Committee Report #1

Affordable Housing Community Outreach

Meeting Minutes

Meeting Dates and Location:

March 14, 2001, 6-8:00 PM, Harrington School Cafeteria

March 20, 2001, 6-8:00 PM, 806 Massachusetts Avenue 

March 28, 2001, 6-8:00 PM, Benjamin Banneker School

Facilitators:


Councilor Jim Braude, Housing Committee Chair





Darcy Jameson, Housing Director

Staff Resources:
Housing Staff from the Community Development Department and staff from local housing agencies including Homeowner’s Rehab, Just A Start, CASCAP, and the Cambridge Housing Authority attended each meeting.

Materials:
A range of materials were available for residents, including: Trust Brochure; Guide to Cambridge Housing Programs; Rental application & Homeownership Database Form; First Time Homebuyer Registration Form; and information brochures from JAS, CHA, and HRI.
Number of Attendees:
Approximately 90 people attended the outreach meetings. Specifically, 17 attended the March 14 meeting, 41 attended the March 20 meeting, and 32 attended the March 28 meeting.

Opening Remarks and Introductions: Councilor Braude opened each meeting by welcoming residents, staff and local housing agencies. Councilor Braude stated that the goals of the meeting were to review the City’s housing programs, provide information about how to access these programs and services, to provide the community with an opportunity to talk with housing staff about their questions or concerns, and seek input about possible future housing initiatives.

At each meeting, Councilor Braude asked everyone at the meeting to introduce themselves.

Overview of the Community Development Department’s Housing Division: Darcy Jameson provided an overview of the Community Development Housing Division’s programs.

· Affordable Housing Development

The City works in collaboration with four local non-profit organizations to acquire develop and/or rehabilitate housing throughout the City. The rental or homeownership units are owned and managed by the sponsoring organization and are available to households under 80% of the area median income. The projects are funded by a range of sources including the Cambridge Affordable Housing Trust, Community Development Block Grant, HOME and other State and Federal funds.  The properties are deed restricted to ensure their long-term affordability.

· Home Improvement Programs

In collaboration with Homeowners Rehab. Inc. and Just A Start, the Home Improvement Program (HIP) is a rehabilitation program for low and moderate-income owners of one to four-unit buildings which provides financial and technical assistance through flexible financing, which includes low interest and deferred loans. Owners can use the funds to improve their buildings to meet HUD and City building code requirements. In addition, the Cambridge Neighborhood Apartment Services program (CNAHS) offers financial and technical assistance to owners of multifamily rental buildings who wish to rehabilitate their buildings. The program assists owners in determining the scope of the rehab needed and provides assistance in securing bank financing. 
· First-time Homebuyer Education and Counseling

The Cambridge Community Development Department offers homebuyer courses and special mortgage financing programs to those buying a home for the first time. The homebuyer course, free to any Cambridge resident, is a series of four two-hour classes, which covers issues ranging from the legal aspects of buying a home to how to hire an inspector. A special two-hour course on buying two- and three-family homes is also offered. Class graduates are eligible for individual homebuyer counseling. Graduates have access to subsidized mortgage products, such as the Soft Second Program.

· Inclusionary Zoning 

Inclusionary Zoning is a City ordinance that requires developers of any new or converted residential development with 10 or more units to provide 15% of the total number of units as affordable housing. In return, the developer receives up to a 30% increase in density. As these units are completed, they are rented or purchased by low to moderate-income families.
How to Access Affordable Housing in Cambridge: As part of Darcy Jameson’s overview of each program area, she outlined how residents can access the various programs and services.  

· Affordable Rental: The Housing Division in the Community Development Department (CDD) maintains a database of households interested in affordable rental opportunities. CDD notifies households of those opportunities through the inclusionary zoning program and shares its list with the non-profit agencies when there are new housing opportunities. CDD maintains an information sheet listing private developments in Cambridge that also have affordable units. Interested households must apply with each agency or private development. The database is not a substitute for applying for affordable rental apartments with organization listed in the City's rental packet. Interested persons may call the City to be entered into the database or request the rental packet.

· Affordable Homeownership: After completing the First time Homebuyer (FTHB) sessions participants are included in on the homeownership database. Graduates of the FTHB program are contacted each time a homeownership unit that is the appropriate size for the household becomes available. 

All rental and homeownership units are advertised in the Cambridge Chronicle and Tab when they are available.  Flyers are also distributed around the City to advertise the units.  

At each meeting, Councilor Braude, and staff emphasized that there is not a right or wrong way to enter the “system.” You can begin by working with CDD through the FTHB program, getting on the City’s database for rental units, or through a local non-profit or the Cambridge Housing Authority. The most important thing is to pursue all of your options and keep your applications updated (e.g., if you have a change of address, change in household size, etc contact the City with your updated information).

Questions and Comments: The following section summarizes the major questions and comments from residents. Councilor Braude, CDD staff, and staff from the local housing agencies responded to questions. Responses are also included here.

Q. The City of Chelmesford offers a rent to own program for the disabled. Can Cambridge consider offering that program using Section 8? 

A. The Cambridge Housing Authority has analyzed the feasibility of implementing a Section 8 Homeownership program in the City. With the high cost of real estate there's a big gap between what the Section 8 certificates offer and the actual mortgage that will be required. What HUD allows for fair market rent would only pay for about 50% of the mortgage. CHAPA, the states housing advocacy group, is researching ways to make the program more viable in high cost areas. 

Q. Is there one point of entry for accessing all of the City's housing services?

A. Call the CDD Housing Division at CDD as a point of entry into various housing programs offered by and throughout the City. When you call the City you'll be placed on the rental and homeownership mailing list, and be contacted when units become available. In addition, information about other affordable rental opportunities in the City will be sent to you upon request. You should contact each organization or private owner and submit an application.

Q. How can residents handle rent increases. My building is being sold and I'm afraid the

new owner will increase the rent?  


A. The CHA has a priority point system for placing people in rental units when they have 

an emergency situation. If you are income eligible, the CHA may be able to offer you a Section 8 certificate for your current unit or place you on the waitlist for another affordable rental unit. The Cambridge Eviction Free Zone also helps tenants to get organized to protect their housing and rents (617-354-1300). JAS (617.494.0444) has a tenant-and-landlord mediation service and can help in stabilizing rental housing. 

Q. What's the Trust's plan for the Community Preservation Act, and funding for housing?

A. The City Council is considering whether or not to vote for the CPA to be included on the November ballot. If the voters accepted the CPA, the City could potentially raise over $5 million dollars from the property surcharge and the State will match us dollar for dollar. Thirty percent of funds will be distributed evenly to housing, open space and historic preservation. The balance will be distributed to these three uses based on the recommendation of a committee.   

Q. It seems impossible to get into inexpensive housing even though you say the units are 

affordable. It is especially hard to find larger family size units.

A. Affordable housing developed by the City is required to be affordable to households earning up to 80% of the area median income. There are not a lot of family units available but the City has several 2-4-bedroom units coming up through the inclusionary zoning ordinance.

Q. What programs are in place for sweat equity?

A. The City doesn't currently have a sweat equity program. Habitat for Humanity may have some sweat equity opportunities.

Q. What is the affordable price of housing for units in Cambridge we always hear about Market rates, but what's affordable?  

A. Affordable housing is defined as being affordable to a household earning 80% or less than the area median income and not paying more than 30% of the household's monthly income. Residents of the Boston area with a family size of 4 and an annual income of $52,500 falls at 80% of the area median income level established by HUD and is eligible for affordable housing in the City. 

Q. What do other folks do when their phone calls aren't being answered?

A. Visit the City's website and contact the "higher ups". Their contact information is listed. Staff strive to get back to folks because we want to hear from the community and address needs and concerns; to that end, we have decided to have these three community meetings.
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Councillor Henrietta Davis
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The Government Operations, Rules and Claims Committee held a public hearing on May 22, 2001, beginning at 6:10 p.m. in the Sullivan Chamber for the purpose of considering the issue of possible changes to the way that a mayor is elected in Cambridge.


Present at the hearing were Councillor Jim Braude, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor David P. Maher, Councillor Kathleen L. Born, Councillor Henrietta Davis, Councillor Michael A. Sullivan, Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Jr. and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Donald Drisdell, Deputy City Solicitor and Rusty Drugan, Chair of the Election Commission.


Councillor Braude convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He said that he and Councillor Toomey are proposing a direct election of a mayor through a separate ballot on the same day.  He requested that Mr. Drugan comment on the impact of this proposal on the logistics and cost of the municipal elections.  Mr. Drugan said that there are no logistical problems and that the total additional cost would be $10,000 to $15,000.


Mr. Drugan said that there is another method to popularly elect a mayor in a proportional representation (PR) jurisdiction.  After the nine city councillors have been elected, the same ballot could be used to continue with the quota set at one.  This does produce the candidate that the majority have for, while the plurality method of a separate ballot for mayor won by the candidate with the most votes without any transfer does not guarantee that the winner is the person wanted by the majority of voters.


Councillor Braude thanked Mr. Drugan and requested that Attorney Drisdell comment on the legal issues involved in changing the way a mayor is elected.


Attorney Drisdell  described the three ways to change the manner of the election of the mayor (See Attachment).  The most complicated is a charter change by election of a charter commission.  Once there is a charter commission, everything about the form of government is subject to change.  Another process is a local process by which a 2/3 vote of the City Council puts the question on the ballot.  It is a 4-6 month process.  The third is a home rule petition, with or without a requirement that the question be placed on a local ballot.


Councillor Davis asked for further explanation of the charter commission process and Attorney Drisdell complied (See Attachment).


Councillor Braude then invited questions.


Lucy Conant, 30 Richard Avenue, asked if it is true that it couldn’t be on the ballot until the election after the next one.  Attorney Drisdell answered in the affirmative.


Nancy Walser, School Committee Member, spoke in support of continuing the conversation about changing the way the mayor is elected.  She stated that it is very disruptive to start the School Committee term without a permanent mayor.  The change also produces cynicism about the mayor.  There is a lot of discussion of back room deals.  The mayor does carry a certain amount of power.  The schools are undergoing rapid change and in such a situation, it is important for the School Committee and the mayor to have a good working relationship.  Please send any draft proposal to the School Committee.  


Richard Clary, 15 Brookford Street, stated that Representative Alice Wolf just told him that the proposal for a weak mayor is a waste for everyone.  Cambridge should have a strong mayor with power to appoint boards and commissions, and still keep a city manager.  Cambridge has given up all of its power to a strong executive.  One good example is the Bellis Circle controversy, where those neighbors are being completely ignored.  It would also force discussion of the issue at elections.


Martha Robb, 385 Washington Street, stated that she believes that the mayor should be elected, whether it is a strong or weak mayor.


Sean Murphy, 149 Cambridge Street, spoke in support of a directly-elected mayor in any form, weak or strong.  This puts it all on the table - City Councillors can say right off the bat whether they are running for mayor or not.


William Jones, Green Street, spoke in support of a popularly elected mayor.  The people at Bellis Circle have nothing to do with this.


Eli Yarden, 143 Pleasant Street, stated that he wants to address the issue from the point of view of democracy.  Democracy is not any particular political system, it is a principal.  This proposed change is really very minor.  Many people are under the impression that the executive power rests with the City Manager, but it does not.  Popular election of the mayor would decrease voter apathy and lead to greater exercise by the City Council of its executive power.  


Ian McKinnon, 11 Suffolk Street, stated that Cambridge is a beach head for a reasonable way to elect a government, proportional representation.  He agrees that the way Cambridge elects the mayor is bizarre and does color people’s perception of PR.


David Leslie, 76 Dartmouth Street, Board Member for the Center for Voter Democracy, stated that the method for popular election of a mayor should be carefully chosen because some ways could make it worse.  He noted the following:

· PR election strongly favors incumbents.  If the same PR count of the Council election is simply extended with a quota set at one to elect the mayor, the Council election becomes a mayoral election, and this would weaken the way the voters elect the Council.  Mr. Leslie stated that his preference is a second ballot for mayor with an instant run-off - votes for someone who wasn’t elected get transferred.  He added that election of the candidate with the highest number of votes in a single count is a plurality election.  Some sort of transferable system is the most democratic method.


Robert Winters, Broadway, stated that even an instant runoff doesn’t guarantee election by a majority but it is far preferable to plurality method. Plurality elections have a lot of problems.  Mr. Winters gave the example of the 1968 New York Senator James Buckley, a conservative senator, was elected when he was definitely the one that the majority opposed.  He is not in favor of a charter change, but he does agree that the system could be improved.  


Councillor Davis suggested using a mechanism for cutoff - after a month, a member becomes mayor by default.  The default could be choosing the senior member, or it could be different, for example, instant run-off of the Council ballots until one candidate is left.


Mr. Winters said that a stronger and stronger mayor means a weaker and weaker council.  He likes a system with nine avenues in.


John Maguire, Spring Street, stated that in Cambridge, since 1941, nineteen individuals have served as mayor in thirty terms.  Ten times the person who became the mayor was the top vote getter.  He questions why voters are proposing to abandon the current system.


Judith White, 86 Briggs Street, stated that she is hearing that there are a lot of problems with the process of the nine councillors electing the mayor.  She said that Cambridge citizens should look at that process.  It is the first chance that the people of Cambridge have to see how their councillors work.  Their first job is to elect a mayor.  It is important to decide what is wrong with the process before making changes.


Lucy Conant, 30 Richard Avenue, stated that she believes that the people of Cambridge should elect their own mayor and they should have the opportunity to have a strong mayor.  She feels that it is her responsibility to choose a mayor.


Charles Rhodes, Second Street, stated that the mayor should be directly elected.  Cambridge’s difficulty in electing a mayor is harmful to the image of Cambridge.  He said that he doesn’t necessarily support making the person with the most votes for City Council.


Rebecca Ostriker, Second Street, stated that everyone is looking for clarity and efficiency and simplicity.  She favors direct election of a mayor.


Councillor Davis stated that she cannot believe that Councillor Braude is naïve enough to believe that direct election of a mayor does not lead to a stronger mayor.  And a strong mayor and a strong city manager is a clear recipe for disaster.  With regard to strong mayor cities, look at Boston.  The city council’s power there is a lot of “whining” power.  In Cambridge, the City Council sets policy and can accomplish its goals.  She favors setting a deadline.  If the public wants a charter change, so be it.  That is a decision that the citizens make.  It is a long and thoughtful process.


Councillor Born stated that she didn’t see the last mayoral election as especially contentious, even though she was a candidate.  She said that she hasn’t experienced a mass movement to elect a mayor directly.  She also stated that not directly electing a mayor does not mean that the system is not democratic.  She pointed to the parliamentary forum of many democracies around the world.


Councillor Born said that Cambridge has three basic characteristics of its government.

· Proportional representation

· Strong City Manager

· Mayor elected by the City Councillors

She said that she doesn’t see the previous mayoral elections as an utter disaster.  The system is not terribly broken.


Councillor Sullivan agreed that there was not a lot of contentiousness among the three candidates for mayor in the last election.  Continuity exists in the City Council through the City Manager’s tenure, not the members of the City Council.  Councillor Sullivan said that direct election of a mayor does increase the power of the mayor and decrease the power of the City Council.  He does not support the concept of a strong mayor.  Those that call for charter change should beware of risking proportional representation.  He does not believe the last election for mayor was comparable to the one four years ago.  In addition, if this issue were to be on the same ballot as the Community Preservation Act (CPA), the CPA would not get the attention it deserves.  This issue is not ripe for further discussion.


Councillor Braude stated that he agrees that discussion should continue in committee.  He does believe that it is more democratic to popularly elect a mayor.  He said that he believes that that PR should also be looked at - it is healthy to consider whether changes should be made to the organization of the government.  He said that he believes that if citizens were asked, the majority of them would choose to elect their own mayor.  He believes that the more power that people have over their elected officials, the better.  The government works for the people.


He also supports direct election of the mayor on the grounds of efficiency - the committee system is extremely important, the Council should not waste the first three months with no committee structure while it tries to choose a mayor.


Councillor Sullivan said that if efficiency is the issue, the question of increasing length of the Council term should be looked at.  Much time is wasted when elections take place every two years.


Councillor Born said that here we have a city that everyone works to live in, a strong tax base, financial health, affordable housing, excellent services.  What is wrong with the form of government that gets these results?


Councillor Braude stated that there is a colossal disengagement in this system of government.


Councillor Sullivan said that in Boston, with a strong mayor, the voter turnout is worse.  Lower voter turnout is a national trend.  The Cambridge voter turnout is higher than that of the surrounding communities.


It was agreed without objection that this matter should remain in committee.


Councillor Braude thanked all those present for their attendance.


The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 p. m.






For the Committee,






Councillor Jim Braude, Chair
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Councillor Jim Braude
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The Ordinance Committee held a public hearing on May 29, 2001, beginning at 4:42 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber for the purpose of continued discussion on proposed zoning amendments for Special District 8.


Present at the hearing were Vice Mayor David P. Maher, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Jim Braude, Councillor Henrietta Davis, Councillor Michael A. Sullivan, and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present was Lester Barber, Director of Land Use and Zoning for the Community Development Department.


Vice Mayor Maher convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He explained that Councillor Born was unable to be present because her new grandchild was being born.  Vice Mayor Maher then noted that the City Council has passed the petition to a second reading.  He requested that Mr. Barber describe the petition for the benefit of anyone who was not at the previous hearing on this petition on May 2, 2001.  Mr. Barber proceeded with a description of the proposed amendment to the zoning ordinance.  


Vice Mayor Maher then invited questions from members of the committee.


Councillor Davis asked about the California Paint site.  She said that she had always expected that the site’s next use would be a housing use, and she asked what other uses would be permitted on that site.


Mr. Barber stated that the Planning Board has requested that Community Development staff address this issue for the Planning Board meeting on this issue on June 5, 2001.  It will be discussed in the Planning Board’s report to the City Council.


Vice Mayor Maher then invited public comment.


William Jones, Green Street, stated that MIT should build more housing, not dormitories.


Vice Mayor Maher noted that MIT has submitted a letter from John Curry, Executive Vice President (Attachment A) stating overall support but expressing concerns and requesting amendments on account of the California Paint property.


Vice Mayor Maher thanked those present for their attendance.


Councillor Sullivan moved adjournment, and the meeting was adjourned at 5:10 P.M.






For the Committee,






_______________________________






Vice Mayor Maher, Co-Chair
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Councillor Marjorie C. Decker

Vice Mayor David P. Maher


The Housing Committee held a public hearing on June 12, 2001 beginning at 8:40 P.M. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of a final discussion on the Community Preservation Act.


Present at the hearing were Councillor Jim Braude, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor David P. Maher, Councillor Kathleen L. Born, Councillor Henrietta Davis, Councillor Michael A. Sullivan, Councillor Timothy J. Toomey and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Jim Maloney, Assistant City Manager for Finance, Beth Rubenstein, Assistant City Manager for Community Development (CDD), Darcy Jameson, Housing Director, CDD, Don Drisdell, Deputy City Solicitor, Sally Zimmerman, Preservation Planner, Historical Commission, and Barbara Shaw, Affordable Housing Trust.


Councillor Braude convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  This is a final meeting to tie up any loose endings to enable the City Council to vote on putting the Community Preservation Act on the ballot.  He noted that Mr. Healy recently sent a letter to all members of the City Council offering to meet with any committee who had questions.  This committee has had several previous meetings on this topic.  Councillor Braude then requested Don Drisdell to describe the material he prepared for this meeting.


Attorney Drisdell explained that the materials consists of a draft order, ballot question and question summary.  He said that the draft order contains the decisions that the City Council must make, by statute, to create a specific proposal to present to the voters.


The statute, M.G.L. ch. 44B, provides that the City Council may vote to accept M.G.L. c. 44B §§ 3-7 and vote to approve a tax surcharge on real property of not more than 3%.  The law also provides that the City Council may vote on any of three possible exemptions from the surcharge.  


The order provides for a 3% surcharge and for exemption of the first $100,000 of residential property and for property owned by a low-income owner.  The order also contains a referral of the election question and ballot summary to the Election Commission.  Mr. Drisdell stated that he is almost finished with a draft ordinance that will also be on the City Manager’s agenda on June 18, 2001.


Councillor Braude asked about the decision that the City Council must make regarding the size of the community preservation committee.  Attorney Drisdell said that that will be part of the ordinance.


Councillor Braude asked if the City Council could prescribe qualifications for the committee in the ordinance.  Attorney Drisdell said that the statute prescribes criteria for five of the positions and then allows up to four more.  The law provides for the City Manager to appoint them, so he believes that the City Council cannot set additional requirements.


Councillor Davis asked if the City Council could increase the numbers, for example, the statute specifies that one appointee must be from the Housing Authority.  Could the City Council specify two Housing Authority appointments rather than just one?


Councillor Braude asked Attorney Drisdell to look at this issue for Monday.


Councillor Davis asked about the timing of the ordinance.  The City Clerk informed the committee that a notice of the Ordinance Committee hearing must be published a week in advance.  After the Ordinance Committee holds its hearing and sends the ordinance back to the City Council, the City Council must first pass the ordinance to a second reading.  Two weeks later the City Council can adopt the ordinance.  Attorney Drisdell noted that the City Council is not legally required to pass the ordinance at the same time as it is approved placing the acceptance of the CPA on the ballot.  Nothing in the statute says that adoption of an ordinance is a prerequisite to the ballot question.  However, it is advisable to have the ordinance in place before the election.


Councillor Braude asked whether the City Council can still move ahead to decide on the ballot question on June 18, 2001, even though an ordinance will not be adopted by that date.  Mr. Drisdell answered in the affirmative.


Councillor Braude asked Mr. Maloney if he will be prepared to provide information on what the exemptions would cost the City in lost revenue.  Mr. Maloney answered in the affirmative.  He said that the exemption for owners of the low income would cost less than $100,000.  He believes that exemption of the prior $100,000 of taxable value for each residence would cost about $100,000 - $300,000.


Councillor Braude then asked Attorney Drisdell about the ballot summary.  He asked what power there is to change the language to include the information that despite the surcharge there would likely be no charge in property taxes resulting from adoption of the CPA.  Attorney Drisdell said that his view is that that type of information cannot legally be included.  It does not appear in the statute itself.


Mr. Rossi said that during the 1982 Proposition 2 ½ override ballot question, city officials were not allowed to do any advocacy; however, city officials were permitted to accept the invitation of citizens groups to appear before them and answer factual questions.


Councillor Braude noted that a survey on where people get their information on ballot questions showed that the first source of information is T.V.; the second most common source, way ahead of the third is the ballot summary - in state questions, the red book prepared by the Secretary of the Commonwealth.  Councillor Braude asked if the Election Commission mails the question summary to the voters.  Attorney Drisdell said that he believes that they do.


Councillor Davis noted that the Secretary of State’s book has a short pro statement and cons statement.


Councillor Braude said that the pro and con statements are 150 word statements prepared by each side that cannot be edited, no matter how egregiously biased the statement may be.


Councillor Braude requested that Attorney Drisdell check with the Election Commission as to whether they have the discretion to include pros and cons statements.  Councillor Braude also asked Attorney Drisdell to look at the question of whether the City can send an explanation of its intent not to raise taxes because the ballot question summary leads voters to believe that taxes are going up.


Vice Mayor Maher asked if Attorney Drisdell surveyed other communities about what they did.  Attorney Drisdell said that most of the other communities he contacted used the sample forms supplied by the state.


Mr. Maloney noted that any information about the City’s plan to not increase taxes would have to say that taxes “may not” increase, not that taxes “shall not” increase, because a different city council could make different decisions.


Councillor Born asked if an advocacy group could say that the City does not intend to raise taxes.  Attorney Drisdell answered in the affirmative.  Councillor Braude said that elected officials are free to advocate for the CPA.  They simply cannot spend any City money (including using Council stationery) in this effort.


Councillor Braude asked Mr. Rossi whether, in light of his belief that elected officials can go out to groups and answer questions about the City’s intent, he also believes that the City could do a mailing that includes the same information.  Attorney Drisdell stated that he is not sure that he is comfortable with the City staff going out to talk at meetings.


Councillor Braude stated that in the 1990 Question 3 ballot question campaign, the State Department of Revenue (DOR) was putting out documents showing the impact that Question 3 would have on local aid.  The opponents challenged it and lost.  Attorney Drisdell said that if the City Council asks the City Manager for a report on the tax impacts that is part of the ordinary business.


Mr. Rossi said that during the Proposition 2 ½ override ballot question, he believes that the City checked on the legality of officials going out to give factual information.  Public officials did attend public meetings and did look at the guidelines to make sure their actions comported with the law.


Councillor Braude asked Attorney Drisdell to do a search on the information sent out by the state during the 1990 ballot question discussion.  Mr. Maloney cautioned that while the City can say there “should” be no impact; however, in order for there to be no impact, after the election the City has to rescind the $4.5 million stabilization fund.  There is no way to force this to happen.  In fact, there is even a possibility that a new City Council will be voting on the matter.


Councillor Braude said that he believes that the City Council will want the City to do everything it can to get the information to the public that the City intends that there will be no impact on residents’ tax bills from the CPA.


Councillor Born stated that it is becoming clear to her that advocates cannot sell the CPA by means of a definitive statement that it will not raise taxes.


Councillor Braude said that one can make rational statements that this is what the City Council and the City Manager intends, but not a “definitive” statement.


Councillor Born suggested that Mr. Drisdell rewrite the ballot question in language to put the state match information before the surcharge.


Councillor Davis suggested using the language used by another community describing the affordable housing use of funds as funds to help meet local families’ housing needs, putting housing first.


Councillor Born disagreed; she said that the order should be open space first, then preservation and then affordable housing.  Vice Mayor Maher agreed.


Vice Mayor Maher asked about the distribution of funds among the three categories.  Ms. Rubenstein stated that the statute provides that at least 10% go to each of the three categories.  Distribution of the remaining 70% is decided annually by the CPA committee though it is recommended to the City Manager and in turn the City Manager makes a recommendation to the City Council.


Ms. Jameson added that the distribution must be based on a study of community needs.


Vice Mayor Maher asked what specific agency representatives the statute requires the City Manager to appoint.  Ms. Rubenstein said that the committee must include one representative each from the local conservation, parks and historical commission, the planning board and the housing authority.  

Councillor Davis asked about the parks representative - there is no parks commission.


Attorney Drisdell explained that the statute says that in the event that one of these boards doesn’t exist in the municipality, a representative serving in a similar capacity can be appointed to the committee.


Councillor Davis asked whether the Council order could express the Council’s intention not to raise taxes.  Attorney Drisdell answered in the affirmative.  It could be stated in one of the “whereas” clauses; for example:  “WHEREAS:
The intent of the Council is to do whatever possible to make this impact neutral with regard to property taxes.”


Councillor Born again urged that advocates not to try to sell the CPA on its not raising taxes; it will be characterized as a double speak.


Councillor Braude responded that on its face the ballot question says that taxes are going up, and neither the City Council nor the City Manager intend that to happen.


Mr. Rossi emphasized that in two years, this community may have $7 million of needs in those areas and rather than meeting these needs out in tax dollars, this is a way to do it using state matching funds without adding $7 million to the tax levy.


Councillor Davis stated that the more unity the City Council brings to this issue, the better its chances of winning voter acceptance.


Councillor Braude stated that he is completely comfortable making the case that this vote is impact-neutral: it will have no effect on the tax bill.


Mr. Maloney noted that taxes will go up this year, quite apart from the CPA.  The exemption of $100,000 will mean that taxes will go up less for residential property.


Vice Mayor Maher asked who will pay the increase.  Mr. Maloney responded that commercial properties will pay somewhat more.


Councillor Braude thanked those present for their attendance.


The meeting was adjourned at 9:55 a.m.






For the Committee,






Councillor Jim Braude, Chair
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In City Council June 18, 2001
CELEBRATIONS COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Councillor Kathleen L. Born, Chair

Councillor Henrietta Davis

Councillor Michael A. Sullivan


The Public Facilities, Art and Celebrations Committee held a public hearing on May 24, 2001, beginning at 10:30 A.M. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of receiving a presentation by the architects on renovation plans for City Hall.


Present at the hearing were Kathleen L. Born, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Jim Braude, Councillor Henrietta Davis, Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Councillor Michael A. Sullivan and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Robert W. Healy, City Manager, Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Lisa Peterson, Assistant to the City Manager, James Maloney, Assistant City Manager for Finance, Charles Sullivan, Executive Director of the Cambridge Historical Commission and Gerald Boyle, Department of Public Works.  Also present were Peter A. Ringenbach and Frank A. Chirico, architects, Perry Dean Rogers Partner.


Councillor Born convened the hearing and explained the purpose.


Mr. Healy described the evolution of the plan for additions as well as renovations to City Hall from discussions on renovations.  He noted the economy of scale in doing an addition at the same time as major systems work.


Councillor Born then requested that the architects introduce themselves and begin the presentation.  Peter Ringenbach introduced himself and Frank Chirico.  Mr. Ringenbach said that the primary purpose of the renovation project was to bring the building up to code with a second means of egress, sprinklers, systems work and to restore existing historic finishes within the building, mostly the lobby and stairs.


In the course of the initial design work, the issue of the need for more space then became more apparent.  In order to create the second means of egress, space would have to be taken from existing offices.  At the same time, the question of re-opening the second chamber was raised as a way of meeting the need for more public meeting spaces.  


Mr. Chirico said that the assumption in the plans for the addition and renovation is that with the addition, the building will cover more of the entire site.  The proposed plan includes two levels of parking, both of which enter the building through a lobby/atrium in place of the current “well,” and which is covered by a skylight.  This atrium could serve as a civic space and could probably accommodate about 100 or more people for a reception or a public meeting.


Councillor Sullivan asked about the net gain in floor space.  Mr. Chirico stated that this plan would add 40,000 sq. ft., and increase the building total from 59,000 sq. ft. to 99,000 sq. ft., not including parking, which adds another 20,000.  There would be a gain of 15,000 to 20,000 sq. ft. of usable office space.


Councillor Born asked how much usable space would be lost if the building were just renovated and not expanded, which would mean having to bring the building up to code with a second means of egress.  Mr. Ringenbach said that 1200 sq. ft. would be lost.


Councillor Davis asked if the public could still walk through from Bigelow to Inman Street behind the building.  Mr. Chirico said that it would be possible to walk straight through an interior corridor.  
Councillor Davis asked if there could be an exterior walkway.  Mr. Ringenbach said there could be a walkway.  Mr. Rossi said that the major issue for the abutters will not be the loss of a pathway to walk through; it will be the loss of parking on Dottie Doyle Way behind City Hall, especially on the weekends.


Councillor Davis asked what variances will be needed.  Mr. Rossi said that the addition/renovations project would need relief on a variety of issues.  The City will need a variance for front yard setbacks, also for side yard setbacks.


Mr. Healy noted that in this case the topography of the lot really is a hardship within the meaning of the zoning law.


Councillor Sullivan asked about an anteroom for the City Council Chamber.  Mr. Ringenbach said that a small room could be built behind the chamber rather than on the side.


Councillor Davis stated that the additional parking is not a big selling point; nor is it the reason for doing the addition.


Councillor Reeves said that remediation of the lack of parking in a place where citizens come to do business is a public benefit in his opinion.


Councillor Born said that under zoning, the standard is one space per 400 sq. ft.  That would require about 50-60 spaces for the City Hall project.  The City will need a variance to reduce parking to the amount proposed.


Councillor Reeves noted the present attractiveness of the wall at the back of City Hall as seen from Inman Street while walking down to Massachusetts Avenue.  He questioned what impact the renovations would have on this.


Councillor Sullivan said that although the renovations would be taking space from the back, removing the hedges in front will be creating more public space.


Councillor Davis asked what LEED standard the building will meet.  Mr. Ringenbach said that the architect will certainly look at what can be done to make a green building, and will be presenting a menu of choices in this area.  Mr. Rossi said that it is a little harder to meet the highest standard when working with an old building.


Councillor Reeves asked about cost.  Mr. Rossi estimated $18 million in 2001 costs.  Mr. Healy noted the possibility of the use of a percentage of CPA funds because of the historic preservation involved in renovating City Hall.


Mr. Healy said that he believes that the next biggest renovation/building need is the police station.  If this addition can fit into a reasonable financing plan, it is worth looking at.


Councillor Reeves stated that the worst combination of historic building and renovations is the current addition to the main library.  Mr. Rossi agreed and compared the library and its addition to a marriage of the White House and Woolworths.  Councillor Reeves said that the proposal for the back is a lot of square windows without any arches.  He suggested looking at creating some reference to the arches.  A lot of these modern square windows do not look very good.  That is one of the problems with Central Square.  Councillor Reeves then asked about replication of the stone - is it available?  Mr. Ringenbach answered in the affirmative.  There are limited quantities.  The budget presumes stone façade and slate roofs.


Councillor Davis asked about employees - when will they hear about these renovations?  Mr. Rossi said that there will be a programming phase, where all employees are consulted about their needs.


Mr. Healy said that he hopes that the City Council will really think about this.  Is it something that the City Council believes that the City should go forward with?


Councillor Sullivan wished to be recorded in favor of continuing to work on this project.


Councillor Davis asked about the mechanicals.  Mr. Ringenbach said that they are recessed in the roof.


Councillor Reeves asked if these plans would mean that the City would still keep the Lombardi Building, and if so, would the City lose any other space.


Mr. Healy said that the City would keep all current buildings, alleviate overcrowding, create more public space for public meetings and a new atrium.  Mr. Rossi added that the new chamber would be state of the art vis-à-vis capability for media presentations.  Mr. Healy noted that the space to be gained by an addition to City Hall would allow relocation of all traffic ticketing operations to move to City Hall.


Councillor Davis asked about the cost of the additional space.  Mr. Ringenbach said that it is approximately $11 million.  The remainder is for the upgrade of the present space.  For an increase gross space of 45,000 sq. ft. this represents about $250 per sq. ft. which is roughly the same as what the library will cost, ultimately.


Councillor Born asked about where the proposal goes from here.  She sees the following choices:

1. Hold off on the addition; just do interior spaces and mechanicals.  Watching the window and exterior renovations led her to the realization that major interior renovations will necessitate the temporary relocation of all City Hall employees.  Mr. Chirico said that an advantage of doing the addition is that the City will be able to use the new portion of City Hall as swing space because it could be built and occupied before renovation of the existing part of City Hall began.  

2. Hold off and wait for full rehab and additions and just do some refreshing work in the interior.  Mr. Ringenbach said that you could do something with lobby finishes in the interior, if it is going to be five years or so before you can do the full job.  In that case, don’t do the mechanicals.

3. Go ahead with the new addition and renovations.

Mr. Rossi suggested that the City staff provide a report on how the project would fit into the City financing plan and the City Council priorities for other buildings.  

Councillor Born congratulated the staff on the kind of planning that this proposal represents.  She requested a summary analysis of the cost to the City of living within existing space.

Councillor Reeves said that the City owns the Lombardi Building and asked about the possibility of buying the two houses next to it on Massachusetts Avenue and building a new building to accommodate all of the people.

Councillor Born added that perhaps the City should consider purchasing the building on the corner of Massachusetts Avenue and Inman Street because it is similar in style to City Hall.

Councillor Born asked how much of current employee space does not meet industry standards.  Mr. Healy said that he would provide that information.  Mr. Ringenbach said that it is difficult to take private industry standards and apply this to public space where there need to be counters, and other such public-oriented space needs.

Councillor Born stated that this has been a thorough and well-thought presentation with excellent visual information.  She said that she likes the idea of the atrium.  She requested that each City Council receive a copy of the plans.


Councillor Born made the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the committee express its general support for continuing design work on renovations and additions to City Hall; and be it further

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to report to the City Council on how the City Hall renovation project (both with, and without an addition) could fit into the City finance and capital projects plan, taking into account City Council priorities.


The motion passed on a voice vote without objection.


Councillor Born thanked those present for their participation.


The meeting was adjourned at 12:35 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor Kathleen L. Born, Chair

