Committee Report #1

UNIVERSITY RELATIONS



In City Council April 22, 2002

COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Councillor David P. Maher, Chair

Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Vice Chair

Councillor Brian Murphy

Councillor E. Denise Simmons

Councillor Timothy J. Toomey


The University Relations Committee held a public hearing on March 26, 2002, beginning at 9:50 A.M. in the first floor conference room of the Water Treatment Facility, 250 Fresh Pond Parkway.  The meeting was held for the purpose of a facilitated discussion among council members and senior staff about the nature of the current relationships between the City and the universities and goals for improving these relationships.


Present at the hearing were Councillor David P. Maher, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Vice Chair, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Councillor Anthony Galluccio, Mayor Michael Sullivan, Councillor Marjorie C. Decker, Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, City Clerk D. Margaret Drury, Deputy City Clerk Donna Lopez and Council and Assistant Sandra Albano.  Also present were Robert W. Healy, City Manager, Richard Rossi, Assistant to City Manager, Deputy City Manager, Jill Herold, Assistant City Manager for Human Services, James Maloney, Assistant City Manager for Fiscal Affairs, Beth Rubenstein, Assistant City Manager for Community Development, Julia Bowdoin, and Roberta Miller, trainer and facilitator.


Councillor Maher convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He introduced Roberta Miller.  Ms. Miller described the agenda for the day as encompassing discussion of the current situation, university activities within the city, what the characteristics of better relationships would be, and what process could lead to better relationships.  She noted that this was an ambitious agenda for the available time and acknowledged that another meeting could be required for the Council to work through the whole agenda.


Ms. Miller reported that in her pre-meeting interviews with individual members of the Council, the City/university relationships were described as “tense, sad, festering, strained, different and full of misinformation.”  She also noted that the “city” in the term “city/university relationships” really involves many distinct entities and subgroups – neighbors, residents, organized neighborhoods/associations, city boards and commissions, the City Council and Mayor, the City Manager and administrative staff.


Ms. Miller then invited Mr. Healy to describe the university/city relationships from the vantage point of the City Manager and administrative staff.


Mr. Healy emphasized the need for the City to execute a long-term agreement with MIT to protect the City’s tax base for the long-term.  With its surprise purchase of Tech Square, MIT now owns 12% of the commercial tax base of the city.  He pointed out that removal of this property from the tax rolls would be far more devastating to the City’s economy than anything that Harvard could do or not do about its payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT).


Mr. Healy said that he thinks the idea of a master plan for the universities deserves more discussion.  More certainty of outcome would benefit the city and the universities.


Councillor Davis said that her greatest concern is trying to make sure there are still thirteen neighborhoods in Cambridge one hundred years from now, that they have not been swallowed up by the universities.


Councillor Decker said that the City must become much more aggressive about demonstrating to the universities that they will pay a heavy price for not engaging in conversation with the City and for not acting responsibly with regard to the City’s legitimate concerns.  She does not agree that the City has to give the university a “quid pro quo” to induce the university to do what it ought to be doing anyway.


Mr. Maloney said that he cannot separate the planning issues from the financial issues.  MIT’s acquisition of 12% of the commercial tax base is the biggest threat to the health of this city.


Councillor Reeves noted the major problem with Harvard is finding the person with the power to make the decision for discussions.


Councillor Galluccio agreed that “finding the who is the whole issue.”  He also noted the effect on this issue of two-year Council terms and the recent rapid turnover of Harvard presidents.


Councillor Maher said that he sees the crux of the problem as reaching agreement among the members of the Council as to what their priorities are for the City’s relationship with its universities.


Mayor Sullivan agreed that the City Council has to have a clear goal and a seat at the table.  He, for example, does not care how much property MIT owns as long as it does not take it off the tax rolls.  The issues are different for different universities.  With regard to Lesley University, he hopes that there will continue to be street-level retail uses in the Porter Exchange building.


Ms. Rubenstein said that the review that Boston has of university land use with its master plan comes too early in the development process to be effective and the project review that Cambridge uses comes too late in the process.  She said that she sees the goals for improving the planning process as follows:

Better up front communication and honest information.

Agreement that the taxable/nontaxable land issue must be on the table.

More certainty in the end game for the university.

Proceeding with an understanding that in this city there is precedent for reaching agreements with respect to difficult issues.

Mr. Rossi emphasized the need for the universities to be more honest and forthcoming in their communications with the City.


Ms. Miller then described the composite of an ideal relationship taken from the individual interviews with Council members before the meeting:

Principled, fair and honest basis on which to benchmark the universities obligations to the City.

Stable tax base.

Predictability with flexibility (understanding of where the campuses will be and a moving away from the present reactive mode).

Communication.

Optimization of knowledge and resource sharing.

A unified approach by the City.

The meeting then proceeded with a lengthy discussion of the many different roles and activities taken by the universities, and the positive and negative factors associated with the various roles.

It was agreed that the next meeting would be another facilitated meeting on Friday, April 5, 2002 beginning at 9:00 a.m. in the same location.

Councillor Maher thanked all those present for their attendance.  The meeting was adjourned at 1:38 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor David P. Maher, Chair
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The University Relations Committee held a public meeting on April 5, 2002, beginning at 9:28 a.m. in the first floor conference room of the Water Treatment Facility, 250 Fresh Pond Parkway.  The meeting was held for the purpose of continuing a facilitated discussion on the relationships between the City of Cambridge and the universities located within Cambridge.


Present at the meeting were Councillor David P. Maher, Chair of the Committee, Mayor Michael A. Sullivan, Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Councillor Marjorie C. Decker, Councillor Anthony G. Galluccio, Councillor David P. Maher, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Councillor E. Denise Simmons, City Clerk D. Margaret Drury, Deputy City Clerk Donna P. Lopez and City Council Assistant Sandra Albano.  City administrative staff present were Robert W. Healy, City Manager, Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Beth Rubenstein, Assistant City Manager for Community Development, James Maloney, Assistant City Manager for Fiscal Affairs, Ellen Semonoff, Deputy Director of the Department of Human Services and Julia Bowdoin, Assistant to the City Manager.  Roberta Miller, trainer and facilitator, facilitated the meeting.


Councillor Maher convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He noted that this is the third meeting of the new committee.  Councillor Maher then introduced Roberta Miller, and invited her to begin the discussion.


Ms. Miller outlined the agenda for the meeting, and provided a brief review of the previous meeting.  She then introduced James Maloney to discuss the map that he had distributed, which showed the taxable and tax exempt property owned by Harvard University, MIT, Lesley University and Cambridge College.  Mr. Maloney also distributed a table of statistics relative to university-held property in Cambridge (Attachment A).  Mr. Maloney observed that Harvard property as shown on the map looks quite similar to what it would have looked like twenty years ago.  However, MIT property does not look similar.  MIT has experienced phenomenal growth, especially in taxable property holdings.  Harvard owns 2% of the total property taxed by the city; MIT owns 8% of the total property taxed and 9 ½ % of the total commercial property taxed.  When the MIT commercial property is completely built-out, they will own 12% of the total commercial property in Cambridge.  This figure does not include the commercial property in University Park.  Harvard owns 186.16 acres of non-taxable property in Cambridge, MIT owns 170.1 acres, Lesley owns 7.41 acres and Cambridge College owns 0.34 acres.


Councillor Galluccio noted the City’s need for information as to properties for which the universities hold options or rights of first refusal.  While the universities may have an argument for not wanting to disclose plans to purchase property because of the effect such disclosure could have on the sale price of the property, that argument does not hold in the case of properties for which options are already held.


Mr. Maloney said that the single biggest threat to the future health of the city is MIT’s acquisition of such a significant amount of the total taxable property of the city with the very real possibility of removing it from the tax rolls.  In an atmosphere of insecurity, mistrust and rumors abound.  For example, there is currently a rumor that MIT may take 400,000 sq. ft. of Tech Square property for exempt use in conjunction with a huge grant from the Defense Department.


Councillor Murphy said that he would be very interested in information about the legal basis of the exemption of universities, and whether changing facts and circumstances could affect the principles on which the legal analysis is based.  He stated that he would also be interested in looking at a more serious attempt to effect legislative change.


Councillor Simmons noted the need for the City to take more central control of the conversation that various segments of the city government have with the universities to ensure that the contributions that the universities do make, for example in the schools, are aligned with the overall goals of the City.


Councillor Reeves observed that Cambridge’s elected officials are caught in an old paradigm in their relationship to the universities, the manner of relating best exemplified by former Mayor Vellucci – a great deal of loud and very public growling.  However, that model involves very little knowledge of or connection with the governance – the trustees, etc., to whom the City Council could be writing and addressing their persuasive energies.  Councillor Reeves added that he would like to see honest and open exchanges of information, land use plans and concerns at annual or biannual discussions with the universities.  Such meetings must be with persons who run these universities and actually make the decisions.  Other institutions in Cambridge must be involved in such exchanges as well as the major universities.


Councillor Galluccio said that the greatest source of strength that the City Council could bring to city/university relations would be agreement on a bottom line of what makes a Cambridge university a good neighbor.  He is not talking about issues like Harvard’s request for a tunnel, which is the kind of issue that all members of the Council will never agree upon, but rather the basics.  He added that the universities make a lot of extraordinary requests to the Council, such as purchasing roads, easements, adding and changing curb cuts.  In deciding whether the public good is served by approving these extraordinary requests, the Council should be entitled to consider whether the universities are meeting the Council’s standards of furthering the public good as responsible good neighbors. Councillor Galluccio said that he also agrees with the idea of pursuing legislative changes to provide legal limits or changes to the current property tax exemptions.


Mayor Sullivan stated that he is interested in the idea of approaching the trustees, overseers and fellows of the universities directly.


Councillor Maher noted that the Yale trustees devote one of their annual meetings to the town/gown relationship.


After a short break, Ms. Miller directed the discussion to the question of the City’s expectations of the universities.  She noted that one way of thinking about these expectations is to divide them into three major categories: legal, good neighbor and philanthropic.  She requested that the participants think about their expectations in terms of the questions/explorations that have been suggested: looking at the legislative options, access to the policy-making bodies at the universities and a new approach to a unified planning process.  Ms Miller also requested that participants keep in mind the agreements among the Councillors that seem to be emerging from the discussion to date: the need for a written agreement that provides long-term economic protection to a city that is experiencing escalating threats to its tax base; the importance of keeping taxable property taxable, the need for agreement on physical boundaries to campus growth; and the need for honest information about plans for growth in students, programs and physical plant.


The participants then embarked upon a process of listing all of their individual expectations of the universities as good neighbors and prioritizing these expectations as a group.  Before moving to the prioritization exercise, the entire group agreed that the highest priority expectation of everyone present is financial responsibility: a written agreement that guarantees the long-term stability of the property tax base regardless of the future use of property now on the tax rolls, fair financial contribution to support city services and appropriate philanthropic participation


 The group then proceeded to prioritize the remaining items on the list.  The resulting priorities appear in the attached list (Attachment B).


The following next steps were agreed upon:

A facilitated meeting with representatives of the universities to discuss their visions of being a good neighbor and their expectations.

Thereafter, another working meeting of the committee focusing on strategies.


Councillor Maher thanked those present for their participation.  The meeting was adjourned at 1:23 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor David P. Maher, Chair
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The Government Operations and Rules Committee held a public meeting on April 12, 2002, beginning at 1:10 p.m. in the Ackermann Room.  The meeting was held for the purpose of considering the following items that had been referred to the Committee by the full City Council:

· Amending Rule 37 to prohibit audible signals from cell phones in the Sullivan Chamber.

· Scrivener’s error in Rule 23 C.1a.

· Creations of staff positions for each City Councillor

· Compensation for staff directly appointed by the City Council


Present at the meeting were Councillor David P. Maher, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor Timothy J. Toomey Jr., and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury, Deputy City Clerk Donna P. Lopez and Assistant to the City Council Sandra Albano.

Councillor Maher convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He began with the first topic listed above, cell phones in the Chamber.  The committee considered the following order:

ORDERED:
That the City Council amend Rule 37 of the 2002-2003 Rules of the City Council As
Amended to add at the end of Rule 37, Rules of Courtesy, a new paragraph, which reads as follows:

“While in the Sullivan Chamber, all persons with cell phones, pagers or other devices emitting audible signals shall either set the device to a non-audible signal mode or turn off the device.”


On a voice vote without objection the Committee voted to recommend adoption of the amendment to the full City Council.


Councillor Maher then moved to the next topic, the scrivener’s error in Rule 23 C.1a Public Comment  - Regular Business Meetings.  The last line of this rule provides that “[e]ach speaker shall limit his or her comments to no more than three minutes per category.”  At the January 28, 2002 City Council meeting, a question arose regarding the provision for three minutes per “category.”  The City Clerk explained that at the recommendation of the joint council/staff task force on improving council effectiveness, the City Council adopted temporary rules for the period of July 1, 1999 through December 31, 1999.  Those rules utilized a different format for public comment.  At the beginning of each category of business on the agenda, for example, the City Manager’s agenda, communications, committee reports, public comment pertaining to the items in that category was invited.  Comment was limited to three minutes for each category.  At the end of the six-month temporary change, the task force recommended that this format not be adopted.  Rather, the task force recommended that all public comment be scheduled at the beginning of the meeting with a total allocation of three minutes per person.  The City Council voted to adopt the recommendation of the task force.  In rewriting the rules in accord with the vote, the clerk inadvertently left the words “three minutes per category, instead of eliminating “per category” to clarify the revision.


Councillor Murphy moved that the committee recommend that the City Council amend Rule 23 C.1a to correct the error by adopting the following order:

ORDERED:
That Rule 23 C.1a be amended to reflect the original intent of the City Council by eliminating the last two words of paragraph a: “per category;” such that the last sentence shall read as follows:  “Each speaker shall limit his or her comments to no more than three minutes.”

The motion was passed without objection on a voice vote.


Thereupon the committee moved to discussion of Order Number 9, dated February 25, 2002 on the issue of the creation of full time staff positions for each city councillor (Attachment A). The City Clerk distributed a report on the costs prepared by the City Manager (Attachment B).  All members present agreed that regardless of the merits of creation of such positions, in light of the budget difficulties at the state level and other effects of the downturn in the economy that will impact the city budget, this would not be a good time to create such additional positions.


Councillor Toomey moved that the committee recommend that Order Number 9 of February 25, 2002, requesting that the City Manager prepare a recommendation for full time staff for each councillor, be withdrawn and that no further action be taken on this matter (Attachment C).  

The motion was passed without objection on a voice vote.


At this time the committee turned to a discussion of compensation for staff directly appointed by the City Council.  The Council staff present provided information with regard to salaries for Council staff and then left the room during this discussion.


Councillor Maher moved that the following order be recommended to the full City Council.

WHEREAS:
It is the belief of the City Council that some of the salaries of employees directly appointed by the City Council are no longer commensurate with the salaries of other city employees in the same categories under Chapter 2.62 of the Cambridge Municipal Code and/or those of other employees with similar responsibilities; and

WHEREAS:
This situation can come about when employees have been in their positions for several years, so that market forces have not brought about increases and when in addition, the salaries of such employees have not otherwise been reviewed comparatively; and 

WHEREAS:
The City Council believes that the best long-term approach to fair and reasonable salaries for such employees is a mechanism for regular review of salaries and benefits; now therefore be it 

RESOLVED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to review forthwith the salaries of the employees directly appointed by the City Council such that said review and any changes in compensation shall be accomplished no later than May 15, 2002, and be it further

RESOLVED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to provide suggestions to the City Council for mechanisms that the City Council could adopt to institutionalize periodic review for employees directly appointed by the City Council, whether through amendment to the salary ordinance or other means.

The motion passed on a voice vote without objection.


Councillor Maher thanked all those present for their participation.  The meeting was adjourned at 1:50 p.m.







For the Committee







Councillor David P. Maher, Chair
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