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PROCEEDINGS
(7:30 p.m.)
(Sitting Members Case #BZA-003934-2014: Constantine Alexander, Timothy
Hughes, Brendan Sullivan, Thomas Scott, Slater Anderson.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: The
Chair will call this meeting of the Zoning
Board of Appeals to order. And as 1s our
custom, we're going to start with the
continued cases.

The first case I'm going to call is
7 Kirkland Road, 003934.

Is there anyone here wishing to be
heard on this matter?

(No Response.)
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: The
Chair notes there is no one here.

The Chair would report that T
believe we're 1n receipt of a letter from
the Petitioner requesting a continuance
to late fall of this year; November,

December. That's from the Petitioner.



Unless anyone has a problem, what's the
first session in -- maybe the second
session 1n November? We usually have one
in November.

SEAN O'GRADY: We have a November
20th. ©No, no, we have two in November.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: We'll do
November 20th.

SEAN O'GRADY: Okay.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: The
Chair moves that we continue this case
until seven p.m. on November 20th on the
condition that the Petitioner maintains
a sign for the two weeks before November
20th, changing the date to reflect the new
date, November 20th, and i1mportantly the
time, seven p.m.

The Chair would note this 1s a case

not heard and that the Petitioner has



already signed a waiver of time for
decision.
I'm going to suggest before we take
a vote, Sean, that you advise the
Petitioner, this i1s the second
continuance and unless there's a very
compelling reason, we're not going to
continue this case any longer.
All those in favor of continuing the
case to November 20th, say "Aye."
(Aye.)
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Five in
favor.
(Alexander, Hughes, Sullivan,
Scott, Anderson.)
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: The
further condition of the continuance to
the extent that the Petitioner wishes to

submit new plans, these new plans



together with a modified dimensional form
that's necessary, must be in our files by
five p.m. on the Monday before November
20th.

We're all set.

*x X*x Kk Kk %



(7:30 p.m.)
(Sitting Members Case #BZA-004194-2014:
Constantine Alexander, Timothy Hughes,
Brendan Sullivan, Thomas Scott, Slater
Anderson.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: The
Chair will next call case No. 004194,
1052-1058 Cambridge Street.

Is there anyone here wishing to be

heard on this matter?

(No Response.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: There is
no one.

I would report that we are in receipt
of a letter from the Petitioner. It
states please be advised we are
withdrawing the above mentioned appeal

for this case.



So the Chair moves that we accept
this request for withdrawal in this case
would be then withdrawn.

All those in favor say "Aye."

(Aye.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Five in
favor. Case withdrawn.

(Alexander, Hughes, Sullivan,

Scott, Anderson.)

*x x Kk Kk %



(7:30 p.m.)
(Sitting Members Case #BZA-003670-2014:
Constantine Alexander, Timothy Hughes,
Thomas Scott, Slater Anderson.)
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: The next
continued case involves 241-243 Walden
Street. But that is also a different
petition. The same address as 1s
involved in our first case on our regular
agenda. So I'm going to defer on the
continued case and go right to the case

on our regular agenda.

*x x Kk Kk %



(7:35 p.m.)
(Sitting Members Case #BZA-004519-2014:
Constantine Alexander, Timothy Hughes,
Thomas Scott, Slater Anderson.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And so
I'mgoing to call case No. 004519, 241-243
Walden Street. And, again, this is a new
petition that's been filed. It's not the
one that we had a hearing on oh, some weeks
ago.

Brendan, you're not sitting on this

case?

BRENDAN SULLIVAN: Correct.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: For the
record, Mr. Sullivan has recused himself

and there's only four of us sitting on

10



this case.

The Chair would report he's 1in
recelpt of a letter from Bruce J. Embry,
counsel for the Petitioner. (Reading)
Our office represents 1t 249 Walden
Street, LLC, David W. Masse, manager, 1in
the above-noted cases; cases being this
one, the regular case, and the continued
case that I mentioned a few moments ago.
The letter goes on to say (reading) We
respectfully request that the cases
scheduled to be heard on August 14, 2014,
be continued until the September 18,
2014, meeting of the Board.

And since I know there are some
neighbors here. Let me explain what 1is
going on, why the request for the second
continuance.

There's only four people sitting on

11



this case. Mr. Sullivan cannot sit. To
get relief, any Zoning relief, you need
four votes. It's a supermajority. If
you have five members, which is our usual
rule, there could be dissenter and one
opposed and the motion can still carry.
The Petitioner can still get relief if the
other four are in favor. When we only
have members, the odds change. If
someone goes forward with only four, any
one of us dissents, motion

rejected -- appeal rejected. So almost
always when we're faced with this
situation, which happens from time to
time, people defer, continue the case,
until a date when they can get five
members sitting simply because of the
odds involved and that's what's golng on

here. The request is September 18th, is

12
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that we only have four tonight. We can't
find anybody else. All of our other
Board members are on vacation or what have
you. And on September 4th, the next time
we meet, we have the same dilemma. We
polled our members. Although we might be
able to get five on the 4th, it's not clear
we could. So on the 18th we surely will.
That is why the Petitioner has requested
to defer to September 18th. And, you
know, I'm going to make a motion that we
do that. I'll be happy to answer any
questions people have with regard to the
continuance.

RUTH ALLEN: Is this the
continued?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Give
your name.

RUTH ALLEN: Ruth Allen, 48



14

Felton Street, Cambridge.

I do have a question, because it
looks like there's two different cases
now.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Yes,
there is. They've change -- let me
explain. They kept the old case alive
for —-- there are good legal reasons to do
that, but they're really not going to
pursue that. They've got to keep it
alive until the new case is heard. The
new case 1involves slightly -- I don't
want to characterize it, modified plans,
different than what was proposed before.
Since you're here, you took the time to
come here, very briefly the new plans
would only have four parking spaces with
no driveway on to Sherman Street. You

know, the old one, the original one,



there's six parking spaces for the six
units and there was that driveway that
went on to Sherman Street.

They've -- their proposal now is to do
away with that driveway. Because of
doing away with it, they're only going to
have four parking spaces and they need
Zoning relief for that, because they're
supposed to have a parking space for each
unit. So they're supposed to have six
parking spaces. Although we have the
authority to modify that. We have done
that in other cases in the past. So
that's what the new case is about.
Otherwise it's the same case in a sense.
It's goilng to be six-unit building
looking for relief, parking off of a
driveway, coming off of Walden Street

with three parking spaces in that area

15



behind the structure, between -- on
Walden Street between the corner building
and the next residence.

On the Sherman Street side there
will be no driveway, the garage is goilng
to come down like before, and there will
be a six-foot fence and some plantings
there. And there will be one parking
space on the top of the L where the Sherman
Street side i1is, that's where the fourth
parking space is. Otherwise it's
essentially the same petition as the
otherwise.

RUTH ALLEN: So we don't have to
watch both of those cases?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: What's
going to happen is we're going to hear the
new case that I just described. Once

that case is decided, I can almost -- I

16



can't guarantee, almost assuredly the
other case will be withdrawn. But if
they withdraw it now, they've got legal
problems. So that's why they're keeping
it alive. I don't think that case 1is
realistically going to go forward. It
could. If we turned them down on the
18th, they might want to persuade us to
go back to the original plan with six
parking spaces, and then the case will go
forward. It will all depends upon what
happens to the new petition which we're
going to hear first on September 18th.
RUTH ALLEN: All right. So if
we're to write letters, because there's
like seven other neighbors that are
coming, that were going to do -- so we
should do Petitions on the new case not

on the old case?
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CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: You've
expressed your views on the old case
already. If youwant to express it on the
old case as well, go ahead.

RUTH ALLEN: There's more.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Both
cases should be commented on because it's
possible that we'll hear the new case, as
I said, will get turned down. And they
want to resurrect the old case and 1f
people wanted to be heard on the old case,
they should be heard.

RUTH ALLEN: Okay.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I want
to get you —-- you reminded me of something
when you asked that question.

At the last hearing I asked them, or
I directed them, them being the

Petitioner's counsel to have a meeting



with the neighbors.

RUTH ALLEN: They did not.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: So I
understand. I'm going to renew that
request, Sean. I want to convey in very
strong terms, since they're seeking
discretionary relief from this Board, and
this is a controversial
subject -- project in the neighborhood.
If they have a hope of getting relief from
this Board, they better meet with the
neighbors. They may not reach agreement
with the neighbors, but I think they have
an obligation to reach out and to hear
from the neighbors and have the neighbors
listen to them. And this meeting, in my
view, should be a collected meeting.
It's not one-on-one, going from door to

door. There should be -- they can find

19



a place, someone's living room, someplace
where you can all get together, they can
make their case, you can give your views,
pro or con, and that will all be reported
back to us. I think it's important for
us to have neighborhood feedback in a very
informed way, not which you didn't have
before. And, frankly, I'm quite
disappointed they didn't have a meeting
now, because I made it quite clear the
last time that I wanted a meeting. So I
don't understand why they didn't do it.
But they're going to be told this time
they better do it. Because, again,
they're not increasing theilir chance of
getting any relief if they don't have a
meeting.

RUTH ALLEN: We have an 80th

anniversary party so this 1s a perfect
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time for them to start.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Sir.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
How many times are they going to be
allowed to continue?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Very
good question.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER: I
Just noticed that in the previous case you
stated --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: We don't
like —--

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE
MEMBER: -- we're not going to allow them
to continue. But 1n this case, they
continue. And they continue --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: But here
this 1s a little bit different. The

reason for the continuance of the new case



is really because we can't get five people
up here. It's not their fault and
they're not playing games. And 1t's a
very acceptable and understandable
decision they made.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Well, then in some respects, I think they
are, because they created a new case.

RUTH ALLEN: TIt's because of the
last one.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I think
hearing from the Board and maybe
neighbors at the last hearing, they
decided that the old way wasn't going to
work, and for whatever reason they
decided to file a new case 1instead of
modifying the old case. They had to pay
a filing fee so the city can make some

money. If I get a sense or if this Board
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gets a sense that people are just jerking
us around, quote/unquote, we won't hear
the case and throw it out. This is not
that case. Not yet anyway.
RUTH ALLEN: Thank you.
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Ready
for a vote?

The Chair moves that this case be
continued as a case not heard until seven
p.m. on September 18th on the conditions
that the Petitioner modify the sign
that's up there now to reflect the new
date, September 18th, the new time, seven
p.m.

And that the sign be maintained in
accordance with our Ordinance for the 14
days before September 18th.

That to the extent that the

Petitioner is going to further modify the
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plans they've already submitted, those
new plans must be 1n our files no later
than five p.m. on the Monday before
September 18th.

And that gives you and any other
citizen of the city to go down to the
Inspectional Services Department and
look them over in advance of the hearing
so you don't have to come in here
unprepared.

And, lastly, on the condition that
the Petitioner sign a waiver of time for
decision.

And not part of the motion, but
certainly part of the record, they're
golng to be directed to meet with the
neighbors in a collective setting before
that meeting on the 18th so we'll have the

benefit of an informed discussion both
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from the neighbors and from the
Petitioner.
Yes, Ma'am.

PAULA CORTEZ: Paula Cortez. 25
Newell Street. I'm just wondering how
that meeting would be, how we would get
notice of that meeting from the
neighbors?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: How
would they what?

PAULA CORTEZ: How would they
publicize that meeting?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I assume
what they would do, and it's up to them,
they should notify everybody who is
entitled to get notice of the hearing.
So anybody who i1s an abutter and an
abutter to an abutter within 300 feet

sometimes —-- everybody does it

25



differently. They might put up signs on
a telephone pole 1in the area saying we're
goilng to have a meeting to discuss this.
PAULA CORTEZ: 1It's up to them?
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: We're
not going to direct them how to do it.
But if we find out that they did it in the
middle of the night and didn't tell
anybody, you know, we'll know.
I think I made the motion. I think
we're ready for a vote.
All those in favor of continuing the
case on the basis I just moved, say "Aye."
(Aye.)
(Alexander, Hughes, Scott,

Anderson.)

*x k k Kk %k
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(7:45 p.m.)

(Sitting Members Case #BZA-003670-2014:

Constantine Alexander, Timothy Hughes,

Thomas Scott, Slater Anderson.)
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And now

we'll take the old continued case, case

No. 003670, 241-243 Walden Street.
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As I reported in the other case, the
counsel for the Petitioner has written a
letter requesting that this case be
continued as well.

So the Chair moves that this case be
moved to September 18th till seven p.m.,
on the condition that the Petitioner must
put up a sign for this continued case as
well, with a new date, September 18th, the
new time, seven p.m.

I would note that the
current -- there's no signage right now
with regard to this continued case. If
there need be such, 1f they want us to hear
the case on the 18th, otherwise it will
not be in compliance with our Zoning
Ordinance.

On the further condition that to the

extent that the Petitioner wants to
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modify the plans submitted in connection
with the original case, as a separate
case, that these amended plans must be in
our files no later than five p.m. on the
Monday before September 18th, and that an
amended dimensional form be submitted as
well.

And, lastly, this is a case heard,
and we have a waiver of a finding for
decision.

All those in favor of granting the
continuance say "Aye."

(Aye.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Four in
favor. Case continued.

(Alexander, Hughes, Scott,

Anderson.)

*x X*x K* * %



(7:45 p.m.)
(Sitting Members Case #BZA-004578-2014:
Constantine Alexander, Timothy Hughes,

Brendan Sullivan, Thomas Scott, Slater

30
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Anderson.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: The
Chair will call case No. 004578, One
Jackson Place. There's going to be two
cases on One Jackson Place. This 1s the
first one that involves amending a
previously granted Comprehensive Permit
to allow the Petitioner to alter the
property line in the development or the
housing arrangement.

And then the second case will be on
the merits of granting a new
Comprehensive Permit which is what this
is all about really.

JOHN WOODS: Hello. My name 1s
John Woods and I work for the Cambridge
Housing Authority. I have a few other
folks from the Cambridge Housing

Authority that are here with me:



Margaret Keaveny from our office in the
Planning and Development. John
Lindamood also from the Cambridge Housing
Authority and the Resident Service
Program. I'm also joined by John Achatz
from Klein Hornig, and from our design
team David Eisen from Abacus Architects
and Planners. And also a gentleman from
Stantec Landscape (phonetic) and also a
gentleman by the name of Mike Milinsky
(phonetic) from Allen and Majors.
So we're very excited to let you

know --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER:
Remember, just to address the Amendment
this time, you'll have a chance to make
your big speeches in the next case.

JOHN WOODS: Okay. John, I

guess I turn it over to you.

32



ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Okay. My
name 1s John Achatz as John Woods has
mentioned. My office address is 101 Arch
Street, Boston, 02110. And I'd like to
say just a few words about the process for
both amending and for adopting a new
Comprehensive Permit. I know that this
Board has approved them before but it's
not something that you do every month.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: That's
true.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: And since
the process is a little bit different and
because we're seeking two different types
of Comprehensive Permit relief; one the
Amendment and the other the New Permit,
each of which has slightly differently
procedural requirements.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Just

33



confine your requirements this time to
the Amendment and you'll have a chance to
give the other half of the speech.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Okay.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Can you speak up a little bit louder,
please?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Feel
free to come up closer and even to sit on
the side. Move your chair to the side.
I know this room is not designed very well
for acoustics and being able to hear.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
We can't hear back there. He talks too
low. I don't know what he's trying to
hide.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: T think as
you know Comprehensive Permits are issued

under Chapter 40B of the General Laws and

34



this is a way to streamline Zoning,
permitting approval for affordable
housing. Unlike a typical Variance for
a Special Permit that you might be
hearing, you're sitting in this case
under a different statute, and the
Comprehensive Permit is going to be a
single permit that moves into itself, not
only for Zoning that you typically deal
with but also the permits that might have
come from the Planning Board from some of
the different town boards.

The Cambridge Housing Authority is
asking for two different types of relief
as you've mentioned: One is an Amendment
to the existing Comprehensive Permit.
And the other is new Comprehensive Permit
for a replacement project on the portion

of the Jefferson Park site.
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The Jefferson Park development
itself was built in the early 1950's.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
No, it wasn't. It was built in 1942.
The two were built in 1943, and I lived
there in 1949.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Excuse
me, Ma'am. We're going to try to run an
orderly meeting. If you speak out of
turn, I'm going to ask you to leave.
You'll have an opportunity to speak, but
don't do that. This is not the way we're
going to run this meeting.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: If I'm
wrong on the exact date, I'm prepared to
stand corrected.

In 1982, when they wanted to do a
major modification or a modernization

program for Jefferson Park, particularly
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on the federal side, they needed to get
Zoning relief for the modification. So
they got that Zoning relief in the form
of a Comprehensive Permit issued by this
Board in 1982. And because the Project
Zoning 1s now dependent on that
Comprehensive Permit, we really need to
work through the Comprehensive Permit
process, you know, as we talk about
changing Jefferson Park.

The 1982 Comprehensive Permit with
the modernization in 1995 approved
Jefferson Park pretty much as you see it
now. It has 283 affordable units in 12
buildings on 11 acres of land, and that
11 acres has been subdivided for financed
requirements back in 1982 under nine
separate continuous lots, each of which

has a list of Zoning relief. What the
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Housing Authority is proposing to do now
is demolish the four buildings on the
northwest corner of the site that now
contain 108 units and to put a new project
in its place that would contain 104 units
and six buildings. Again, 1t is
obviously that come up with apartments
which are much more modern than those that
were built right after the second world
war and much more up to date and have
better handicapped access.

Now, 1in order to do that, we're
seeking two things, and let me just
mention what they both are.

One 1s an amendment to the existing
Comprehensive Permit to realign the lot
lines so that they can accommodate the
construction of the six new buildings.

The second thing is we're asking

38



that the —-- that portion of the site which
1s being demolished be removed from the
operation of the 1982 permit in order so
that we can then have a separate permit,
you know, for the new project to be built.
The new project is going to have different
financing, 1it's going to have different
parties of interest, and they have desire
to have it as a separate permit rather
than it be part of the overall permit.
I said that the process is a little

bit different between the amendments and
the new permitting.

ROBERT CLARY: Louder, please.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Would it
help 1f you went around to the side?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Just as
long as the Board can hear vyou.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: We'll

39



yell at you, too, i1f we can't hear just
as they are.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: The
application for amendment to the existing
Comprehensive Permit goes through a set
of procedures that apply to amendments.
It started out with the application that
was submitted on July 23rd, and the first
step for the Board, which is actually
required to do within 20 days. So
tonight, you know, is our night to do it.
Is to make a determination as to whether
the amendment is a substantial amendment
or an insubstantial amendment.

If it's determined to be an
insubstantial amendment, then there's no
further public hearing. You know, the
Law Department writes up the decision,

you know, comes back and it gets signed
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by the Board in the ordinary course.

If the Board decides that it is a
substantial amendment that is necessary
to have a public hearing just like for a
new permit, and we would ask that
basically we use the same public hearing
as for the new permit to serve both

purposes, because the discussion is the

same.
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Well,

you're proceeding on the -- and I would

do 1f I were you as well -- we have never

met as a Board to decide whether your
amendment to the old Comprehensive Permit
is substantial or unsubstantial?
ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: That's
correct.
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: You're

proceeding —-- let's assume it's a
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substantial amendment and let's go
through the drill for substantial
amendment, which means you'll need
approval from this Board which is an
administrative thing to be done.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Well, the
determination that it is substantial 1is
approvement by this Board. It's an
action to be taken by the Board and the
Board 1s actually required --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Once we
decide by taking action that it's
substantial, we also take action on the
merits 1s what I'm saying.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: That's
right. If it's substantial, 1t means
that we have a public hearing --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: We're

having it right now.



ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: It's the
same public hearing, exactly, for both
the amendment and for the new permit
because it's all the same. And we are
requesting that the amendment be
effective simultaneously with the new
permit. And so that we have appropriate
zoning coverage, that we want that to
continue to be effective so that the
actual construction starts and
demolition can be done.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: To cut
to the chase, the purpose of getting the
amendment to the old Comprehensive Permit
is to allow the new project, for which
you're seekling a second Comprehensive
Permit to proceed --

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: That's

correct.
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CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Let's
stop right there. I don't think we
need -- I want toget all the information.
I know you want to make a big speech,
that's fine, about the new project. But
I want that part of the record when we get
to the case for the new Comprehensive
Permit. This case is a very simple case
because all the action is going to be when
we talk about the new Comprehensive
Permit. So explain to us why you need
this new —-- this amendment to the old
Comprehensive Permit in order to proceed
with what you want to do with the new one.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Partly
because we need to change the lot lines.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER:

Because?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Because



the -- two reasons:

One 1s the location of the
buildings, how they're going to be
placed. The six new buildings encroach
upon some of the lots that are
now —-- existing lots for the federal
project which are going to continue under
the existing Comprehensive Permit, and so
we just need to change the lot lines so
as a subdivision.

And then secondly we need to remove
the four buildings from the existing
permit because they're no longer going to
be in existence. And the permit was
dependent upon the entire project. $So as
the project changes, you know, we need to
have an amendment to reflect that change.

BRENDAN SULLIVAN: Sorry to

interrupt this, but to get into this a
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little bit deeper, but how many lots are
there now?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: There are
a total of nine lots.

BRENDAN SULLIVAN: So there are
nine separate lots?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: And these
are continuous and many don't have
frontage.

BRENDAN SULLIVAN: Okay. And
so, basically this project needs to
stands 1in its own shoes.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: That's
right.

BRENDAN SULLIVAN: Is really
what 1t amounts to? Okay.

TIMOTHY HUGHES: And how many of
those lots, and how many parts of how many

of those lots does the new property line
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entail?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: We can
show you. Would you like to see that?

TIMOTHY HUGHES: Yeah, sure.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: We have
a plan.

JOHN WOODS: Right. And I blew
up those plans to help illustrate it.

This is the 1982 subdivision plan.

So, the parcel that was designated as the
parcel that we're concerning ourselves
with is a single parcel. Then there were
the other parcels that were actually used
to address the federal side. So what
we're doing is simply redrawing some of
these lines. And it's about 25,000
square feet of additional space being
borrowed or stolen from these other

parcels to create the new parcel



arrangement that we're talking about.

TIMOTHY HUGHES: You mentioned
that the other eight parcels were the
federal side. Does that mean the parcel
that we're talking about now 1is not on the
federal side of things?

JOHN WOODS: That's right.
Jefferson Park is made up of two distinct
housing developments. One is the
Jefferson Park state side which is what
we're concerning ourselves with now.
And the rest of it is the federal side.
As —-

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
The original Jefferson Park the military
site --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Ma'am,
this 1is the last time. I'm going to ask

you to leave in a second. You do not
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speak out of turn. We're never going to
have a civil meeting --

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
I'm handicapped so don't touch me.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I'm
sSorry?

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
And I'm a nun.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I'm not
going to touch you, but I'm going to ask
you to leave.

JOHN WOODS: So, just a very
brief history. The state side was built
first and then the federal side was built
a couple years after.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And so
as I said, if you want ——- the relief you're
seeking 1s to allow you to amend the

Comprehensive Permit so the site plan
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will be on this plan?

JOHN WOODS: Adapted for that.
TIMOTHY HUGHES: But the
distinction between federal and state was
for the funding for the development of the

projects not for the ownership of the
land? The land is all owned by the city
of Cambridge?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: The land
is owned -- all owned by the Cambridge
Housing Authority. It will continue to
be owned by the Cambridge Housing
Authority as —-- and just to get into a few
of the technicalities --

TIMOTHY HUGHES: So we're not
shifting 25,000 square feet from one
ownership to another, we're just shifting
1t from the development, financing from

one thing to -- from one to another?
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ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: That's
right.

JOHN WOODS: That's --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: That's
right.

SLATER ANDERSON: What is being
given up by the federal parcel as far
as —-- how is that area used for a --

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: I think
where John may be able to explain it.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Are they
mostly vacant land or open space I should
say?

JOHN WOODS: Well, yes, open
space. You know, some attempts were made
origilnally to create some frontage and
side yard. So a lot of the areas are
also —-- there are small parking lots

around there. $So, again, these are
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almost all imaginary lines that were
created for the purpose in 1982. So
we're just sort of re-imagining them and
creating this parcel and making it larger
so that we can do what we hope to under
the new --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I think
the questions you're getting is if we
grant you relief tonight with regard to
the state parcel, what would the impact
be on the federal or the other parcel?

JOHN WOODS: There will be none,
no impact.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: There
will be a slight impact.

JOHN WOODS: Setback.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: SO
setback issues but other than that --

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: In terms



53

of the list of Zoning relief and waivers
that have been granted, that will change.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER:
Setbacks?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Just
because the setbacks have changed and the
floor area ratio here will go up a little
bit because there's a little bit less
land. But if you take a look at this
existing line, which is the blue dotted
line, if you look closely you'll see that
this is actually zero setback here, you
know, on the state side. And this had to
do with the fact that many years ago, and
in fact during the 1982 modernization,
there was federal money that was
available to rebuild the entrance road
and some of the shared facilities between

the two projects. So in order to use the
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federal money, that had to be part of the
federal project. So that line was drawn
there for that purpose. Really what's
going on now is we're reversing it. We
now have some money on the new program.
So we can take and rebuild this road, fix
up the parking, fix up the landscaping,
but it has to be on our lot, the state lot.
And so we move the line over here so that
we can use the 2014 funding to improve
that one little strip.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER:
Functionally this is one big --

JOHN WOODS: Yes.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Yes.

CONSTANTINE
ALEXANDER: -- housing development?

JOHN WOODS: Yes.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: As Tim



has brought out, it's the funding that's
been different for each parts of it and
that's what's causing the issue here?

JOHN WOODS: Yes.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And you
want to, in the next case, redevelop a
portion of this big park, Jefferson Park,
with the new state money that you're
getting?

JOHN WOODS: You're correct.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And,

again, to get there you need -- just a
second, let me finish my comment. To get
there you need to get -- amend the lot

lines and that's really what you're
seeking.
Yes, Ma'am.
UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:

The federal side was ——- and the state side
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that was all owned by the City of
Cambridge.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Still
is.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Right. The federal side is the old city
dump. I lived there in 1949, August,
September, and that was all open, clear
all the way down to the railroad tracks.
Rats, everything, you name it. And their
ain't one real problem with those
buildings. The bricks are better in
those buildings than the ones in the
federal buildings. Brickyard was right
in back. Those bricks were used for
those buildings and they're in better
shape standing still today as we speak.
The federal side has been reconstructed

because of the bricks and the concrete.



So what does that tell you? It tells you
that those buildings that were built in
1942 were built a heck of a lot better.
And the only real thing that's wrong with
Jefferson Park is the plumbing is old.
It has the original plumbing. They're
beautiful apartments. Have you seen the
inside? They're -- I'd even take my
grandchildren if I had grandchildren.
That's why I'm back there because that's
my Jefferson Park. I was there when it
was military and 1t's still good.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Your
comments, which are very well taken, I
accept them, are really go to the next
case. Why should we grant them a
Comprehensive Permit to tear down the
state —-

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
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(Inaudible) .

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER:
Exactly. We're not there yet 1s all I'm
saying. Just be patient. We're just
trying to see 1f we can get to the case.
We can tee it up so that we can discuss
the issues that you're raising right now.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Isn't the City of Cambridge trying to save
money rather than trying to put money out?
I'd rather see new pipes --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Ma'am,
that's the next case. Just sit --

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
You like to spend money, John, I don't.
All right? That's the difference
between Irish and Scottish.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Okay.

So continue if you have anything



more to say on the presentation. I think

this case to me is relatively cut and dry

because there's no really -- it's not
going —-- all the action is in the next
case.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: That's
right.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And you
have some action.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Oh, I have a lot.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I know
you do. I can tell. But let's stay with
the amendment.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
I've got the two fingers as a souvenir.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Make a
determination tonight.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Yes, I
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agree with that.

SLATER ANDERSON: I just have one
question. So this area in the back here
where the line is moving most
significantly there, so this is a parking
area. Is that parking area, even though
it's on the federal parcel, is 1t used by
the state housing?

JOHN WOODS: Yeah. We don't
make a distinction between, you know,
this is state parking or versus federal
parking.

SLATER ANDERSON: Now is it
associated with these buildings or is it
first—-come, first-serve.

JOHN WOODS: 1It's first-come,
first-serve.

SLATER ANDERSON: All right.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Any
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other questions?

TIMOTHY HUGHES: And that will
remaln the same?

JOHN WOODS: Yes.

SLATER ANDERSON: Same number of
spaces?

JOHN WOODS: Yes —-

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I think
we're getting confused federal versus
state. It's Jjust a matter of funding.
It's just one housing project.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Thank you.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: You
know, it's just --

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Yeah.

TIMOTHY HUGHES: Yes, i1f that's

the case, that's fine.



CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: It is
the case. That's what they represented
to us, and 1t would appear from everything
I see. So, you know, that's why I'm
trying to get on to the next case because
I think this is just a prelude to the real
case.

Sir.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: Thank you.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Give us
your name and address.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: My name 1is
James Williamson, 1000 Jackson Place on
the federal side of Jackson Park.

Just as an information question
germane to what I gather you're trying to
focus on right now, is the change in the
lot area, does that have anything to do

with the fact that you're proposing to put
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in a four-story -- two, four-story
buildings on Rindge Ave.? And does the
change in the FAR that -- changing the lot
size by taking some from the federal side
have anything to do with enlarging the FAR
to allow you to do the four-story -- two,
four-story buildings or anything else?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Well, to
answer the detailed question, the waivers
that we're looking for as part of the
amendment are for the three lots that are
being -- on the federal side that are
being reduced when the lot line moves.
So those simply, because the lot line
moves, the FAR goes up and simply because
you have a different number 1n the
equation.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: Right, I'm

thinking of what does the state -- what's
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now the state side gain in FAR and does
that have, 1s that linked in any way to
allowing a four-story -- the two,
four-story buildings that are going to be
right on Rindge Ave., or does the lot size
not have any bearing at all on questions
of FAR or the size and height of the
proposed new buildings?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Well, the
proposed new buildings will have an FAR
calculation based upon the scale of those
buildings. So to the extent that the
buildings may have more floor area, that
will definitely affect the FAR because
it's a mathematical relationship. FAR
1s the -- 1s the amount of floor area
divided by the amount of land area.

JAMES WILLTIAMSON: Yeah, I know I

understand that. What I'm asking is, 1is
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part of the point of taking some from the
federal -- three federal parcels to add
to the state parcel, i1is part of the point
of that to be able to do larger or taller
buildings that are part of this new plan?
For example, the two, four-story
buildings that are proposed in the new
plan that are to be right along Rindge
Ave.?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: No. The
major reason 1is so that we can use the
funding that's now available to fix up
that strip, you know, which is in between.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Let me
explain. Things like FAR and setbacks
are very relevant 1n Zoning cases. In
Comprehensive Permit cases they're
irrelevant. We have no right to say it's

too much FAR and we're going to --
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JAMES WILLIAMSON: No, no, for
purposes of, you know, what the taking
from the federal side is about, what the
need for that, where that need arises,

that's kind of what I was trying to get

at.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And
that's a good question. Let me ask you,
approximately how much space -- how many

feet are we talking about? How much are
you shifting from the state to the
federal?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: About
25,000 square feet.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: How
much?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: About
25,000 square feet.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And how



big is the whole Jefferson Park?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Close to
500, 000.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: So five
percent, five percent of the total land
area from the federal to the state?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: That's
right.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I don't
know i1f that answers your question.

Ma'am.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
So what I don't understand is they have
a workshop and they have another shop and
I think it's three altogether. The front
of Rindge Avenue looks beautiful.
Everybody comments about it. The trees,
are beautiful. The buildings, they look

better than some of the buildings I see
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built today, I'll tell you. My uncle
built the Prudential and believe me,
compared to the Prudential and some of the
buildings, I'd rather have the Prudential
than Jefferson Park. But the thing is it
looks so beautiful, why destroy something
that nature put there? It looks so
beautiful. Took years to grow and look
beautiful, because a tree doesn't grow
fast overnight, right? So it will take
a chance for these trees to grow and make
the place look beautiful.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Again,
your comments are well taken but they're
premature.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
well —--

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Please.

We're all talking about why should we



allow them to tear down these buildings
and build new ones? That's the new
Comprehensive Permit. That's the next
case.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Yeah, but also what I'm trying to get in
this point is that those buildings that
were down —-- developments that were down
in the basement, their spaced down back,
down on the federal side. They could put
next -- they could build a building there
and put those shops there on the first
floor or second floor. They could make
it very easily 1f they put their heads
together and did a little bit more
thinking. Right, Brendan? He knows me.
He knows me from St. Peters. And I'll
tell you and Cambridge High and Latin,

too, I should say.
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But the thing is if you look over a
little bit better, I bet you 1f you put
those shops down back and leave the
beautiful landscaping, leave the trees
that God put there and made so beautiful
and take a good look at the buildings
comparing to other buildings around.
I'd rather have my Jefferson Park. I'm
still praying for a miracle. And I'm
still waiting to wake up some morning and
think it's nothing but a bad dream.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Thank
you.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: Just so I know
when it's appropriate to raise some
issues. In terms of addressing the
demolition piece of this, is the fact that
they're planning to cut down all of the

trees part of the demolition portion of
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this or is that part of the later case or
both?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I think
it's going to be the later case?

TIMOTHY HUGHES: Demolition 1is
part of the later case. It's not part of
this case. This is Jjust shifting
property.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: Just the
parcels.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: This is
a legal issue.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: This is
linked to the --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: And
that's the new Comprehensive Permit.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: Okay.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: That's

why I want to get by this case. This is
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not what it's all about.

SLATER ANDERSON: Confirm to me
and I think for the people here, if we
approve this case and the other case
doesn't proceed, nothing has happened but
a line has moved.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: That's
my understanding that's exactly right.

SLATER ANDERSON: All right,
thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER:
Can I say just one small thing?

TIMOTHY HUGHES: Can you
identify yourself, please? I know
Brendan knows you but I don't know you.

JOAN COUGHLIN: Sister Joan
Marie Coughlin. Originally from Wendell
Street, but Jefferson Park originally and

history is after that. But I would like
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very much if you people from the Board
come down to Jefferson Park, themilitary
side, talk to some of us, sit down with
us. None of us will sit down because you
never sit down withme I'11l tell you that.
Because I could show you places in those
basements that would surprise you. And
I think if I think if you talk more with
us, you get a better idea yourself as a
city board.
Brendan, he's grown up here. He

knows that area very well as well as I do.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Okay.

JOAN COUGHLIN: So I think you
might even help yourselves i1f you talk to
us more and find out how we feel 1nside.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Well,
that's the purpose of a public hearing but

not now. Not yet. Please, let's get on
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to the —--

JOHN COUGHLIN: Well, freedom of
speech doesn't cost anything.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: Yeah.
There's one thing that I think is maybe
important to raise, and I'm worried if T
don't raise it now, the opportunity 1is
going to be missed. A central part of
their proposal as they're envisioning it
up until now 1s to have a new an extension
of Chilton Street, a new street running
through the middle of their new plan.
And one possibility that I'm gonna speak
to later, is that 1f you really are that
keen about having a street, you don't have
to cut a street through the middle here
as they're proposing. It looks like
there might be an opportunity to have a

very sultable street right here where
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there already is most of one and where
there are in fact may have been one
before. So, I wanted to raise that now
because in the discussion about changing
the size of the parcel, 1t may be
important. If the parcel gets changed as
is being requested, 1s 1t gonna make it
more or less —-- is 1t gonna have any
effect on whether or not it will be
possible to consider, as an option, if a
street is deemed to be that important, to
possibly have the street there rather
than is through the middle of the new
project?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Fair
question. You want to respond to that?

JOHN WOODS: Yes, but I would be
talking about the next case. You want me

to —-
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TIMOTHY HUGHES: Just answer is
question would i1t be possible to put the
street there rather than in the middle 1if
we change the -- it's a simple question.

JOHN WOODS: Yes, it would be
possible.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: Thank you.

JOAN COUGHLIN: I tell you it
would be safety for the children. And
there was one there in the back.

ELAINE DeROSA: Elaine DeRosa.
I'm the director of CEOC and have been
working on this project with the
Jefferson Park Relocation Committee of
which Joan 1s the Co-Chair of that
commlittee. Just to put in context that
we've had numerous meetings of the
tenants on the stateside. We've had all

kinds of discussions. We'wve seen the
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plan. I just want you to know that in
terms of this piece, the tenants who are
impacted and are relocating are looking
forward to this plan going forward and
moving into their new apartments. So I
Just want to throw that in that

it's -- hundreds of people see this as a
great future for them. So I just want to
throw that in there.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Thank
you for taking the time to come down and
give us some comments.

Anyone else who wishes to be heard
or who hasn't spoken yet?

MICHA SCHATTNER: Not about
this, about the next stage.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Any
comments from members of the Board or

ready for -- any comments?
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TIMOTHY HUGHES: No, I'm ready
for a vote.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Okay.

TIMOTHY HUGHES: For the first
part.

JAMES WILLIAMSON: I mean, could
we get the -- are people meant to give
their addresses when they speak?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I
usually ask them to give their addresses.

ELAINE DeROSA: 4 Pleasant
Place, Cambridge, Mass. Elaine DeRosa.
Thank you.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Thank
you.

There is nothing in our files, no
correspondence or the like from any city
boards. So I think we are ready for a

motion. And the motion is to amend the
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previously granted Comprehensive Permit
as granted in 1982 to redraw the property
lines as a portion of the entire parcel
in accordance with the plans submitted by
the Petitioner, which would -- as they've
outlined, the upper right-hand corner if
you are looking from the whole project
from the sky, will have the property lines
drawn. The effect of that is simply,
well, several purposes:

One is to facilitate the funding on
the stateside for what they want to do
should we grant relief in the next case.

The other issue is, which we've got
to be aware, 1s that by doing this, we're
goilng to create some setback issues that
are not present. Because some of the
exlsting buildings are going to be too

close to the lot line.
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I would suggest to the Board that
these setback 1ssues are minor in nature
in absolute terms, and in more global
terms, things like setbacks and FAR are

not meaningful in a Comprehensive Permit

case. We have bigger fish to fry, if you
will. And we have issues to examine of
a more —-- of a larger nature.

Setbacks, FAR are Zoning Variance
issues and, again, the whole issue of the
whole purpose of Comprehensive Permit is
clear away that underbrush, to facilitate
the development of affordable housing and
I'll get into that a little bit more.
This gentleman has done a good job already
of addressing 1t.

So, I will stop talking. The Chair
moves that we amend the Comprehensive

Permit -- I'mmaking a motion, you've had
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your chance.

JOAN COUGHLIN: I just wanted to
make something to your comment.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: -—- to
redraw the property line for a portion of
the parcel involved in accordance with
the plans submitted by the Petitioner as
prepared by Allen and Major Associates,
Inc. 1It's dated July 8, 2014, and
initialled by the Chair.

All those in favor of --

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ:
Mr. Chair, just to be clear, we're asking
for a second part of it in that is upon
the demolition of the four buildings in
the event that the new Comprehensive
Permit is approved. We ask to withdraw
the state lot, you know, from the 1982

permit because it will be governed by the
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new permit.
CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Okay.
But when we get to the motion for the
new permit shouldn't that be part of the
vote, that vote?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Well,
technically in order to withdraw 1t, it's
part of the amendment.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Okay.

Then the motion would be amended to
add the right of withdrawal should
coincidental of granting, i1f we grant the
new Comprehensive Permit. Okay?

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Yes.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: All
those 1in favor of adopting the motion I
Just made, please say "Aye."

(Aye.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Five 1in
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favor.

(Alexander, Hughes, Sullivan,
Scott, Anderson.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER:
Motion's granted.

Now for the real action.

TIMOTHY HUGHES: Let's get to it.

JOAN COUGHLIN: Well, I hope you
all enjoy your time in purgatory. I'm

going to tell St. Peter not to let you in.

*x X*x Kk K %
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(8:20 p.m.)
(Sitting Members Case #BZA-004575-2014:
Constantine Alexander, Timothy Hughes,
Brendan Sullivan, Thomas Scott, Slater
Anderson.)

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: The case
No. 004575. This is 1 Jackson Place.
This 1s the Comprehensive Permit

application.
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Again, this is a new case, name and
address. And then I'm going to make some
preliminary remarks which I may want to
repeat.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: My name 1s
John Achatz. I'm appearing on behalf of
the Cambridge Housing Authority. My
address is 101 Arch Street, 02110.

JOHN WOODS: My name is John
Woods. I work for the Cambridge Housing
Authority, 362 Green Street, Cambridge,
Mass., 02139.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Let me
provide a framework if I may, and please
try to listen to what I say and just don't
close your ears and gilve your prepared
speeches.

The fact of the matter is this, Let

me put i1t in historical framework: The

85



Commonwealth of Massachusetts became
concerned decades ago about the lack of
affordable housing in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. And one of the reasons it
was believed that affordable housing
wasn't getting built is because of the
regulatory maze in communities; Zoning,
Planning Board approvals, this approval,
that approval. Getting all those
permits drew out the process for getting
to build affordable housing, and made it
very expensive. The best example I
always like to use is take the Town of
Weston, one acre zoning. You're not
going to get much affordable housing in
a community that only has one acre zoning.
So the legislature in its wisdom adopted
Chapter 40B. This gentleman has

referenced. Chapter 40A is the statute
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that creates the whole Zoning framework
and Special Permit, framework. 40B is
designed, 1t enables our Board or any
Zoning Board, in consultation with the
local boards and officials, to grant a
single permit to an eligible developer
proposing state or federally responsive
low or moderate income housing. It
basically expresses a strong public
policy in favor of waiving local
restrictions where appropriate to
facilitate affordable housing. That's
what this -- that's how Chapter 40B
works. We do as a Board, and this by
statute, we contact all of the other local
boards, and I'll get to that in a second
when we get into the case, and say hey,
we've got a Comprehensive Permit

application. Here are the plans. Here
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are what they want to do. Any comments?
And all those comments are filtered back
to us, or not, if people don't want to
comment. And then we sit as a super board
for all the boards decide whether to grant
the Comprehensive Permit or not.

Now, we have, although as I said,
there's a strong policy in favor of
granting Comprehensive Permits, it does
not mean that we just rollover and play
dead and we do it willy-nilly. We have
a right to look into things like health,
safety, environmental open space, and
planning concerns, a bigger picture.
What we don't do or shouldn't do is get
into issues like setbacks and FAR and then
they're very nitty-gritty technical
Zonilng aspects. We know what they're

going to be. We know to what extent the
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project is not going to comply with
Zoning, but that's not what it's all
about. It's a bigger picture. And 1in
making a decision, the Board has the
majority vote, three -- three out of
five. As you heard in the other case we
continued, typical Zoning case, i1t's four
out of five. So the bar has been lowered
a little bit there as well. That's how
it works. And then there's a whole
appeal process that I don't want to get
into right now.

I would say, though, that one of the
key things about affordable housing and
how 40B works is that i1f a community has
less than 10 percent of its housing as low
or affordable housing, then the bar is
really high for a community not to allow

affordable housing to come in. And there



an appeal process, 1in my judgment, that
favors the affordable housing. That's
not true 1n Cambridge. We have more than
10 percent of our housing is affordable
housing and so there's a much more level
playing field, as I would characterize
it, when it comes to the Comprehensive
Permit process. But it is still a
process that is designed to facilitate
affordable housing and to address big
picture issues and not on nitty-gritty
issues. Anyway, that's my speech for
now.

The floor is yours you can make your
speech.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: Okay. I

think that you have made the speech by way
of how the process works. And one thing

I'd 1ike to add, because I have something
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that T want to put into the record, is that
as a prerequisite to the granting of a new
Comprehensive Permit, the applicable
regulations require that there be what's
called a project eligibility letter.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Oh, yes.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: That is
that the subsidizing agency needs to make
a determination that the project meets
all the statutory and regulatory criteria
for a 40B approval. That is supposed to
happen before the application. In this
case 1t did happen before the
application. Our application was filed
on July 23rd and the state gave us the
project eligibility letter on June 12th.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I think
we have 1t.

JOHN WOODS: I'm passing 1t
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around.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: We have
it in the file.

SLATER ANDERSON: I'll take a
copy.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: I want to
make sure that everybody has it.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I will
get into that later on. There are
certain jurisdictional requirements,
there are three, in fact, that have to be
met before we get to the merits of the
case. And one of those is there's got to
be a project eligibility letter andwe'll
get to that later on. I will give you a
peek at the future, they have submitted
materials that justify -- that show that
they meet the jurisdictional

requirements, the three things they have



to —-- bases they have to touch, they've
touched. TI'll get to that when we get
further into the case.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: T think at
this point we should probably make a
little presentation about what we're
gonna do.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: I think
that's a very good idea.

JOHN WOODS: Okay. I appreciate
the opportunity to make this
presentation, and in spite the rocky
beginning here, I think it's a very
exciting time for the Housing Authority
and for the people of Cambridge that -- to
be able to redevelop one of the most
dilapidated public housing developments
that Cambridge currently has.

JOHN COUGHLIN: They're not
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delipidated.

JOHN WOODS: Just to put it in
perspective for folks who may not know,
we're talking about the Jefferson Park
development over on Rindge Avenue, fairly
close to the Alewife Brook Parkway,
fairly close also are the Rindge Towers
and the North Cambridge Catholic
cemetery. So that area --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: You're
just going to get yourself in trouble with
delipidated.

JOAN COUGHLIN: He's already in
trouble with me.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: We know
that.

JOHN WOODS: Jefferson Park
state consists currently of four

buildings within this larger
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development. So as John and I showed,
the parcels are simply going to be
changed. And this is a Google map of the
site as it appears. Again, Jjust these
four buildings 1s what we're talking
about. At the end -- at the conclusion
of our redevelopment activity, we plan on
using pretty much the same parcel and
creating the set of four buildings -- six
buildings that will provide us instead of
108 units, 104 units. And one of the
reasons that you're seeing a larger
massing of buildings is because we're
trying to adapt or create a series of
units that are now in much more modern
shapes and forms.

So, those 108 units have become 104
units, roughly the same break out between

one, two and three-bedroom units. We've



pushed the -- these new buildings closer
to Rindge Ave. and actually created a
couple of opportunities here to provide
some space for very important resident
service programs that have existed for
decades in the basements of these
19 -- these older buildings here at
Jefferson Park.

JOHN COUGHLIN: 42.

ATTORNEY JOHN ACHATZ: It's not
even postwar.

JOAN COUGHLIN: I'm a nun, I have
a right to correct you.

JOHN WOODS: One of the points
that we've done 1s try to recreate a
streetscape by actually extending in
theory Clifton Street, so that provides
a much different type of environment then

was there before. And, again, creating
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the streetscape encourages the sense of
ownership for the individuals that are
living here.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: That's
the reduction of parking?

JOHN WOODS: ©No, actually the
parking 1is remaining the same.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: No?
Your application says you're going from
76 spaces to 74 spaces.

JOHN WOODS: And, again, this
reverts back to the previous distribution
among the parcels. But essentially
there will still be 175 parking spaces on
the entire development.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Okay.

JOHN WOODS: So one of the
important things that we wanted to

emphasize 1is JP state currently now has
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a series of common stairways with
apartments off of it. What we've done is
tried to create a new housing development
that has an emphasis on private, private
spaces and individual, 1ndividual
entrances. So, again, Jjust as a way of
doing a comparison, this is the existing
Jefferson Park state, heavy emphasis on
stairways with units next to it.
Obviously the units have been determined
obsolete after providing good and safe
decent housing for a very long period of
time, but we've looked at a couple of
different ways of renovating them and
found them not to be cost effective.
So, again, the big emphasis 1s that
we're changing from these shared
hallways, smaller units, obsolete units

and we're hoping to create a much more
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modern and useful set of apartments here.

Again, emphasis on individual
owner —-- individual entrances,
individual private spaces combined with
a general common community space here.

Again, the streetscape and the
parallel parking is aimed at mimicking
the rest of the neighborhood in North
Cambridge.

So, on Rindge Avenue, which I think
has probably been the biggest topic of
conversation that we've had in
conversations in the neighborhood and
themselves, what we're doing whereas four
of the six buildings will be a series of
flats with townhouses on top of them, the
two buildings on Rindge Avenue themselves
willl have elevators, which will help us

meet a lot of the accessibility
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requirements. Just to put in
perspective, Jefferson Park now has
absolutely no accessible units.
Jefferson Park state, excuse me.

So, the plan would be to utilize the
space directly adjacent to Rindge Avenue
to house 5500 square feet of space that
will be used to house places -- I mean,
programs through our resident service
program including Workforce, Cambridge
Learning Center, and WIC. So these
services would be provided right here on
Rindge Avenue. And, again, these would
be the apartments themselves to provide
the long-term affordable -- deeply
affordable housing for folks.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: SO
those, 1f youwill, retail space along the

avenue would be housed services for the
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benefit of Jefferson Park?

JOHN WOODS: Yes.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: You're
not going to have a liquor store?

JOHN WOODS: No, no, no. These
are, these are —--

JOAN COUGHLIN: What's wrong
with that?

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: It's
Just a question.

JOHN WOODS: These are --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Don't
shoot the messenger.

JOHN WOODS: These are important
resident service programs that provide
individuals with a series of
opportunities to improve their
situation.

This 1s an overall parking scheme



and, again, we've been working closely,
hand in glove, with Traffic and Parking.
In fact, as early as this morning, they've
made a suggestion that had us running a
little bit, to reverse the direction of
our traffic flow here. But, again, we've
been working closely with them. Our
engineers and consultants have worked and
came up with a plan that again emphasizes
the parallel parking on this site. And
the current plan is to have entrance on
Clifton Street. You would move this way
on a one way basis and then come out down
by brickworks, the entrance on
brickworks. So that is the plan.

You could also come into the
development and then take a left and then
go back into the federal side.

So, and again, the street 1is
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combined with some very attractive
landscaping designed to highlight some of
the green spaces here. 1did, if I failed
to mention it, this is a meeting green
community so all of the new buildings will
be energy efficient.

Let me see. We need -- recently
we've been working with our landscape
architect who is here in the audience and
can help me 1f I mess up at all, we've
created a landscape plan that I think
provides a lot of detail in both the front
yvards of the individual buildings as well
as the backyards. And pay particular
attention to these four main courtyards
here which will have a variety of
different materials designed to enhance
the general landscape.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: You
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know, in the Planning Board comment to us,
and I'll read their comment later on in
the hearing, they -- since you're on the
issue of landscaping, 1t says
that -- their letter to us says the
Cambridge Housing Authority is
encouraged to continue working with the
Cambridge Traffic Parking and
Transportation Department to enhance and
develop the Clifton Street entrance into
a pedestrian-friendly space rather than
a hardscape of parking spaces.
Where do you stand with that?

JOHN WOODS: Well, actually
this —-- some of these plans reflect that
continued working with the --

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: Are you
there yet? Have you reached an agreement

with —--
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JOHN WOODS: Yes.

CONSTANTINE ALEXANDER: They're
satisfied?

JOHN WOODS: Yes, yes, they are
satisfied.

JAMES WILLTIAMSON: Who's
satisfied?

JOHN WOODS: Traffic and
Parking.

So, knocking me off my game a little
bit here.

JOAN COUGHLIN: You don't know
the city of Cambridge too well, do you?
Especially the City Council.

JOHN WOODS: So, again, the
landscaping plan, I think one of the
things that we've been looking at
recently 1s an acknowledgement of the

fact that there are gonna be trees lost
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because of this endeavor, including some
more m