowing the seeds digitally to grow the next generation of problem gamblers.
In its study “Betting on Kids Online," the hospitality workers union UniteHere argues that Rush
Street Gaming "has quietly pursued an Internet strategy that has sidestepped gambling
regulators while also explicitly allowing players as young as 13" to play their virtual games. If
they think it is worthwhile to groom adolescents into future casino customers, what will Rush
Street Gaming do to prepare 18, 19 and 20 year olds down the block who already love poker
and "keggers"?

Rush Street's denial in its Application that proximity and access increase the prevalence of
problem gambling also suggests that they need a significant amount of sensitivity training before
being allowed to operate near so many potential young gamblers. It is ludicrous for the
Applicant to brush off worries about creating more problem gamblers, saying, "the addition of
gaming at the Rivers Casino is not expected to lead to an increase in the prevalence rates in the
local area", because people in this area have already been able to travel for slots in Saratoga
and casinos in Atlantic City and Connecticut. Other things being equal, we hope this Board will
choose to locate the Capital Region casino farther than a short stroll away from a couple
thousand potential young gamblers.

Point Four. Mohawk Harbor's Urban Location has More Disadvantages than Advantages.

Thankfully, Galesi Group's claim that Mohawk Harbor "is located in the center of downtown
Schenectady"'? is incorrect. Nonetheless, the location of a casino at Mohawk Harbor brings
with it added problems caused by urban casinos, making the location less desirable than less
urban alternatives. Our Group agrees with many neighborhood and civic groups who have
studied the available resource materials and fought downtown casinos, while endorsing others
in more acceptable locations.

Urban casinos are risky endeavors, requiring far more analysis than was given to the
question by political leaders in Schenectady and Schenectady County who instantly the notion
after hearing the revenue and job promises. The New York State Gaming Task Force Report to
the Governor (1996), which favored upstate casinos, nonetheless said:

11 See SugarHouse Press Release, April 30, 2014; and “Sugarhouse Develops a New,
Simplified Craps Game For Younger Players®, CBS6 Philadelphia, May 1, 2014; SugarHouse
Props & Hops Brochure.

12 See the Galesi Group Mohawk Harbor brochure at

http://www .galesi.com/userfiles/file/property/MohawkHarbor.pdf .




1) Stand-alone casinos draw far fewer people from outside the area than a resort-style
casino, meaning relatively few overnight stays and a 150-mile market area impacted by
nearby casinos;

2) Most regular casino customers come from within a 25-mile radius, making the casino
simply part of the local leisure marketplace (draining dollars from others offering
entertainment, dining, sports, and other leisure activities of all kind; and

3) Potential crime problems at and near urban casinos include “prostitution, panhandling,
pick-pocketing and purse snatching”; economic crimes by pathological gamblers; and
vehicle-related crimes like DUl and automobile break-ins.

The group No Downtown Casino did an extensive review of the available research and
strongly opposed to building a casino in downtown Hamilton, Ontario, Canada. The Hamilton
group said at their website:

The research shows clearly that the closer you are to a casino, and the easier it is to get to,
the greater the social costs to all citizens and the greater the negative financial impact on
nearby businesses and property values.

They also concluded downtown casinos mean "Higher social costs for citizens — the bad
numbers go up," stressing that:

"Studies show that proximity to a casino doubles the levels of problem gambling, which in
turn results in increased spousal abuse, depression, child developmental issues, personal
debt, addiction and cross-dependency, personal bankruptcies, attempted suicides,
suicides, social service costs. We know that problem gambling has a profound impact on a
gambler’s friends and families, which substantially increases the number of people affected
by problem gambling. Individuals living in disadvantaged neighborhoods, some of whom
would be within walking distance of a casino in downtown Hamilton, have a 90% increase
in the odds of becoming problem gamblers."

The Applicant for the Schenectady casino argues the advantages of having a good transit
system and a compact City with its downtown close to the casino site. It has also hinted at
having fare-free trolley buses that would pick up people from around the City to bring to their
casino. We believe that easy access to Mohawk Harbor will mean people visiting the
Schenectady casino multiple times a week, disposing of money that was not truly disposable
income, but should have been earmarked for food, shelter, children's needs, medical care and
other far more important items. Some say that such problem gambling is a personal decision
and personal problem, but a rash of new problem gamblers quickly becomes their families'
problem, and soon thereafter government's problem, as society provides a social safety net for
the very young, very old, and most vulnerable.

In addition, despite the claim that the Schenectady casino would sit astride the best highway
network of the four competing municipalities, it seems far more likely that a stretch of road
already troublesome to traverse several times a day will get worse with the influx of new casino

13 http://www.nodowntowncasino.ca/
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traffic. The citizens of Glenville, Niskayuna and Schenectady will lose time and their tempers in
snarled traffic, a deal with the longterm effects of more automobile pollution.

We urge this Board to seek to cause the least damage and negative externalities by choosing
a casino situated in a location far less urban than Schenectady.
Point Five. The Applicant's Local Support is Less Significant than It Claims and Weaker
than in Competing Communities
The Applicant claims to have "overwhelming support from the local community."
Nonetheless, by several measures, its support is thin, less than meets the eye, or weaker than

that demonstrated in communities competing for the Capital Region gaming license.

a. Support on or before the City Council.

Despite many weeks of intense pressure by the City's Mayor and the President of the
City Council to produce a unanimous vote in support of the Applicant's proposal, two of the 7
members of Schenectady's City Council voted in opposition to the casino, Vincent Riggi (I) and
Marion Porterfield (D). Ms. Porterfield had the courage to vote against the demands of her
Party officials, because she had grave skepticism over the revenues promised by casino
proponents (especially as the gaming market becomes more saturated), and she had significant
fear of the social ills associated with casino gambling, especially in urban areas and among low-
income residents.

No other legislative body in the Capital Region had two members voting to oppose the
local application. While the Schenectady vote was 5-2, the vote in Rensselaer was 6-1; in East
Greenbush it was 5-0 and in Cobleskill, 4- 0. Given the pressure from "above" for unanimity, the
two dissenters represent a considerable lack of faith in the casino and fear of its consequences.

Further weakening the significance of the City Council's vote in Schenectady is its failure
to call for a public hearing on the resolution in support of the Application. After much pressure
from the press and public, the Council at the last minute merely allowed people to exercise the
privilege to speak for three minutes from the floor, immediately before it held its vote. A
Statement (Attachment #9) was presented to the Council "supported and endorsed by a
collection of various community and religious leaders reflecting diverse traditions," titled "Why
No Public Hearing?" They confessed that "Frankly we are appalled as religious and community
leaders by what is clearly a rush to judgment' with minimal community input”. The Statement
called for delaying the June 9 vote, calling instead that there be a public hearing and then a
special session for Council action before the end of June. They further asked the Council to:

"give careful consideration of the economic, social and human impacts to the

community as a whole and provide such a report to the community prior to action on
any resolution."
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There was, of course, no delay for a public hearing and subsequent consideration by the
Council, and no report of any kind. In fact, the failure of the Council to offer any sort of report or
statement of its own projections on negative effects and added costs to the City caused by
operation of the casino was the major reason for Council Vincent Riggi to oppose the resolution.
We do not think Schenectady is so desperate it needs to jump blindly a casino no matter the
negative results on its residents.

In addition, the apparent size of the Applicant's support by the local citizenry at the
Council's Meeting of June 9th (when it voted to support the Application) was misleading. The
press was full of photos showing the Council Chambers swamped with professionally made blue
signs proclaiming "Yes!" and blue Yes Buttons handed out at the door by attractive young
women. But, it is clear that Council Chambers was filled, and the seats crammed, with
proponents who live outside the City. Thus, when Rev. Sara Baron, a Methodist pastor,
addressed the Council, she asked for signs to be lowered, so she could ask the public a few
guestions. When she requested "raise your hand, if you are a resident of the City of
Schenectady [and] you are here in support of the resolution for a casino," virtually all of the pro-
casino hands went down. Attachment 7 is a collage showing still shots from the video of the
Council Meeting taken by Open Source Media for open access tv. There is only one hand of a
pro-casino Schenectady resident raised in the part of the room within view of the Open Source
video camera.

On the other hand, in that same slice of the public audience within view of the camera,
eight hands can be seen when Rev. Baron then asked "raise your hand, if . . . you are a
resident of the City of Schenectady [and] you are against the resolution for a casino." As Mike
Hendricks, Editor-in-Chief of the Albany Business Review wrote about the incident with Rev.
Baron and the raised hands:

For all the people waving "yes" signs and speaking in favor of the casino, the sentiment
in the room among those who actually live in the city was anti-casino.”

Like the impression created in Council Chambers by supporters of the casino Application, we

believe much of the support claimed by the Applicant has been orchestrated to appear far
greater than it truly is, and comes from outside of Schenectady.

b. Results at the Ballot Box for Upstate Casinos.

This siting process exists under the Upstate Gaming Act due to the passage in
November 2013 of Proposition One, a constitutional amendment to permit the granting of a
limited number of gaming licenses in several Upstate Regions. The location process recognizes,
however, that Proposition One was not equally popular throughout the State, and this Board has

14 "Computer chips or poker chips," Albany Business Review, Viewpoint column by Mike
Hendricks, June 13, 2104.
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the task of measuring and comparing local support among the groups of competing applicants.
We believe the results in each community in the November 2013 on Proposition One are an
important measure of that support. Such results came, unlike the rush to garner support during
this short process, after a significant period of public debate, and they measure the preferences
of individual voters at the ballot box, for the most part free from their prospects of future casino
employment or income, or the need to please one's employer or Party boss.

The results of the vote less than eleven months ago on Proposition One show more
opposition than support for a casino at the grass-roots level in our community and less support
than in the three other Host communities.' That fact has not been reflected in the actions of
our elected leaders, but we hope that this Board will take the results of the Proposition One
balloting into account when assessing local support.

1. Opposition in Schenectady County. A majority of the voters in both Rensselaer
County and Schoharie County voted "yes" on Proposition One, with Rensselaer being the only
urban county in the Capital Region supporting the placement of casinos in Upstate New York.
On the other hand, of the 30,083 people in Schenectady County who voiced a preference on
Proposition One last November, 54.2% (16,316) said "No". When the 6.6% under-vote on
Proposition One (ballots on which no choice was made) is included in the calculation of the
voting results, about 7.5% more of Schenectady County voters said No to casinos than said
yes: No: 50.2%; Yes: 42.7%; Unmarked: 6.6%.

Furthermore, 55.86% of the County votes outside of the City opposed the Casino
Proposition, with only 44.1% supporting the Proposition. The results suggest that the two-thirds
of registered voters who live outside the City may have felt more strongly about Proposition One
than did their City cousins: The turnout outside the City was over 40% of registered voters, while
the City had a turnout under 26% of registered voters. And, regarding Proposition One,
unmarked ballots made up 5.5% of the out-of-City vote, but City voters failed to voice a
preference on Proposition One at almost double that rate: 10.2% of their ballots were unmarked.

Given that a majority of County voters were opposed to casinos anywhere Upstate, it
was surprising that County leaders insisted on having a resolution of support for the
Schenectady casino, and even more surprising that they made the frivolous claim their vote
could count as the Host Municipality support required in the Gaming Commission's RFA. It was
surprising, that is, until one considers that (1) at the time of the County vote, it was not certain
that the City Council would pass a resolution in support of the casino; (2) Ray Gillen is both the
influential head of the County's Planning Office and Chairman of the Schenectady Metroplex
Development Authority, which was championing the casino; and (3) Democratic Party leaders
were in favor of the casino.

On the day of the County vote in June, a of our Stop Group asked a County Legislator if
the County results on November 2013 would influence his vote. The Legislator could not recall
there having been a vote on casinos just seven months previously. When reminded, he replied
that the November balloting on Proposition One never came up in any discussion among the
Legislators of the Legislature's casino resolution.

15 Attachment 8 has summaries of the vote in all of the County's municipalities. All results
are taken from the official records of the Schenectady County Board of Elections, and more
comprehensive data are compiled for the Board's convenience in a web posting found at
http://tinyurl.com/Prop1Schdy .
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Moreover, in addition to emphasizing the support of the County Legislature, the
Applicant boasts of having letters of support from "all of the Supervisors of the neighboring
suburban towns." Niskayuna and Glenville are two populous suburban towns that lie
immediately southeast and southwest of the Mohawk Harbor site. We believe letters from the
Supervisors of those Towns should be given little weight. Neither Supervisor had any form of
public input when deciding to send a support letter. More important, both ignored significant
majorities against Proposition One seven months prior. Thus:

* Niskayuna: Each of the Town's 20 election districts voted against the casino. The No
vote overwhelmed the Yes by 25.7%: with 61.0% voting No to 35.4% voting Yes, and an
undervote on Proposition One of 3.6%.

* Glenville: Twenty-five of the Town's twenty-seven election districts voted against the
casino. The No vote was 55.3%, and the Yes vote 39.6%, a significant 15.7% margin for
those opposed to casinos anywhere Upstate, much less just down the road.

2. Results in the City of Schenectady: The voters within each of the 4 competing
Municipalities seeking to Host a Capital Region casino (the Cities of Schenectady and
Rensselaer and the Towns of East Greenbush and Cobleskill) supported Proposition One in
2013 by small margins. In the City of Schenectady itself, however, neither the Yes nor the No
alternative received a majority of the vote, due to an unusually large undervote of 10.3%. Those
voting Yes won by the inconclusive margin of 2.3% of the vote, 46.0% to 42.7%.

As is discussed immediately below, the closest residential area of the City, the Stockade
and East Front Street neighborhood, voted decisively against Proposition One, with over 54% of
the Stockade voters who stated an opinion on Proposition One voting No. In addition, measured
together, the three municipalities that are closest to the Mohawk Harbor location demonstrated
a clear preference against Upstate casinos. Thus, only 40.7% of the total ballots from the City of
Schenectady and the Towns of Glenville and Niskayuna favored Proposition One, while 52.8%
voted against Upstate casinos, a margin of over 12% saying No.

Citizens of Schenectady County have for the most part felt ignored and unheard on the
question of placing a casino at the site of the old ALCO plant in Schenectady. Instead, it is
business and union leaders (many from outside of Schenectady), development professionals
acting as casino cheerleaders, and Party bosses demanding loyalty, who have monopolized the
conversation and public relations efforts. The most important and serious way for Americans to
voice their preferences on any matter is, of course, through the ballot box, and the majority of
16,316 votes against Proposition One's mandate for Upstate casinos deserve to be taken
seriously when this Board measures community support.'®

c. Neighborhood Support.

16 [t is safe to presume that voters who wanted no casinos anywhere in Upstate New York
after hearing the pros and cons and considering a Proposition drafted with wording that
favored casinos, even more strongly want no casino in their own community. It is logical, in
addition, to presume -- as we are hearing from "Yes" voters in East Greenbush" -- that a
significant number of those who voted Yes on Upstate casinos in general last November, do
not want one located in their own communities, and especially not near their homes.
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The Applicant stresses that "the project is supported by the "abutting East Front [Street]
Neighborhood Association." The Stop Group believes that the support of the East Front Street
Neighborhood Association ["EFS"] has minimal merit, and is outweighed by the considerable
opposition in the Stockade neighborhood as a whole.

The East Front Street area, which many Schenectady residents refer to as the East
Stockade, is a small wedge neighborhood that is nestled between the Stockade Historic District
proper and the site of the old ALCO plant, which is called now Mohawk Harbor by its owner and
developer, the Galesi Group. The residential portion of this partly industrial "neighborhood"
consists of a length of Front St. less than one-half mile long, with 5 one-block streets branching
off Front Street (Monroe, Jefferson, Madison, John and River Streets). According to current
Schenectady County tax records, there are buildings with 229 housing units on the blocks of the
East Front Street area. In comparison, the Stockade Historic District proper, from which it is
separated by a set of railroad tracks, has 380 buildings and 1195 housing units, five times that
of the East Front area. There are also additional buildings and residents on several blocks
contiguous to the Historic District that are included in the area called the Stockade
neighborhood by the City.

Election Results on Proposition One in the Stockade: Election District 2 of the City of
Schenectady is comprised solely of the Stockade and East Stockade neighborhoods. A clear
majority of the 262 voters in District 2 voted against Proposition One on November 5, 2013.
There were 138 "No" ballots, 109 "Yes" ballots, and 15 ballots with Proposition One left
unmarked."” The No votes amounted to 52.7% of the total votes, a conclusive 11.1% margin of
victory over the Yes votes, which were 41.6% of the ballots cast.

The spokespersons for EFS have given the public no reason to believe their tiny
neighborhood feels differently than District 2 did as a whole less than a year ago. We have
found no explanation on how the Association's leadership -- two sisters whose household
members have ruled the Association since their father founded it 40 years ago -- determined
their neighborhood's support for the casino. "No one asked me" was the basic reply of every
person Stop Group members have asked on the subject of being polled on the casino. One
elderly woman replied, "they know I'm against it, so they wouldn't ask me." Furthermore, several
have told us that a few casino opponents from the neighborhood spoke out strongly when EFS
had David Buicko, CEO of the Galesi Group, speak at a monthly meeting.

Moreover, having searched online in the local press, we have located no statement as to
the size of the EFS Neighborhood Association, which was founded in 1974, and as yet has no
website. From our review, we can say that since its founding,'® EFS has consistently opposed
housing for low-income persons (even small set-asides for income qualified units), but otherwise

17 The turnout in District 2 for the election of November 5, 2013 was 30.6%, as compared to a
City-wide turnout rate of 25.8%.

18 According to an article in the Schenectady Gazette ("Neighbor joining neighbor", by Bill
Buell, Jan. 28, 2001):

"In 1974, a handful of members of the Stockade Association broke away to form
their own group, the East Front Street Neighborhood Association.

"Its first priority was stopping the city's plan to build low-income housing in the
neighborhood, according to Carmella Ruscitto, the current president.”
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supported housing and mixed-use projects to gentrify the neighborhood, while complaining that
industrial proposals would result in delivery trucks and employees taking a shortcut through
Front Street.

Why is EFS "excited" about the casino? According to the Albany Times Union, when the
Mohawk Harbor project was brought before the Schenectady Planning Commission in April,
"several residents from the tiny East Front Street neighborhood," worried that the project would
adversely affect their community (even without a casino yet being part of the proposal).™
However, two weeks later, with no new details available about the casino except the name of
the proposed operator, EFS spokesperson Mary Ann Ruscitto, told the Gazette,®® “We’re all
very for this. It's very exciting. Our neighborhood is very, very excited.”

Similarly, Mary Ann's sister, and EFS president Carmella Ruscitto, told a reporter from
the Albany Business Review at the end of May that some neighbors are concerned about a
casino, but "A lot of people are excited" and "It'll be w than what we have now". She added, "I
think it will bring up the value of my house."' A few days later, Mary Ann Ruscitto is quoted in
the Gazette saying she is “absolutely in favor of this project”, because of all the jobs it will bring,
and because it will allow students at Schenectady County Community College to find jobs and
stay in Schenectady. Mary Ann, who works for local cable access TV under the Proctor's
umbrella, noted that she had been a student at SCCC at 57 years old, in the hotel and
restaurant management program. Then, referring to one important issue often brought up by
opponents, she quipped, "As for crime, we have that in Schenectady already.”?

In sum, the Ruscittos clearly have tried for decades to improve their neighborhood and
deserve credit for their efforts. But, they assert neighborhood support for the casino without
demonstrating it. Their reasons do not appear to be related to the concerns that have worried
the East Front Street neighborhood for four decades (increased traffic, noise, crime). They
appear to be rolling the dice with the casino, nurturing the vague hope that things will somehow
be better than the current situation along the eastern end of Front Street, with more houses
painted and property values rising.?

Opposition in the Stockade Historic District: In the Stockade Neighborhood itself, in
contrast to the situation on the East side of the trestle, there is significant demonstrated

19"Bold Vision for city waterfront", Albany Times Union, by Paul Nelson, April 16, 2014

20 "Most neighborhood leaders say they’re all in on casino plan," Schenectady Gazette, by
Kathleen Moore, April 30, 2014).

21 "The other side of Mohawk Harbor: An old neighborhood and maybe a new life", by Mike
Hendricks, Albany Business Review, May 30, 2014.

22 " Residents voice support, concerns for Sch'dy casino"”, by Haley Viccaro, Schenectady
Gazette, June 3, 2014.

23 We believe it is more likely that living near a casino will reduce the value of homes. See
the survey report of the 2014 National Association of Realtors Research , “Economic Impact
of Casinos on Home Prices Literature Survey and Issue Analysis”, which concludes (at p. 2)
that “The impact on home values appears to be unambiguously negative. ” The paper
analyzed information from across the nation, but was done with a focus on the proposed
downtown casino in Springfield, Massachusetts.
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opposition to a casino and demonstrated reasons (above) to believe the risk of harming the
Stockade is too great to permit a casino to be located nearby.

As discussed earlier in this section, Election District 2 of the City of Schenectady
consists entirely of the Stockade and East Stockade neighborhoods. In the November 2013
balloting on Proposition One, 138 votes were cast in District 2 against the Casino Proposition,
while 109 of the votes were cast in favor of Proposition One. That vote, taken less than eleven
months ago, shows a deep vein of opposition in the Stockade to casinos in general, much less
to having one a few blocks away.

In addition, the Stop Group started a "Petition to the City Council of Schenectady & the
NYS Gaming Facility Siting [Location] Board" asking that the Application for a Gaming License
for the operation of a casino on the site of the old ALCO plant be disapproved by the City
Council, and if necessary, rejected by the Board. [See Attachment 12 for a sample Petition] The
Petition has a column allowing signers to show whether they are residents and/or owners in the
Stockade Historic District. We are, therefore, presenting today to the Board, Petitions
containing a total of 364 signatures, of which 126 signatures were made by adult residents or
owners in the Stockade Historic District. That number is a significant portion of our Stockade
community, which has a population of approximately 1200 persons (including minors), many of
who are reluctant to publicly declare an opinion.?* Indeed, the number is about 20% higher than
the current number of members in the Stockade Association,” which is the Stockade Historic
District's only neighborhood association, and has been in existence since 1958.

In contrast, only a handful of Stockade residents have publicly voiced their support of the
casino (despite discussion of it within a neighborhood email list of over 300 persons), and there
has been no group effort to gather or demonstrate that support in the Stockade. We believe,
therefore, that opposition to the casino is the clear majority sentiment in the Stockade Historic
District among adults indicating an opinion on the subject.

The Absent Stockade Association. The Stockade has had a neighborhood association
for over 55 years. The Stockade Association was founded in 1958, chartered with the "purpose
to preserve, protect and improve the Stockade Area while maintaining its residential nature." It
is a great disappointment to both the members of the Association and other residents of the
Stockade that the Association has taken no role concerning the casino proposal, with its
president refusing to exercise her power to put the issue on the agenda or to call a special
meeting for this crucial topic, despite calls for such a meeting. By not playing a role informing
and measuring the sentiment of its members and the neighborhood, the Association failed both
its "protect and preserve" function, and its chartered role to serve as the representative of the
neighborhood to Government entities.

Stockade Association members and nonmembers alike waited for the expected casino
Meeting, until there were only a few days before the City Council was to address its casino

24 The Stockade Neighborhood, as described by the City of Schenectady, includes the "old"
YMCA building, which housed about 200 men in single-occupancy units. That housing
programs moved from the Old YMCA earlier this year, to a location outside the Stockade
area, causing a corresponding reduction in the resident population of the Neighborhood.
25 According to the most recent list of Stockade Association members presented in the
Association's newsletter, The Spy (February 2014), there were 97 members. The
Association's website can be found at http://historicstockade.com/.
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resolution. At that time, the Stop the Schenectady Casino group was hastily formed to try to do
a job for which the Association was much better prepared.

It seems that every healthy neighborhood fights to keep a casino from being located nearby.

We wish that our neighborhood, which holds a treasured historic district in trust for future
generations, had done so officially, using the status and resources of its Association.?

d. Support in the Business Community.

What does a support letter from a local business owner mean? What does it say about
"community support" for the actual proposal? The promiscuous use of redaction by the
Applicant has left us with mostly speculation, about things such as its target demographic, plans
to attract travelers from long distances, local companies that would partner with Rush Street. It
seems, however, that those who proclaimed the earliest and most loudly that existing
businesses would not be harmed by operation of the casino were businesses that already
expected or fervently hoped that their own business would be major "partners" with the casino.
l.e., the Mallozzis and Proctor's. Others on the list of business supporters appear to be
beneficiaries of, or supplicants for, Metroplex grants and loans. They need to keep Metroplex's
leadership happy, if they hope to be chosen for funding. Are they supporting the casino plan
because they believe it is best for the City, placating Metroplex or the Mayor, or trying to please
the Region's biggest owner and developer of commercial offices?

We contend that such "business support" says little about how the Schenectady
community truly feels about the casino proposal. It is quite difficult to locate on that list of
supporters the non-Metroplexed little guys -- bar and restaurant and bowling alley owners, etc. -
- who are in fact most likely to be losers if a casino becomes the Goliath in our local leisure and
entertainment marketplace. Given the Applicant's stress on the quality and variety of its
amenities, the amount of food and beverage sales it expects to make, and the large amount of
sales taxes it will generate, it appears Rush Street Gaming is expecting the great bulk of its
customers and revenues will come from people living close enough to be day-trippers, who will
stay inside Mohawk Harbor until it is time to drive home. In addition, with two hotels planned for
Mohawk Harbor to handle overnight guests at the casino, there seems to be little chance that
No Vacancy signs at the casino will mean added prosperity for existing hotels..

The important question today should be "how much support will this very local casino
have in the business community a few years from now, when we see who wins and who loses
from Schenectady's casino gamble?"

26 Many Stockade residents were surprised to read remarks in the April 25th Schenectady
Gazette by Association president Mary D'Alessandro-Gilmore, two weeks prior to a detailed
description of the plan was unveiled to the public. ("Differing views expressed over casino in
Schenectady, by Kathleen Moore, April 25, 2014) According to the Gazette, the Association
president stated this about the possibility of a casino:

“I think it'll be good for the city".... It will help its tax base, and I think it will help in other

areas — it will bring in more people and jobs,” she said. “I don’t see how it would bring
crime into the Stockade.”
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e. Support among Religious and Civic Groups.

It is no surprise to its opponents that the Applicant has done a woeful job in attracting the
support of Schenectady's religious groups and civic organizations. There are no civic groups on
the supporters list, and there is but a sole minister, Rev. Bill Levering. Rev. Levering, who was
recently appointed as Vice President on the Board of Trustees of Schenectady Community
College, regularly gives the invocation at the start of Meetings of the Schenectady City Council.
His letter of support talks about "context" and trusting Schenectady's "government folks" to
make good decisions. The support letter was apparently a surprise to his First Reformed Church
congregation, and his flippant attitude toward problem gambling is surely surprising to those
familiar with the toll on individuals and families from problem gambling. Rev. Levering
dismissively says:

"While we [American protestants] were bothered by compulsive gambling, the research
shows less actual impact than compulsive shopping or other forms of greed in
America."

Rev. Levering also speaks vaguely of "some economic gains to be posted especially for our
schools" and concludes, "the greater good must prevail. I'm for it."

Opposition by Religious and Civic Leaders. There is one statement in Rev. Levering's
tortured letter with which the Stop Group hardily agrees: "Needless to say, not all of my
colleagues in ministry see this perspective." The same "collection of various community and
religious leaders reflecting diverse traditions,"*” that demanded a public hearing be held by the
City Council in June, also submitted to the Council a forceful, research and reasoned statement
in opposition to the proposed casino. That Statement and page-long list of endorsers is
included in this submission as Attachment 10.

The religious group's Opposition Statement makes many comments on the problems
caused by casinos. They include a quote very different in tone from Rev. Levering:

"Casinos make the majority of their money from problem gamblers," which means that
they make money by providing a way for people with a problem to continue to do harm
to themselves and their families."

The Schenectady religious group also quotes from an article by Retired Bishop Howard

Hubbard of the Roman Catholic Diocese of Albany, "Casinos Mean More Problems":?®

[L]ooking at potential sources of new revenue, it is the responsibility of government to
consider the consequences - to protect residents, not make it easier for them to lose

money and create devastating problems for themselves and their families. New York

deserves better."

It is clear that religious groups in our community strongly oppose a casino in Schenectady.

27 The only minister who signed the Public Hearing Statement but not the Opposition
Statement is an assistant pastor at Rev. Levering's church.
28 Bishop's Column, "More Casinos Just Mean More Problems, The Evangelist, 03/01/2012.
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CONCLUSION

The active members of Stop the Schenectady Casino represent what we believe is a very
large group of silent members of our community, who believe the proposed Schenectady casino
will cause more damage to our community than any benefits it might bring. The Schenectady
proposal would not bring the most revenue for the State and municipalities, provide the biggest
development boost, or solve Schenectady's unemployment and low-income problems.?® Each
of the separate major points made in this Statement could alone disqualify the Schenectady
applicant. Taken together, they demonstrate that Rush Street, with its Rivers Casino at
Mohawk Harbor, is not the best choice for the Capital Region.

Attachments Send Correspondence to
Stop the Schenectady Casino

c/o David Giacalone

16 Washington Ave. #3

Schenectady, NY 12305

info@stopthecasino.com

29 Questions include: Will jobs and training be available for the chronically unemployed?
How many jobs did the applicant promise the Mayor of Amsterdam to win her support?
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