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PROCEZEDTINGS

HUGH RUSSELL: Good evening. This is a

meeting of the Cambridge Planning Board.

The first item on the agenda is review of

Zoning Board of Appeal cases.

LIZA PADEN: These the BZA cases that are

going to held on June 14th. The first one on the

agenda, 350 Main Street, you saw before, which is

the proposed hotel expansion. I do have a set of

plans if you wanted to look at them.

But what happens is the private street

that is perpendicular to the existing hotel would

be used to construct this addition. And the

street would still have access for utilities and

maintenance and things like that.

HUGH RUSSELL: Right. It seems to me at

the time that it would be best for this owner and

MIT to work jointly to come up with a better

plan. I think we said that to them, we said that

to MIT, and I guess MIT is not taking the bait.
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So given that, I feel reluctant to

recommend against the proposal going forward.

What do other people think about this

case?

STEVEN WINTER: Mr. Chair, I concur with

you. I wonder, does this call for us to make any

kind of a statement to that effect, or to just

leave it alone?

BRIAN MURPHY: Mr. Chair, for what it is

worth, I think there have been ongoing

discussions between MIT and the property owner;

but thus far, I guess there has not been any

meeting of the minds.

HUGH RUSSELL: So in the way of the

world, 1f they should get this approval from the

Zoning Board, then those discussions might be

more important.

PAMELA WINTERS: Right. That sounds

reasonable, Hugh.

HUGH RUSSELL: So we will just leave it

open.
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LIZA PADEN: Okay.

STEVEN WINTER: Mr. Chair, I had a

question about the last one on the 1list, case

10272.

LIZA PADEN: So this particular case,

1734 Mass. Avenue 1s up, as you can imagine, at

the corner of Mass. Avenue. It is currently used

as an office building. And they are proposing to

do work on it which will change the configuration

of the building envelope, which includes

insulation, changing windows and doorway

overhangs. And right now, the features are all

within the setback.

STEVEN WINTER: Are there before and

after photos of the changes? Let me tell you why

I brought this up. This is one of the last

remaining large residential buildings on the

Avenue. It is beautiful. The corporate entity

is Bentley Publications. They are in there now.

And they did a wonderful job of moving in,

leaving the residence intact, and the facade
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intact. It makes a terrific presence on the

avenue.

And what I wanted to do is make sure that

I did concur with the changes they were going to

make. But also, I feel like it is important to

say, 1f they are going to the Zoning Board, to be

able to say that this is a good corporate

citizen, and they have really done a tremendous

job so far of maintaining this asset for

Cambridge.

LIZA PADEN: So the plans that I put in

front of you, Steve, show in the shaded area the

area that is going to be worked on. So it 1s not

the actual facade on Mass. Avenue; it tends to be

on the side and in the rear of the building.

STEVEN WINTER: It is back, yes.

LIZA PADEN: You will be able to see it

from Mass. Ave.

STEVEN WINTERS: Right. There is an

addition back there now.

LIZA PADEN: Right. This is going to
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continue on that addition.

HUGH RUSSELL: Does anyone object to

sending a message along the lines that Steve has

suggested? I think it is, again, an important

historic structure, important for it stands for

the way there were many houses like this on Mass.

Ave. I think somebody stepping up to preserve

it, and they want to make some minor changes that

don't affect that as a way of helping preserve

the building.

LIZA PADEN: Are there any other cases?

H. THEODORE COHEN: 10265, what 1is

22069 Mass. Ave.?

LIZA PADEN: How do you say it? It is

the corner of Dover Street -- no. It is not

Dover Street. Cafe Barada. So what they are

proposing to do is to increase the indoor and the

outdoor seating. If you are familiar with the

restaurant, you know that part of their building

is set back from the property line, and they

would like to have that seating. What they don't

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

14:

15:

15:

15:

15:

15:

00

02

04

10

12

17

21

25

29

34

39

42

47

48

51

53

01

04

07

09

11



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

have is the associated parking they would need

with the increase in the seats. So they are

looking for relief on the public parking or the

accessory parking.

HUGH RUSSELL: Is this generally in

conformance with the new Mass. Avenue, the

proposal?

LIZA PADEN: I haven't looked at it

specifically. But one of the criterias of the

new Mass. Ave. overlay district would support

this, especially for the seasonal. Some of the

increase in these seats is for indoor seating, so

it is not all for outdoor seating. The total

that they are going to is 49 seats.

HUGH RUSSELL: I just think it might be

good to remind the Zoning Board that there is

this proposal that --

Did we file it, I think?

LIZA PADEN: Yes.

HUGH RUSSELL: So we filed a proposal

that would allow for seasonal seating without
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additional parking requirements, which is part of

what they are proposing to do.

LIZA PADEN: Okay.

HUGH RUSSELL: And this is within that

district, I think.

LIZA PADEN: Yes, the business A2.

PAMELA WINTERS: Liza, I just got a look

at the photo for 1734 Mass Avenue, and I just

want to concur with what Steve said. I realized

it is right next to the Simon's Coffee Shop.

LIZA PADEN: Yes.

PAMELA WINTERS: But I think that those

were good comments, and I would like to concur

with that.

LIZA PADEN: Okay. Are there any other

comments?

(No voice heard.)

HUGH RUSSELL: Okay. Thank you.

LIZA PADEN: There are some

telecommunication antennas that are on the agenda

for the Board of Zoning Appeals in July, and
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didn't know if you wanted -- I don't think that

Mr. Sousa came this evening. I don't see him.

Did you want to hold these until it next meeting?

HUGH RUSSELL: Why don't we see if we

have a hole in this meeting between the 7:30

hearing and the 8:30 hearing.

LIZA PADEN: Okay. Thank you.

HUGH RUSSELL: The next item is an update

from Brian Murphy.

BRIAN MURPHY: Thank you.

So tonight, you have got a few items on

here. We have got the school zoning petition and

the NorthPoint petition, as well as planning

board number 270 for 160 Cambridge Park Drive,

with a possible decision. And then for general

business, you have got 159 First Street design

review for residential and Planning Board 231A.

With regard to both the school zoning and

NorthPoint building, one thing I would just bring

to the Board's attention is that the City Council

last meeting, before breaking for the summer,
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will be June 18th, because June 25th is a
roundtable. So if the board wants to have its
thoughts weighed by the Council prior to them
possibly making a decision on both schools and
NorthPoint, I would suggest the board, if at all
possible, to make a recommendation on both those
matters tonight. I think that based on the City
Council hearings that -- the ordinance committee
hearings that took place, I would say it is
likely that the Council is going to want to take
action on both the schools and NorthPoint on
their June 18th meeting.

June 19th, you have got a public hearing
for a Trolley Square/Mass Ave. res C-2A, the
continuation of the public hearing for the four-
city zoning proposal. July 17th under general
business, your Novartis gate design will come
back to you. And on August 7th, we expect to be
bringing the bike parking petition to you as
well.

So that is sort of the highlight of
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upcoming meetings.

HUGH RUSSELL: Are we going to have

another meeting in July?

LIZA PADEN: Right. We are proposing to

have an additional meeting July, July 10th, to

make up for the July 4th.

HUGH RUSSELL: And that would be

primarily deliberations?

LIZA PADEN: Well, that is the goal.

HUGH RUSSELL: Okay.

Are there any meeting transcripts?

LIZA PADEN: We have now the meeting

transcripts for May 1lst and May 15th.

HUGH RUSSELL: Have they been received

and gone through for form and order and

certifications by the people who made them?

LIZA PADEN: Yes.

HUGH RUSSELL: Is there a motion to

accept those?

STEVEN WINTER: So moved.

WILLIAM TIBBS: Second.

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

25

28

30

32

36

39

43

44

46

52

55

59

01

06

07

10

13

16

19

20

22



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

13

HUGH RUSSELL: All those in favor?

(Show of hands.)

HUGH RUSSELL: All members voting in

favor.

So we will go on to the first pubic

hearing, a City Council petition to create a new

Section 5.54 Special Regulations for Municipal

Elementary and Middle (K through 8) Schools.

Who is going to present that?

RICHARD ROSSTI: Good evening,

Mr. Chairman. Richard Rossi, deputy city manager

for the City. I am joined by Jim Maloney, who 1is

the chief operating officer for the Cambridge

public schools; Michael Black, who is a

construction site manager; and John Pears, from

the architectural firm of Perkins Eastman.

So approximately two years ago, the mayor

at that time, Mayor Marr, convened a group of

committees to look at the new educational agenda

for the City's public schools. At that time, the

various committees were broken down for the
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different tasks, and we were asked to look at

facilities.

And as the school department was going

through its process in determining how they would

reuse facilities, we were looking at the zoning,

and at the time, felt that it would be

appropriate to recommend changes in zoning to

give the community more flexibility; meaning that

I think if we are to effect changes in some of

these older facilities, which are quite

constrained -- I mean, Cambridge as a community
is not a real-estate-rich community. There 1is
not a lot of public spaces. So it is not a

simple task for us to say, We are doing to close

this school down, and we are going to just go

over to this facility and build on it. I mean,

in doing that, the only thing you would be able

to do is build on public open space, which the

City does not want to do.

So 1f we are going look at these older

buildings, we want to be able to rebuild them in
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a way which is more beneficial to the community,
particularly those that abut it. And we think we
need to make some changes in the zoning that will
allow that flexibility. And we have worked along
with the CD staff to try and guide us through
that.

Jim Maloney would be pleased, if you felt
it necessarily, to talk to you briefly about the
agenda, so you might get an understanding of
which buildings we are talking about. So I would
ask him to do that now, and then maybe we can
hear from the staff.

JIM MALONEY: Good evening. A year ago,
the school committee approved the
superintendent's recommendation for a program
that was called the innovation agenda. After 40
years of on-again/off-again discussions about the
middle grade sections of the Cambridge Public
Schools, and after two years of intense debate
and discussion in the community, the school

committee, 1in approving the recommended
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innovation agenda, created four upper schools for

grades 6, 7, and 8. Those upper schools will be

fed by, in three cases, by three K-to-5 schools,

and, in one case, two K-to-5 schools.

I think one of the things that is very

unique with Cambridge is our partnership with the

nonprofits. They are co-tenants in our

buildings. We are trying to redesign and rebuild

the schools so that they meet the 21st century

needs of upper schools for the grades 6, 7 and 8,

spatially, technologically, recreationally,

socially.

And one of the things that we are finding

as we go through all of this is very interesting,

because we have a true partnership here in

Cambridge with the schools and the city. And we

find ourselves oftentimes having to make

decisions, 1s it an educational piece or 1is it a

civic piece? Our partners are community schools,

the department of human services and its

after-school and preschool programming. We have
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nonprofit partners in our schools that provide

after-school programming: The East End House,

the Agassiz neighborhood, the Linnaean Street

neighborhood, just to name a few. There are

others that share our buildings.

And we find ourselves wanting to be in a

position in working with the city to have the

flexibility to be able to house these educational

programs. And we are going to be housing two

programs in one building. Those four buildings

that house an upper school will be a K-to-5

school as well as a 6-to-8 school. And that

requires, 1in some cases, differences 1in space.

Programming requires, 1in some cases, two gyms.

It requires a little bit larger library than you

might have. It requires a little bit more social

space than you might have in the schools.

So we are hopeful that, in combination

with the city manager and the city councils, a

very generous and inclusive discussion last year

in the passing of the innovation agenda, to be
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able to begin the renovation.

And we are actually in design right now,
in our feasibility studies, for the King building
on Putnam Avenue. That will be followed in order
by the King Open building on Cambridge Street and
the Tobin building on Vassal Lane. There are two
other buildings that have been identified. That
would be the Graham and Parks building on
Linnaean Street, and the Robert F.
Kennedy/Longfellow building on Spring Street.

So I think that is a brief overview. And
I thank you for your time.

HUGH RUSSELL: Thank you.

RICHARD ROSSTI: Just one other point I
want to add. So as we look at these new
buildings, we are trying to think about ways to
make these certainly more energy efficient. And
you know, we have, I think, done a good job with
creating lead certified buildings in the City.
And in this particular case, we are actually

trying to look at a net zero building. And the
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part of that which becomes interesting is how we

create the orientation of the building on the

site to maximize whatever value we are going to

get from solar.

And I think, again, we are trying to be

flexible. We are trying to create a better

neighborhood environment when we are done with

the project. So I think this zoning change would

allow us to be able to do that and be more

responsive to the community and, I think, produce

better buildings and better schools. I am going

to ask the staff to talk about that.

JEFF ROBERTS: Hi. Jeff Roberts with the

community development department. And again, it

is my pleasure to walk you through a tour of some

zoning mechanics. This is some the result of

some work that we have done over the course of a

few months, in collaboration with Mr. Rossi and

the school department and their design team.

I did send around a memo. We sent a memo

in advance, which I think briefly lays out some
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of the issues. I think if you go to page 2 of

that memo, there is a table, kind of a

spreadsheet.

I wonder i1f everyone has that.

HUGH RUSSELL: I don't think I have seen

that.

JEFF ROBERTS: Okay. We will just go

ahead without it, then. You can picture it in

your mind, and then hopefully a copy will appear.

So the major issue really is that if you

look across Cambridge's elementary and middle

school sites, they are located in residential

zoning districts that are zoned for moderate

density houses, or low density houses at a height

of 35 feet. All but two of the schools already

exceed, as they currently are built to allowed

floor area in those districts. All but, I

believe, three of them exceed the height that 1is

allowed in those districts. Most of the school

sites are in the range of three to four stories.

And for a school-type building, even a
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three-story building will exceed the 35-foot

height limit and approach more of a 45-foot

height, somewhere in that neighborhood.

And setbacks are an issue that, as you

might imagine, are very difficult for a school

site. We have in those districts, formula

setback regquirements. As an example that I was

just looking at today, if you think about the

building that is across the street, which some of

you are very familiar with, a building of that

size, 1f you applied the formula setback

requirements, a yard setback on that could be 50.

It could be required to 50 to 60 feet. The

building there, as I looked at it, is more of the

range of 20 feet of setback.

And parking is also one of the zoning

issues that is a complication in most cases. The

existing school sites, the parking that is

provided on those sites is below what the minimum

requirements would be under zoning.

So in looking ahead to, as we discussed,
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and as you heard about with the school

department, looking at future capital investments

to these school sites, we tried to devise a set

of zoning regulations that would provide a degree

of flexibility that would apply only to those

sites that are currently Cambridge public

schools, K through 8 schools, and are intended to

continue to be used as K through 8 public

schools.

So the zoning language itself, which I

believe you have, 1is structured in two basic

parts. The first part deals with an as-of-right

scenario. A brief way to describe that approach

would be to say that what exists on the site is

what the limitations would be. So in terms of

FAR, the maximum floor area would be what exists

on the site. In terms of parking, the minimum

parking would be what exists on the site. But

there would be allowances to adjust parts of the

building, to tear down, reconstruct, and

reconfigure as the needs of that particular
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program might be.

For new parts of the building, the

proposal is to have a maximum height as of right

now of 45-foot, which I mentioned before, puts us

somewhere around the neighborhood of

three stories. It might be more a mix with

two stories with some higher elements to it. If

you looked around schools, and we have looked

around at some of the sites, there is a variety

in the types of spaces that might be needed to

accommodate the program. And flexibility in

height is a major issue.

In terms of setback, the proposal is to

waive the setback requirements in the formula

setback requirements, or the ones that exist in

the district, and to impose simply a 10-foot

setback where a school site abuts a right-of-way

and a 15-feet minimum setback where it abuts

other lots.

That in a nutshell -- I can certainly

answer questions about the details -- is what
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would be allowed under the proposed zoning as of

right.

The second component of the zoning

establishes a mechanism where the planning board

would have the ability to waive any zoning

regulations that may constrain the redevelopment

of a school site, with some very specific

limitations. And the one limitation is a

floor-area ratio up to 1.25 for the 1lot.

If you look -- and I think maybe you have

the memo now -- that would provide some

flexibility for a modest expansion on some more

than half of the school sites -- I think about 8

of the 13 school sites -- if they were being

reconfigured could have some flexibility to bump

up their floor-area ratio.

The height could be allowed up to 55

feet, or portions of the building could be

allowed up to 65 feet. And those portions at

65 feet would need to be set back at least 50

feet away from abutting lot lines. That would
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allow some flexibility to build buildings of

four, maybe a partial fifth story.

And in terms of parking, the limitation

is that the parking could not be waived

specifically under this provision, as you are

aware.

And this is as a special permit that the

board has granted in the past. There is a

general special permit provision that could be

sought. There are particular criteria that are

associated with that. But besides that

mechanism, there wouldn't be a mechanism to bring

the parking on the site lower than what is

currently registered.

So that I think covers most of it

briefly, and I would like to leave time for

guestions and comments.

I did want to note one issue we had the

hearing at the ordinance committee on this

position a couple of weeks ago. And one of the

issues that was raised was how municipal school
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lots will be treated where are there adjacent

open spaces. In some cases, these school lots

are adjacent to playing fields or other

recreational space. And in some cases, the

school program uses it to some degree, but also

the general public uses i1t to some degree. And

that has raised some issues that we ultimately

decided we would want to look at more closely.

And so we may be working on some suggested

alternatives that would address those types of

scenarios and would detail how those scenarios

would be treated.

I am happy to answer any immediate

gquestions.

WILLIAM TIBBS: Can you explain the

process of your last statement? We had something

before us. Are you going to alter it? Change

it? Do it after? You are suggesting that this

be acted on?

I am just trying to get a sense of

procedurally, this open space thing you just
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mentioned.

JEFEF ROBERTS: Right. And I can

certainly go a little bit more into detail in

terms of what we were thinking. We don't have

new language created at this point. But we

suggested to the ordinance committee that we

would go back and look at that issue and that we

may have alternate language to suggest.

We are happy to forward that to the

Planning Board. If the Planning Board does not

forward a recommendation tonight, we would be

happy to provide that before the next Planning

Board meeting, to be incorporated into your

discussion. Otherwise, we would provide it to

the ordinance committee or directly to the City

Council for their consideration.

WILLIAM TIBBS: And again, not to belabor

this, but you didn't say we had to; but you are

saying that if we wanted -- for timing reasons,

it might be good for us to act on this tonight.

So I am still trying to get a sense of how that
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is going to work.

BRIAN MURPHY: Right. Unfortunately,

because the City Council did decide not to have

the 25th meeting, we do now find ourselves with a

City Council deadline of June 18th. So I think

maybe it may make sense just to go into greater

details of what the concepts are that we are

thinking of so that the Planning Board can at

least further evaluate that.

But I think, again, I think I would

expect that the Council will vote on this on the

18th. So I think that whatever recommendation

you have, for it to be more meaningful, would

have to come tonight.

I think, Jeff, if you can elaborate.

JEFF ROBERTS: Sure. I would be happy

to.

There are sort of two different parts of

this approach of our thinking about open space.

One specifically deals with sites where a portion

of the City-owned lot is zoned open space. So
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there are many cases: The King Open School, the

Peabody School on Rindge Ave., the Tobin School.

There are some schools where adjacent to the

school building there is a playing field which

has an open space zoning designation.

We would want to clarify that the

provisions -- or we would look to clarify that

the provisions in this language would apply only

in zoning districts that are not zoned open

space.

Now open space zoning districts do allow

limited development of a very limited scale and

limited type. One of the types that is allowed

is municipal use. But I think we would want --

for instance, in the special permit provision,

where we would allow an increased floor-area

ratio to 1.25, we wouldn't necessarily envision

that that 1.25 would be applied across a school

lot and an entire adjacent playing field. So

that would help to correct that. That

clarification that doesn't apply to open space
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districts, would help to correct that.

We would also look to potentially add

some language where there is an adjacent

playground or recreational space to the school

that is typically open to the general public for

use after school hours, that we would place

provisions that would require that that space be

maintained in some way, could be reoriented or

shifted on the site. But we would include

provisions, and we discussed this, to make sure

that wouldn't be -- we would want to find a way

to craft this that it wouldn't be too disruptive

or too constraining to any future renovation

plans to the schools. So we would have some

mechanism to the preserve that open space,

whether it is in its current place and current

configuration, or 1s changed to a different

location and a different configuration.

WILLIAM TIBBS: This i1s on the site, on

the actual school site?

JEFF ROBERTS: Yes. On the actual school
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site.

And one of the difficulties of the

process, or one of the challenges that we face in

this process 1s that the school sites are all

very different. Just the style, the size of the

building, the type of building, how the open

space 1s treated on the lot, is very different on

a school-by-school basis.

But we are hoping to create a set of

provisions that would provide essentially the

same degree of flexibility across all the sites,

or at least as many as possible, or as necessary.

HUGH RUSSELL: So 1s it fair to

characterize your open space proposals to sort of

preserve open space with whatever rules are for

open space on those sites, to try preserve the

public use, in addition to the school use?

And sort of in line with what Mr. Maloney

was telling us, that it is a complicated set of

interrelationships, and this would just establish

those principles in writing so that there

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

41:

41 :

41:

41

41:

41 :

41

41:

41 :

41:

23

24

27

29

33

36

41

46

48

52

57

01

06

09

14

20

24

27

30

34

36



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

32

wouldn't be a question about them. That seems

very straightforward.

Are we ready for the public hearing

portion?

Okay. So at this time, we will take

public testimony. The way that works, there is a

sign-up sheet. We start by going through the

sign-up street.

LIZA PADEN: Nobody signed up.

MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC: Never saw it

before.

HUGH RUSSELL: So the next part is, I

will ask if people wish to speak, and I will

recognize people in whatever order I see them.

And when you are recognized, if you can come

forward to the microphone, give your name, spell

your name, 1f there is any possibility that the

person recording might need assistance in getting

it absolutely correct, and speak for no more than

three minutes. And Pam is our timekeeper, so she

will signal you when your time is up.
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Who wishes to speak? The first hand I

saw was back there. Yes, you.

JULIET STONE: I am not very prepared,

because I just heard everything. I haven't

really read it. My name 1is Juliet Stone.

Do you need to know where I live and all

of that?

HUGH RUSSELL: Yes, please.

JULIET STONE: 29B J Street, Cambridge.

I apologize. I am not totally prepared,

and just responding to what I heard. And I have

several concerns. One you just had mentioned

that had to do with the existing shared use of

the public open space. And if I could give an

example, that the King School on Putnam Avenue

has a play space with a long play structure and

lots of open space in the back, as well as a City

Sprouts program. Were you to redesign that for

middle school use, and have two gymnasiums in the

building, what would happen to the public use, if

we don't really consider not only flexibility but
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values and criteria, in terms of the square

footage of public open space that is shared, as

well as the square footage within that building?

I would 1like to raise that as a question

for quality of life for not only the children, so

they can be outside, but also for the public and

for the rest of us, as it is a community

resource.

The height is a second issue I would like

to bring up, because height does affect

vegetation. It affects shade. It affects a

variety of other natural phenomenon. If the

building is lead certified, that doesn't

necessarily mean that, in balance, that, even

though it may be a green building, per se, that

in fact the green effect may be out of balance,

if it goes up that high, and it shades, and trees

come down, et cetera.

If we could look at the building as well

as the public open space, and really look at our

values around quality of life for both the
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children as well as the community, and really

value their outdoor running space, not Jjust their

indoor time, in this innovation.

Okay. Thank you.

HUGH RUSSELL: Thank you.

Who else wishes to speak? I see your

hand.

CAROLYN SHIPLAY: Thank you wvery much.

Carolyn Shiplay, S-H-I-P-L-A-Y, 15 Laurel Street,

Cambridgeport.

When I read the petition, I found it too

open-ended myself. And it mentions grammar
schools and upper school. Middle school, it
mentions. It doesn't use the words, "upper
school."

And I began to wonder, what is the plan?

It is not clearly spelled out. Is the plan to

build? And up until it is not -- we never

know -- is the plan to build a separate middle

school, and turn one of these 8 out of 13 schools

that are going to be renovated into just a middle
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school? That i1s not answered.

I mean, I really find the petition

open-ended, too loose, and not defined. So that

is one of my concerns.

In view of the fact that our school

population is going down, and it has been going

down, I believe, in the last 10 or 15 years,

because we don't have two- and three-bedroom

houses anymore, and people with families move

out -- we get more than one or two children,

you

have to move out. It is just not 1like what is

used to be. So why are we building bigger

schools, when we have less population? Do we

have any projections on school population?

is the gquestion I would ask.

That

Solar was mentioned, and then a 55-foot

height was mentioned. And I am concerned that if

you have solar, you are going to have to get

of the trees around the building so that you

receive sun. I can't have solar in my house

because I have this fantastic 100-foot honey

rid

can
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locust tree in the back corner of my house. I

would love to be able to generate my own

electricity, but I can't.

I wanted to give you a little history of

one building that is already on the Planning

Board, so to speak, the King, Martin Luther King

on Putnam Avenue. There were meetings with

school people and some parents whose children go

to that school. But the neighborhood was not

invited to any meetings. And we had to ask. And

the neighborhood association, Riverside

Neighborhood Association, was not invited, and

the community school neighborhood counsel was not

invited to meet with the architects and planners.

So Lawrence Atkins is now back in town.

He was in Vermont with FEMA. And he asked the

various officials to come and meet with the

neighborhood this week, on Thursday. So I

believe that the architects are going to come,

and some City officials to tell us, the

neighborhood, about the building. I mean, people
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whose children go to that school don't

necessarily live in that neighborhood. So it was

the neighborhood people who felt that they had

not been invited to the table, and the community

school people, per se.

So I just want to let you in on what is

happening with the first school that is on the

drawing board, and how this is being handled.

And I find it, as a resident of the

neighborhood -- I am just 10 feet from the border

of Riverside, and I have a lot to do with the

Riverside -- I just found it was not acceptable.

And we are concerned about the size, the

fact that we are losing some of the playground,

maybe; they wanted double parking.

And so there are a lot of concerns, I

think. But the most important thing to me 1is

that this petition is too open-ended, too loose.

PAMELA WINTERS: Thank you.

HUGH RUSSELL: Who else wishes to speak?

Yes, ma'am.
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OLGA PELENSKY: Olga Pelensky,

P-E-L-E-N-S-K-Y, 108 Kinnaird Street. I just

want to thank you for your time in this.

I would 1like to begin by speaking a

little bit about historically by the King School,

since that is the one that will be impacted

immediately, I believe, or first on the list, as

Carolyn Shiplay mentioned, is there was open

space and open lot at Putnam and Kinnaird, which

construction was taking place on it. And there

were community meetings. And one of the promises

that was made was to restore that lost space by

going to the side of the King School and, for

example, having community gardening, and allowing

children in the school to use that space which

they had lost, and also the community.

There had been originally at least 16

buildings on that particular side before the King

was built. And those houses were taken down in

the community, and pine trees were put up and

greenery put in. Some time ago, those trees were

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

19:

49:

49:

49:

49:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

50:

51:

51:

51:

51:

40

48

51

58

00

03

07

10

14

21

24

28

32

37

40

42

47

00

04

08

11



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

40

taken down without notice to the neighborhood.

Some spindly tree were put in reluctantly, and

asphalt put in, and that whole side has been

taken over as a de facto parking lot by the

school.

I counted nearly 100 cars parked in and

around land that belongs to the school, even

though I was told there is a core faculty of 45.

There was a fence that was put up next to an

elder gentleman who told me that they put it

higher than they said they would. They promised

to restore the bushes; they didn't.

So now, one of the plans is to double

that parking lot on that side on Kinnaird Street,

which is a neighborhood. And it is at the bottom

of a sloping hill where exhaust can get trapped.

The reason that I mention all of this is

because historically, what the neighborhood has

been promised has not come to be, and all of that

has just been treated as public commercial

parking, almost. So I would hesitate really to
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give the school department carte blanche on

zoning, without some sort of oversight, and just

reiterate what has been stated, which is to have

something much more concrete, school by school,

to be examined by the Board here.

Thank you very much for your time.

HUGH RUSSELL: Thank you. Does anyone

else wish to speak?

ELIZABETH DURAISINGH: My name 1is

Elizabeth Duraisingh, which I will spell,

D-U-R-A-I-S-I-N-G-H. I 1live at 190 Putnam

Avenue, the building that is directly adjacent to

the King School.

I actually am not really passing a

comment. I would 1like a clarification. I have

been to the two meetings that have been held at

the school regarding the architect's proposed

designs for the school. And it wasn't clear to

me, because I haven't noted down the exact

measurement, whether the architects -- and I see

that one gentleman is here tonight -- whether
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they knew about this proposal when they designed

the plans, and whether the proposal to raise the

school by a story, which would raise the height

guite significantly, or to move it closer to the

back of our property considerably, whether that

was taken into account, whether those would be

passable plans with the 55-feet or 65-feet height

that i1s going to be 50 feet away from the lot

sign. So that is kind of clarifying question I

would like.

And then the second thing is that we

would really appreciate it if there was a bit

more available information on the website or

something. Because I have got lots of neighbors

that can't make these meetings, and I try to

report back to them. But without being able to

show them plans -- I believe there was going to

be a link to the Cambridge city website. I have

been unable to find it, if it is there. I Jjust

think having the information available to people

to access remotely, instead of at meetings, will
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allay some fears and would be more equitable for

people who can't be here at these meetings.

Thank you.

HUGH RUSSELL: Thank you.

STEVE KAISER: Yes. My name is Steve

Kaiser, K-A-I-S-E-R. I live at 91 Hamilton

Street.

I have read through the zoning, and I did

submit a letter. But I also wanted to hear all

of the public comments before testifying, because

I too share concerns about the waiver provisions

in the draft amendments.

I realize there are conditions. And the

way I read it is, it provides for a waiver of any

part of the zoning, which is much too broad. I

think it sets a bad precedent. Somebody else is

going to come in and say, "We want to do the same

thing."

I also think the way it is structured, it

may add significantly to the load burden, the

work burden on the Planning Board. There will be
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a lot of requests coming in for variances and

waivers and this sort of thing. I think we

should avoid our zoning that is complicated in

that manner. I would also note that the planning

board may also have to recognize its Chapter 91,

Section 18 obligations to deal with title land.

So that might be another burden.

So one thing I did hear here tonight,

which I think is the excellent, is the idea to

protect open space, and see that that is not

built on with new structures. So if that

amendment could be included, I think that would

be a good idea.

And I think some of the concerns of the

neighbors were about planning, as opposed to the

actual zoning. And the theory here is, it 1is

good to have a plan first, and then you do the

zoning. So there is a sense, and I certainly

have it, that the plan is not out there for us to

understand.

Finally, I would just like to note that I
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am a former teacher. I taught for eight years in

Catholic school, in five different schools. And

the best schools were older schools, 1916 to 1929

vintage. The worst ones were in the 1960s. And

every time I go to the Tobin School, I have a

sense that we were going in the wrong direction,

in terms of utility for the teacher, in an

architectural setting. So I would just suggest

that the goal is good education, and not mere

construction.

Thank you.

HUGH RUSSELL: Thank you.

Does anyone else wish to speak?

I see no one.

Now I will go on to the deliberation

portion of the meeting.

I guess I would like to start out with a

disclosure: I am an abutter to the Longfellow

School, which blocks most of the sun my house

receives or would receive in the winter. I have

lived there for 31 years. And I was astounded at
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what good neighbors city schools are. The school

has gone through different programs, different

tenancies. Strangely, the worst tenant was the

public library, which is my favorite, because I

like to have it next door, but they made more

noise early in the morning, and there was the

custodian who used to go out at 6:30 and greet

every teacher personally in a loud wvoice under my

bedroom window.

But by and large, because schools are not

occupied most of the time I am home, the noise

and business of a school is simply not much of an

issue to the abutters.

I wouldn't like to see two stories added

on to the school. It would block out my summer

sun. But I think the provisions of this section

call for the board to evaluate those kinds of

gquestions. And in the case of what 1is called the

former Longfellow School on this list, the floor

area 1s already well above what 1s permitted

under the new proposal, so that new additions
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would not be planned, or might be changed. Who

knows what is going to happen to that building.

There is a great deal of educational

planning that started that will go on and will go

on in the future. And this board is not

generally part of that plan. What the purpose of

this amendment is is to give some general rules

to make that planning process have some limits.

Right now, the way the present zoning

works 1is, you basically can do almost nothing

with any existing buildings; so I have to assume

that you are going to go and you have to make

changes and you have to get a variance. And at

that point, there are no limits.

What this proposal proposes is several

processes, several sets of limits, and a way to

deal with things. So as a designer comes and

says, "Well, gee, I am dealing with King School.

Yes, I could add, with a special permit, a little

bit to that school, but I can't add very much."

And so that sort of start s it. And then there
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is the height, general criteria. That sets up

the value structure in making the decisions. I

think that is a good thing.

I am a little concerned when I hear

people from the King School area, and they say,

well, the process is a little rocky now, and it

is just getting started. And I wouldn't like the

Planning Board to be involved in the day-to-day

management or review of those processes. And I

think that under the new zoning, we will get more

involved.

Let's just assume that the second option

of the zoning applies to a school project. The

school department will have a proposal; they will

have people who I trust would have vetted it, by

the time it gets here, for the special permit

with all the interested parties; and there may

still be some disagreements.

I remember sitting on a city committee

that was appointed when the public library was

being changed, and there were many meetings.
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There were many proposals. There was a lot of

listening. And but ultimately, some hard

decisions had to be made, and they were made.

And I think that, from my point of view, to have

a building that last year was awarded the most

beautiful building in Boston, and is a wonderful

facility, these things can have positive

outcomes.

So I don't have any real changes that I

wish. I think what Jeffrey described in terms of

clarifying how the open space adjacent to the

school would be treated is very important, and

the direction he described seems like the right

direction to take.

Do other members want to comment on this,

or ask questions?

AHMED NUR: Jeff, I think that the GFA

that is not in parentheses are in two schools; in

other words, the Morse School and the Peabody

School -- or, the Morse School and the King Open

School are the only two schools that are close to
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3,500 square feet under what they are allowed.

The rest of them are.

So with the exception of the Tobin --

that is 30. Peabody School -- no. The Tobin

school could go up another five feet in height

allowed, so it is a little lower than what 1is

allowed.

So aside from those three schools, I

wondered, everything else seemed to be above and

beyond what allowances are for the current. So I

guess for those three schools, especially the

Morse and the King Open, are there any plans? I

guess for the neighbors, the question that I

would ask, are there any plans of expansion? And

if so, obviously, we would have to consider all

of the variances that we normally do. Or do we

not?

HUGH RUSSELL: You want to respond?

RICHARD ROSSI: Morse School was Jjust

completed maybe back about seven years ago, so I

don't believe there are any plans at all at the
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Morse School.

The King Open is a school that, as

Mr. Maloney said, would be the next school that

we would visit in this plan.

AHMED NUR: Did you say the next school

that we would wvisit?

RICHARD ROSSTI: Would be the King Open.

HUGH RUSSELL: So the next one that would

go into the planning process.

AHMED NUR: Would be the King Open?

RICHARD ROSSI: Yes.

AHMED NUR: Okay. Thank you.

WILLIAM TIBBS: First I would like to

say, 1in terms of what you are trying to do, I

don't have any real problem with. I am still

trying to just understand the mechanisms, I

guess, soO help me out. I guess this is to you,

Jeff. But help me out as I go through this.

Basically what you are saying is that in

the existing situation, with the existing

building, what it is is as-of-right, in the sense
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that it 1is grandfathered. So whatever the base

zoning says it is, that is only the zoning for

that. And I understand that one.

But the two pieces, C and D, which says

"any new structure, addition, or existing

structure.” So if you put a portion of it on,

then the stuff -- even the as-of-right stuff

doesn't apply within the restrictions that you

give it, say, for instance, in the setbacks, 10

feet from the street and 15 feet from the

adjacent property line.

And then this special permit process 1is

something that you would only come to us if you

wanted to increase the FAR to 1.25 or if you

wanted to increase from 45 to 55, the height.

So I guess I am just trying to get a

better sense of just the mechanisms of how this

works. Particularly the first part is very clear
to understand. If existing, what is there 1is as
of right. But 1f, in doing the renovation, they

want to put on an addition or do anything -- as
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you say, new structure, additions, or existing --

that doesn't apply. So you have, now have these

two pieces.

I guess traditionally on special permits

it is very clear that you are giving some relief

for something, to go through this special permit

process, which idealistically may be something

that gives you something better in the end. And

so I am not quite sure, given that, particularly

for these two pieces, the 45-foot height and the

10-foot and 15-foot setbacks, I am not quite sure

how the special permit piece works. I know it is

a little confusing. But as you can see, I am a

little confused.

JEFF ROBERTS: I will try to explain it.

I will try to go about it this way.

So assume all these schools buildings are

non-conforming. Now under current zoning, the

rules say that if you are making an addition to a

non-conforming building, you need to seek a -- in

most cases, you need to seek a variance. SO even
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if you were now, looking at these school

buildings, if you were going to renovate or

restore or tear down and rebuild some portion of

the building, you are then putting yourself in a

situation where you are making an alteration to a

non-conforming building, and you are at the BZA.

The purpose of that first set of

regulations is to say that the building that is

there now, for the purposes of any work that you

might plan to do to the building, the existing

structure that is there now, is conforming.

So if you are taking half of a building,

say you want to tear down half of a building, and

you want to rebuild it, because you are

reconfiguring it to be a middle school, and there

are different space considerations that need to

be taken into account; what this mechanism would

say 1s that the part of the building that you are

not doing anything with, that you are not tearing

down, 1is fine. Consider that conforming.

And then the part that you are
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rebuilding, you are limited to the existing floor

area of the building, you are limited to the

45 feet in height, and you are limited to 10-foot

setback from a street or 15-foot setback from an

another abutting property.

Otherwise, even if you are making a

conforming addition, you may need to -- even if

the addition you are making to the building is

conforming, if the part of the building you are

not dealing with is not conforming, then you

would need to seek relief.

WILLIAM TIBBS: Again, Jjust help me to

understand this.

So really, the existing FAR in your first

part, the existing FAR is the control?

JEFEF ROBERTS: Yes.

WILLIAM TIBBS: Because I am looking at

something like the Morse School, which is very

low.

HUGH RUSSELL: Except for the King Open,

which has some development density.
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WILLIAM TIBBS: No. That is exactly what

I am trying to get at. It is the control. I

brought up Morse as an example. It is low. It

is not tight on its site, even though it takes up

a lot of its site.

So on the Morse School perspective, you

could tear down a piece of it. You could build

something new. The new piece could be up to

45 feet high, the new piece can be 10 feet from

the public street, and it can be 15 feet from a

property line, which I don't think is, Morse

School has one.

But unless you go for the special permit,

existing FAR is the control there, meaning that

you would still have to stay within the FAR

there, regardless if you are kind of

redistributing this stuff on the site. So was

that the intent, or do I have that right?

JEFF ROBERTS: In this case, you have the

intent right.

But in this case of the Morse School,
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that i1is one of the rare examples where there 1is

residual floor area that could be built. So that

is a case where, under the proposed zoning, you

could expand the building within those limits of

45 feet of height and 10 feet from a street

setback. You could expand the building from its

current FAR of, I think, .4 or .5, to .75, but

under the constraints that are here in this first

section.

WILLIAM TIBBS: I have got you.

JEFF ROBERTS: Or, 1f you were going

beyond that, you could seek a special permit.

WILLIAM TIBBS: You are basically saying

that the base zoning allows it to have more than

it currently has.

JEFF ROBERTS: Right. And that is rare.

WILLIAM TIBBS: SO to restate my

gquestion, then you are saying that the base FAR

or the existing is your control point? Because

that is the piece I was having a hard time -- I

just wanted to make sure that just by tearing
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something down, you are not kind of willy-nilly

allowing stuff to happen. But that is a control,

so that you can't.

And it 1is not until you say for whatever

reason, for design purposes, you want to design

something that is either higher than 45 or 55, or

to go to the 1.25 FAR, that then you would go the

special permit process to exceed either the base

zoning or the building. And obviously there, as

you look at the chart, there is many buildings

here that sort of exceed those already.

JEFEF ROBERTS: Right.

Just to add to that, just another

consideration for going into the special permit

piece is that it is primarily dealing with the

expansion of the buildings or expanding the floor

area, expanding the height. But it also includes

a little bit of a catch-all of saying the

Planning Board can grant additional waivers as

well.

An example that I think has come up with
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the board a few time 1s parking. There are rules
about parking within a required setback. So if
you have a situation where you may find -- for a

school site, they tend be unusually shaped and

sized lots. You may find that when all is said

and done, and the school is sort or designed and

configured, the parking, where it is placed, may

technically fall within a setback, or may be

determined to fall within some area.

And so the idea behind this is that there

wouldn't be those surprise situations that would

get sent back to the BZA, but that the Planning

Board could handle any of those types of waivers

within the purview of the special permit.

WILLIAM TIBBS: Okay. Just a couple of

other questions. On B, you said for areas that

are located atop the roof that are used for

playground or outside educational uses.

How many of those do we currently have?

And is that a feature that is anticipated in

future renovations?
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JEFF ROBERTS: I think it is something

that is being considered for future projects.

WILLIAM TIBBS: Do we have any existing?

JEFF ROBERTS: I believe there are some.

It is hard to tell, because you can't always see

them. But I believe that at the Haggerty School,

there is a rooftop play area. I am looking over

to see 1f there is any other areas.

RICHARD ROSSI: Yes.

JEFF ROBERTS: As I think the board has

seen, with situations like roof terraces and roof

decks, that above a certain height, when you have

an outdoor recreational space, that it counts as

part of gross floor area.

WILLTIAM TIBBS: Then in part C, where you

talk about 15 feet from an abutting lot line,

does the space that is next door, that you

mentioned earlier in your thought process, the

space that is next door that is zoned open space,

is that considered an abutter lot line?

JEFF ROBERTS: In most cases, I think it
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wouldn't. It depends, on some instances, where

the lot line 1is.

WILLIAM TIBBS: Because the lot line

might not correlate?

JEFF ROBERTS: It doesn't always

correlate with the open space lot.

So in a case where the lot actually spans

beyond the open space district, then that

wouldn't apply. It could go right up to the open

space district.

WILLIAM TIBBS: But it would apply if it

did, i1if it went right up to the open space

district, i1f the lot line and the open space

zoning line coincided?

HUGH RUSSELL: Would it depend on -- who

owns the schools? The City in general? And they

own the open space. So under the rules of the

zoning ordinance, it is a single lot.

JEFEF ROBERTS: Right. It could be

designated as a single 1lot. So right. In those

scenarios where it is all City owned, then that
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is all considered a lot.

So again, we are looking at making the

open space zoning districts not applicable to

this provision. But for purposes of the setback

provision, really the intent of the 15-foot

setback is to provide distance from abutting

residential properties. It would necessarily

apply the same way with parks and open space.

WILLIAM TIBBS: Thank you.

THOMAS ANNINGER: My guestion is this:

Many of these rules are somewhat abstract for me.

And because we have never, at the Planning Board,

really developed any kind of experience or

expertise with schools, I have trouble

understanding how they apply, so I don't fully

understand how they were developed.

So my question is really, how did you do

this? Was there planning first for a number of

these new middle schools, and then you took the

rules and tried to make them work for those

situations? Or did you do the zoning first, and
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everybody said, oh, yes we can live with that?

Did the zoning come first, or did the planning

come first? I can't quite tell.

JEFF ROBERTS: I would characterize it as

a discussion, with give and take, and things

developing sort of in parallel and with a lot of

communication. It started, at least for -- and I

am sure the school department can discuss how it

started before this.

But we started by looking at the existing

school sites, and doing the zoning analysis, to

see what the current zoning provides in terms of

flexibility, which was not a lot. We looked at

what the existing buildings are like now, and

tried to make some characterizations and

judgments as to what how a typical school

building tended to perform, in terms of height,

in terms of floor area, 1in terms of setbacks, and

parking.

And then I think that in looking at those

issues, we tried to start by crafting a set of

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

17:

17:

17:

17:

17:

17:

17:

17:

17:

17:

17:

17:

18:

18:

18:

18:

18:

18:

18:

18:

18:

20

26

28

31

35

38

42

48

51

52

56

59

04

05

08

11

15

19

23

26

30



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

64

provisions that would allow flexibility, if work

were being done, that would result in a building

that was not too different from the type of

school building, in terms of zoning, in terms of

scale, as to what exists now.

And then we also continued to work with

the school department, with their design team

going back and forth on what some of the zoning

mechanisms we were thinking of were, and then

some responses to what some additional items that

they were thinking of.

For instance, I think that the rooftop

play area piece of it was something that the

school department brought through their design

team to us to incorporate. But there was some

back and forth testing as to whether the

mechanisms that we had proposed really would

provide that kind of framework that would work,

given the capital priorities and plans.

THOMAS ANNINGER: I suppose the waiver

set of rules, that second set, gives you the
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flexibility, in case you didn't get it, right?

JEFEF ROBERTS: Right. The idea is that

that would provide some additional flexibility.

The first set would be to deal with scenarios

where the school was remaining at the type of

scale that you would characteristically expect a

school building to be at. And then the Planning

Board, the special permit waiver, would be to

look at issues that may need closer attention, if

the scale of the building were to go beyond that

basic framework that we set forward in the

as-of-right.

THOMAS ANNINGER: What kind a public

process 1s there for the as-of-right process, so

that neighbors such as the ones who came forward

tonight can participate in that?

JEFF ROBERTS: That is one that maybe I

will have either Mr. Rossi or the school

department talk about.

RICHARD ROSSI: So in this case, we

identified all the addresses of the abutters. We
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actually worked with the CD staff to get the

addresses. And we mail out notices of public

meetings. And we are anticipating many public

meetings along the way in this process.

And I think, as your Chair spoke about,

we did it for 10 years with the library. And we

did it and did it and did it.

And the idea here is not to just build a

school and walk away. The idea here is to give

the community -- the whole community, not only

the school community, but the abutters and the

people who live in the neighborhood, a better

place.

So we don't intend on minimizing open

space. We want to build everything that that

woman spoke about, that people are accustomed to

on that site. We want to recreate it. We want

to create in a better way. We want to create it

with sensitivity towards the abutters.

And the way you do that is, you are going

to do the work and work through meetings. And
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that is our intention. I have been doing that in

the city for many, many years. And I can tell

you that it works. And I think that the kinds of

projects that we do today are much different than

when this one was built in the late '60s. And I

think we consider them more like a total public

works project.

So there will be new sidewalks. There
will be trees. There will be a better organized
site. There will be a greater consideration for

school bus parking, where people drop their kids

off. All of that. But we will listen to people

about notice issues and congestion and what they

would like to see.

So that will get worked out, and that

takes a long time. But that is how we will do

it.

THOMAS ANNINGER: I will close my

comment. I think I am convinced that this makes

sense. To me, 1t 1s an appropriate approach to

the issue. It sounds like a lot of thought has
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gone into it. And I really think that we are in

a position, that least I am, to give a favorable

recommendation to the Council of what 1is being

done here. I see no minor adjustments, or even

major ones, that I would suggest making here.

HUGH RUSSELL: Pam?

PAMELA WINTERS: Yes. So overall, I am

in favor of this petition. And as a teacher for

21 years —-- 1in fact, I did my student teaching a

the Martin Luther King School on Putnam Avenue -

I really, I think, like the idea of there being

more space for after school programs. I think

that is essential.

And also, society has changed. I did my

student teaching in the mid-'70s. And I think

that certainly the schools can use an update.

And also, Mr. Rossi just answered my

question. My other concern were the neighbors'

concerns: The shared use of open space, the

gquestion about the school population going down,

the parking at the King, the website being more

t
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easily accessible.

I think that all of these questions can

be clarified and settled to the neighbors'

satisfaction by more neighborhood meetings. So

you answered that question, Mr. Rossi.

So those are the two comments that I

wanted to make.

STEVEN WINTER: Just to follow up on what

was said already, this is sort of a very well

coordinated municipal effort, municipal school

department effort. And I am very 1impressed with

that, with how well that is functioning and how

well that is working. And it shows, because it

is a good project.

This board really is charged with making

defensible decisions. That is what we do all the

time. That is always our goal. And with the

criteria that we have, we are still going to be

making defensible decisions, we are still going

to be interpreting community values, and we are

still going to be having public hearings. So
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really, I don't think that we are doing -- there

is nothing rash happening here. I think

everything is under control.

I also want to comment that the outcomes

that we are looking for, which is to provide a

more enriched educational atmosphere for our

children -- this is an extremely important piece

of work -- that we get into the science, the

technology, and that we provide the kinds of

school sites where our children can learn these

things and participate in 21st century economies.

That i1s going to keep us strong here in

Cambridge. So I am ready to move ahead. I think

this is looking good.

AHMED NUR: I just wanted to add one

comment. I had two kids graduate from Maria

Baldwin, and one kid attends now, actually, just

starting. The first floor of the preschool has

an outdoor terrace area. I wonder, 1is that

included in this GFA that they are exceeded? As

well as there is a playground across the street
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on Sacramento that is public use as well, that

after school and before school, all the kids use

on break time.

I ask not that be compromised for

additional buildings or whatnot, and just sort of

would like something being included, saying that

these areas, 1f they are included, cannot be

eliminated, in order for a new wing to be added

to, or something of that sort.

HUGH RUSSELL: So right now, the Baldwin

School i1s way over the 1.25 limits. I mean, it

goes practically to China and down. That was how

they managed to do it, was to go down and down

and down, and put a lot of facilities

underground. But the additional flexibility here

would not allow an addition onto that building.

Yes, maybe at some point in time,

somebody might come up with a proposal saying, I

want to demolish one point and want to build on

the special feature you like. And then we will

start implementing the criteria for making those
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kinds of changes that are listed in this. They

are very clear in principle.

So does someone wish to make a motion on

this?

AHMED NUR: Move.

WILLIAM TIBBS: I would like to move,

since this is a zoning petition, that we

recommend to the City Council that they approve

the petition as presented to us, and that, at

least in concept, we agree with the direction

that the staff was going to deal with the open

space issue, even though we haven't seen the

details of it. I don't know if that is adequate.

AHMED NUR: Second that.

HUGH RUSSELL: Any discussion on the

motion? All those in favor?

(Show of hands.)

HUGH RUSSELL: All members voting in

favor. So we have made a recommendation.

RICHARD ROSSI: Thank you very much.

HUGH RUSSELL: The next item on our
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agenda 1s the public hearing on NorthPoint. We

will take a quick break.

(Recess taken at 8:28 p.m.)

(Recess ended at 8:38 p.m.)

HUGH RUSSELL: We are going to take up

the next item on our agenda, which is a petition

by CJUF III NorthPoint LLC, petition to amend the

zoning ordinance article 13.700.

So who 1s going to present this issue?

TOM O'BRIEN: Good evening. My name 1is

Tom O'Brien. I am with the HYM Investment Group.

I wonder 1if I could just begin by

introducing members of our group. I am going to
be the principal presenter. I won't confuse you
by having people jump up and down. But in case

there are questions or things that are best

answered by folks along the way, I just want to

make sure that I point them out ahead of time.

So I am going to work from your left to my right.

Richen Rudman, from the law firm of DLA

Piper, 1is one of our attorneys. He is an
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attorney.

Phil Kingman of PanAm Rail. You may know

PanAm also as B&M, Boston & Maine or Guilford

Rail. They are known as PanAm Rail. Phil is our
partner. I will talk more about that in a
moment.

Doug Manz, who is also with HYM and our

partner.

Another of our attorneys, Anthony

Galluccio, who needs absolutely no introduction

in this room.

David Bracken is here with me, who is the

guy who does all the work in our office, and 1is

here relegated to moving slides.

And then Rich Kosian, who is with the

firm of Beals and Thomas, who will help us with

any technical issues on orders and drawings and

things 1like that.

I would like to begin and Jjust direct

your attention. I am going to work off this

screen, 1f I could.
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You will recall that we were here two or

three months ago to give you an update. It was

very late at night, so I don't expect that you

will remember all of the things that we talked

about. We did identify a number of goals that we

have gone after. So we are back here tonight to

talk to you about what we have been doing and

where we have been over the last two or

three years. So if we could just go the first

slide, David.

Just to remind everybody what we are

talking about, the site is known as NorthPoint.

But of course, everybody understands that

NorthPoint has a region and encompasses a lot

more than just our site. We will talk more about
this. But the site itself is characterized as
45 acres. It is a terrific and large site, and,

we believe, well located, centrally located, in

East Cambridge, and also very close to some of

the key job creators in downtown Boston, and

really 1s poised to take great advantage of a

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

20:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

40:

41 :

41:

41

41:

41 :

41

41:

41 :

41:

32

34

36

38

40

43

46

48

51

53

55

57

00

02

05

07

10

14

18

20

23



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

76

number of key infrastructure pieces that are in

place, and more infrastructure pieces that are

coming.

Those that are in place include the

existing Orange Line, which many people forget

now, through NorthPoint, can be connected to

Cambridge. And we consider that to be a real

backbone of the MBTA's system, and a wonderful

opportunity for us to make that connection. I

will talk in a moment about how we will connect

the Gilmore Bridge with our first project down to

the site; and so right off the bat, make a

connection between that Orange Line station at

Community College, right onto NorthPoint, which

we are very pleased about and excited about.

I also would like to point out, these

parks along the Charles River have been

completed, as many of you know. They are

wonderful. And they will be further connected

over to complete the full basin connection around

the Charles River by this pedestrian bridge,
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which is almost done. Maybe in a few weeks or
so, will be done. That is quite beautiful,
actually.

The Green line, which I am happy to talk

endlessly about, has been undergoing a really

good new initiative with the MBTA. The Green

line, as you know, has evolved from being a

terminus project that would end at Lechmere to

one that is now an extension of the Green Line.

The Commonwealth's plan, through the

MBTA, is to build the first three stations. The

Commonwealth has publicly stated that they plan

to pay for those out of Commonwealth funds. And

the first of those stations, the Lechmere

station, should deliver around the end of 2016.

And they will build two other stations, at Union

Square and at Brickbottom. We feel confident

that things have gone well. We have enjoyed a

good working relationship with the folks at the T

on that work.

Just to reiterate, this 1is, again, that
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same site. 44 to almost 45 acres. I just point

out on this slide to be really careful and make

sure that people remember, you have seen in

recent months, 22 Water Street, which is another

residential project. While located in the same

zoning district, that is not our project, as you

know. That is a different sponsorship. We are

working closely with those folks to make sure

that what they need from us to make sure that

they can move forward is something that we

cooperate with them on. And we are hopeful that

they will begin in 2012, as you folks know.

In addition to that, this piece of the

parcel is owned by Archstone. As you folks know,

the first of the Archstone buildings 1is

completed. And we are certainly aware that the

second Archstone project, which includes this

older building here, may begin this year, which

we are again very excited about.

And frankly, from our perspective, and

you will hear this from me over and over again,
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the planning objectives of creating a community

here which include a number of residences to

bring people to the site, that is something that

we firmly embrace. So from our perspective, as

people, our surrounding abutters, plan to begin

their residential projects, that is a good thing.

The more people, the better, for us. So we are

applauding that.

And again, on this slide, you will note

the green space which we are quite excited about.

This is all pretty active today. If you are down

there, on particularly a nice Saturday in June,

all that green space on the Charles River 1is

gquite active these days, which is great.

So again, to review, we did of course

talk about this a 1little while ago. And members

of this board -- certainly, many of you have been

on the board for a number of years, and

participated in the original master planning

process of this site. And as we said, there was

quite of bit of work put into it. And we think a
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really interesting plan came out of it, a plan

that we embraced and basic objectives to be

embraced.

What we are going to talk about tonight

are some minor tweaks to that plan. But to

review, the plan was first approved and in 2003.

There is a 25-year permit, so we are a few years

into a 25-year process. It does involve the full

45 acres of the site. The site was permitted for

a little more than 5.2 million square feet in

total. The majority of it, over 3 million square

feet, is projected to be residential. We embrace

that. And approximately 2 million square feet of

that is also projected to be commercial or lab

space. And in the original plan, there was about

9 acres of open space as well.

I will just note a little bit, in the

plan as put together, you will note that the

wonderful open space, the central park -- and we

will talk about this in a second -- has already

been completed. But I do also want to also point
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out that one of the objectives that we have tried

to follow is the need for perhaps some additional

open space, to break up some of these blocks

deeper into the site, and also to focus on a

concentrated retail square, which is really

important. We think making sure that, in

addition to bringing bodies to the site, people

who live there, we want to make sure that it is

an attractive place for people to visit and to be

there to work, live, and play. So having a

concentrated and successful retail area 1s going

to be important for us as well.

So again, we have overlaid what has been

completed to date. And as you well know, these

two condo buildings, Sierra and Tango, have been

completed. Approximately 330 units. Those were

completed with an investment by PanAm rail. And

PanAm at the same time completed this portion of

the park.

I like to say that approximately 85 to

90 percent of the park has been 100 percent
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completed. So this portion of the park is 100

percent completed. All of the drainage, the

basic work underneath the park, was all

completed. So the railroad used a great deal of

foresight in building the park out. It does not

need to be touched.

And I know that Chris Matthews is here,

who we have worked with extensively in the last

year as part of the planning team. But I know

that Chris and his firm played a role in

designing that park. And we think it is really

starting to come into its own, particularly this

year. It looks quite beautiful. It has gotten

even more use, €ver more use each year. If you

stand there for a portion of the day, you will

get people walking their dog, people going out,

people who just want to be there. And frankly,

the fact that it is well connected to this open

space in the Charles River is great as well. So

we are excited about it. So as you move through,

these pieces have been completed, another
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overhead.

And just a quick update on these two

condo buildings: Approximately 60 percent of the

units have now been sold. And the pace 1is

picking up with the economy improving. And

frankly, I think with the new activity we have

brought to the site, people feel confident. So

the pace is picking up to a good number of sales

per month.

So again, just to update you, we have got

a new team and new momentum. We closed on the

site in August of 2010. I don't have to tell you

folks how frustrating it was, I know, for

everybody has who watched this site for a long

time sort of languish in some of the issues that

existed before we came along. I think frankly

that we bring a very unique group. The issues

that existed on the site that had to do with the

litigation, that had to do with some of the

permits, that had to do with some of the

infrastructure, all those pieces, I think frankly
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our group and experience, our deep experience in

the region and our relationship with all the

different people involved, have made us the

unique and the perfectly appropriate group to buy

this site.

So we are the HYM Investment Group.

Again, pointed out Doug. We are group that is

involved in a number of other projects in town,

including the redevelopment of the Government

Center garage in downtown Boston, another

difficult and not very pretty existing building.

And we are also involved in project in the

Seaport District that begins in about a week or

so, and a large apartment building.

We brought the capital to the site in the

form of Canyon Johnson Urban Fund, a

multi-billion-dollar California-based fund group,

and Atlas Capital Group, which is a

New York-based fund group. And then I have

talked about Pan Am. Group of us own the site.

PanAm contributed the land. We contributed to
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