







In City Council February 5, 2000

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, RULES

AND CLAIMS COMMITTEE MEMBERS




Councillor Jim Braude, Chair

Councillor Henrietta Davis

Vice Mayor David P. Maher

Councillor Michael A. Sullivan

Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Jr.


The Ordinance Committee held a public meeting on January 24, 2001, beginning at 4:55 p.m. in the Sullivan Room for the purpose of further discussion of the Planning Board ‘s Citywide Rezoning Petition.


Present at the meeting were Councillor Kathleen L Born and Vice Mayor David P. Maher, Co-Chairs of the Committee, Councillor Jim Braude, and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Beth Rubenstein, Assistant City Manager for Community Development, Malaina Bowker, Deputy Director of the Community Development Department (CDD), Stuart Dash, Director of Neighborhood and Community Planning, CDD, Roger Boothe, Director of Urban Design, CDD, Nancy Glowa, First Assistant City Solicitor, Katharine Preston, planner, CDD, Iran Farook, planner, CDD.


Councillor Born convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  She stated that the last meeting of the Ordinance Committee was a working meeting, while this meeting would be focused on providing an opportunity for the public to comment on the proposal.  Councillor Born noted that the City Council has received the Planning Board recommendations for the petition.  The last night for the City Council to adopt the petition is February 12th.  Mr. Dash stated that the Council will also be receiving the technical language for the amendments to the zoning ordinance that the adoption of the Citywide Petition would entail.  


Vice Mayor Maher thanked the members of the community who have participated in this long, technical and sometimes tedious process.


Councillor Born read a letter from Biogen, Attachment A, and a letter from Genetics Institute, Attachment B.  She then invited public comment.


Philip Higonnet, 83 Thornkdike Street, stated that he was appearing on behalf of the East Cambridge Planning Team to inform the committee that at its November 30, 2000 meeting, the Planning Team voted unanimously to support the petition.  He submitted a letter for the record.  Attachment C.  He further stated that this petition is a consensus petition, with support from residents and businesses.


Elie Yarden, 143 Pleasant Street, stated that the petition, with the amendments recommended by the Planning Board, has the full support of the Association of Cambridge Neighborhoods.  He stated his disapproval of Harvard and MIT’s actions in filing formal written protest of the petition.  He posed the question of the effect of lessening the recommended FAR reduction on traffic and taxes, and urged the committee to seek answers to this question.


William Jones, 55 Essex Street, stated that he supports the petition because it will encourage more affordable housing.


Jay Kiely, 31 Greenwood Terrace, Swampscott, spoke on behalf of Forest City Developers.  Forest City’s concern is with nonconforming uses and the inclusion of structured parking in the FAR calculation.  That provision is inconsistent with the master plan for the University Park area.  Mr. Kiely stated that Forest City is also concerned about the provisions regarding rooftop mechanicals.  The current development in which Forest City is engaged will utilize 60% of the rooftop area for mechanicals.  He submitted proposed changes relating to these concerns.  Attachment D.


Sheila Cook, Follen Street, spoke in support of the Planning Board petition.  She stated that there is widespread support among residents for downzoning for safer streets and more affordable housing.  She urged adoption by the City Council.  She also stated that zoning is not a replacement for planning.


John Moot, Coolidge Hill Road, informed the committee that the Association of Cambridge Neighborhoods voted unanimously to support the Planning Board petition with the changes recommended by the Planning Board.  He stated that, personally, he is very concerned about the quality of life in Cambridge and that he sees this petition as important to the protection of the quality of life in the future in this city.  He submitted a letter on behalf of the Association of Cambridge Neighborhoods.  
Attachment E.


Stash Horowitz, 12 Florence Street, provided a list of the “top ten” objections to the petition that he has heard from developers and discussed the flaws in these objections.  He urged the City Council to adopt the petition as recommended by the Planning Board and stated that the public will be watching closely.


John Pitkin, 18 Fayette Street, spoke in support of the petition as recommended by the Planning Board.  He noted that this is the fourth anniversary of the beginning of this process by the filing of the Comprehensive Rezoning Package.  This proposal is the result of thousands of hours of work by citizens and paid city staff.  It represents an enormous city investment.  He urged the City Council to respect that work and not chop the petition to bits.  


Karen Carmean, 1657 Cambridge, urged adoption of the petition.  She stated that it is important to the future of Cambridge and to the provision of more housing.


The meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m.







For the Committee







_____________________________







Councillor Kathleen L. Born







_____________________________







Vice Mayor David P. Maher









In City Council February 5, 2000
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, RULES

AND CLAIMS COMMITTEE MEMBERS




Councillor Jim Braude, Chair

Councillor Henrietta Davis

Vice Mayor David P. Maher

Councillor Michael A. Sullivan

Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Jr.


The Government Operations, Rules and Claims Committee (hereinafter Government Operations Committee) held a public meeting on Wednesday, January 24, 2001, beginning at 8:47 a.m. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of evaluating the process used by the City Council to evaluate the City Manager.

Present at the meeting were Councillor Jim Braude, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor Maher and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were City Manager Robert W. Healy and Sandra Albano, Assistant to the City Council.


Councillor Braude convened the meeting and stated the purpose.  He expressed disappointment that those members of the City Council who were most critical of the process were not present.   Councillor Braude then summarized the issues that had come to his attention as follow:

· The evaluation form.  Is it useful?  Is it a public record if it is filled out by a city councillor and given to the city manager?

· Should there have been another, more deliberative step between the public hearing and the vote on renewal of the contract?

· Complying with the contractual obligation for an annual evaluation of the city manager.

· Would a fixed schedule for the evaluation be preferable?

Councillor Braude announced that Councillor Davis was not in attendance because of illness and that she had requested that she be recorded as favoring the addition of another step to the process between the public hearing and the vote on the city manager’s contract.


Thereupon there ensued a general discussion of the above issues by those present.  With respect to the evaluation form, it was noted that a new SJC case holding that in certain circumstances an evaluation is a part of a personnel file and is not public may pertain to this issue.  It was agreed that the committee will seek and provide to the full Council more information as to this matter before the next evaluation begins.   Vice Mayor Maher said that the form can be filled out and used as a tool to structure the discussion without physically giving the form to the city manager.  It was agreed by all present that the following recommendations would be presented to the full City Council.

Ordered
That the City Council approve the following schedule and format for evaluation of the 


City Manager.  

1.
In years in which the City Council is required to take action on the contract, the schedule shall be as follows:

· Members of the City Council shall schedule individual meetings with the City Manager to provide him with feedback as to his performance.  Individual meetings shall be completed by September 30th.  An evaluation form shall be supplied to each member for the member to use or not use in the meeting as he or she chooses.  The form may be filled out and given to the City Manager, filled out and used by the member as an aid to the discussion but not given to the City Manager, left blank and used as a guide for discussion, or not used at all.

· No later than October 31st, the Government Operations Committee shall schedule a public hearing to receive public testimony relative to the City Manager’s performance and evaluation.

· No later than November 30th, 
 the Government Operations Committee shall schedule a working meeting with the City Manager to provide an opportunity for a group evaluation of the Manager by the members of the City Council and to discuss what if any action should be taken on the contract and make recommendations to the full City Council on this matter.


· At a City Council meeting (not necessarily a Special Meeting) held no later than December 31, the City Council shall consider the matter and take whatever action it deems appropriate.

2. In years in which the contract terms do not establish December 31 as a date by which the Council must give notice relating to contract termination, evaluation, consisting of the steps outlined above shall take place during the months of November and December.


The committee then agreed that the issue of evaluation of its other employees shall be placed on the agenda for discussion at the next meeting of the Government Operations Committee.


Councillor Braude then invited public comment.


Stash Horowitz, 12 Florence Street, stated that if the committee truly wants to hear from the public on these issues, the meetings should be scheduled at a time that is more convenient for the public to attend.


The meeting was adjourned at 9:48 p.m.








For the Committee








Councillor Jim Braude, Chair
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