Committee Report #1

HUMAN SERVICES



In City Council July 29, 2002
COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Chair

Councillor Marjorie C. Decker

Councillor Anthony D. Galluccio


The Human Services Committee held a public hearing on June 4, 2002, beginning at 11:15 A.M. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of discussing the work of the committee for this term. 


Present at the hearing were Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Chair of the Committee, School Committee Member Nancy Walser, City Clerk D. Margaret Drury and Elaine McGrath, Clerk’s Office.  Also present were Judy Bibbins, Department of Human Services (DHS)-Community Schools, Jackie Neel, DHS, Roslyn Shoy, Program Director, Community Schools, Mary Eirich, Cambridge Public Schools, Susan Richards Scott, Agenda for Children, Elaine DeRosa, CEOC Director, Tina Alu, CEOC, Mary Wong, Director of the Kids’ Council, Eileen Keegan, Division Head of the Community Schools Division, DHS, Jill Herold, Assistant City Manager for Human Services, and Liza Paden, 6 Theriault Ct., Cambridge, citizen. 


Councillor Simmons convened the hearing by referencing the goals set at the last meeting on May 7, 2002.  These were to collect all the reports available on out-of-school (OST) and after-school activity, and to specifically see what is available in the summer and after school.  She will review the reports with Ms. Walser, and ask committee members to be responsible for reading and summarizing parts of the material.  The committee needs to digest the reports over the summer and then resume meetings in September.  Referring to the list of reports supplied with the minutes of the May 7, 2002 meeting, she asked if any members could describe the contents of the reports.

Ms. Eirich commented that although she is not in a position to distill the school reports, just a review of the list of reports was eye-opening.  So much legwork has been done again and again since the late 1990’s, especially on OST programs.  The 1999 Mills & Pardee report, Planning Out-of-School Time Programs in Cambridge, A Report to the Cambridge School Department and the Department of Human Service Programs, is exceptional in its analysis of OST resources.

Ms. Herold described the 1999 Mills & Pardee report as one of the earliest official efforts to look at how the city handles OST.  At the time, there was a new school superintendent, who contacted Ms. Herold about the issue of OST, and worked to engage the schools in OST programs.  In an RFP selection process, Mills & Pardee was awarded the contract to do the study.  This company, a national leader in the educational field, conducted research on models and best practices across the country and interviewed parents, school staff and public and private providers.  Their report sets out an ideal model for OST.

Ms. Walser asked what happened with the proposed model.  According to Ms. Herold, the city identified the Harrington School as the site for the model, based on assessment of where the need was greatest, and funded its implementation.  However, the school staff charged with implementing it did not participate in the Mills & Pardee work and there has been a disconnect between the model and the program.  Ms. Herold also described the Summary of the Action Plan as a proposal prepared by the Agenda for Children staff with a focus on literacy and OST.

Councillor Simmons commented that the amount of information was overwhelming.  The immediate issue is what services the city provides for parents and families in the summer.  Ms. Keegan responded that two of twelve city programs will begin on June 24, with the rest beginning after July 4.

Ms. Wong noted that there was a meeting last Thursday, May 30, at the Maynard Fletcher Academy, in which school principals raised the issue of transportation as a factor in providing after-school services.  The principals emphasized the need for better connections between schools and providers after school.  

Ms. Eirich then focussed on Melody Brazo’s Spring 2002 List of Elementary Achievement After-School Resources, which includes both academic and non-academic achievement city programs.  Parents constantly ask Ms. Brazo what resources are available.  She put the list together in response to this demand by asking community school principals what achievement-oriented programs were offered at their schools.  Programs were listed at their discretion.  Despite all the offerings, there is still a communication gap and parents and community liaisons are not aware of everything available.

Councillor Simmons emphasized that it is important to know what a term encompasses, since lists are based on different definitions of terms such as “enrichment”.  The committee needs to develop clear criteria for terms, to know what programs are included.

Ms. Shoy stated that some programs are jointly initiated by a school and a community, and then run collaboratively.  Sometimes the captions for the list of programs are puzzling, because terms such as “achievement” are not standard.  Ms. Walser pointed out that in some programs, the funding source defines the terms.  Several members of the committee agreed about the need to understand exactly what programs are being offered and under what conditions, whatever general term is used to describe them.  Ms. Richards Scott proposed that lists include all OST programs; they are all “achievement” programs in some sense because they enhance children’s connections to school.  Councillor Simmons suggests that another way to identify resources is to include everything that takes place in school buildings.

Ms. DeRosa asked whether parents currently receive a list of all in-school programs and resources.  Councillor Simmons responded that some schools provide a brochure listing resources they have identified.  These lists are not comprehensive.  Ms. Eirich noted that, in her experience as an acting principal, programs did not all start at the beginning of the school year, some developed randomly.  There was no comprehensive, up-to-date database on them.  Ms. Bibbins added that there are various sources of programs: community schools, public schools, child care providers.  There may be separate booklets available on each of these; parents may not get the big picture of what’s available in a single source.  

Ms. Walser identified four stages of information gathering for the committee: (1) come up to speed on what’s been done to study OST programs, (2) get ideas on next steps, including reviewing national models, and the recommendations in the Cambridge reports, (3) decide on next steps, given the information available, and (4) decide how to fill gaps in information, especially the needs of parents and school staff.  Ms. Walser stated that the school system has not done a good job of including staff in the process of developing programs.  She referred to a school study being conducted by Harry Spence, which emphasizes the need to address staff development, in order to keep kids safe, involved and successful.  

Ms. DeRosa commented that it would be useful if each program representative on the committee conducted a survey in their own programs.  Her program serves 40 families.  Each provider could ask basic questions about access, programming, cost and availability.  Even if questions are different across programs, this information could complement the school-based information.  She does not want to lose the opportunity to learn about summer programs.  Councillor Simmons followed up on this suggestion by asking who would conduct the surveys and how, how the committee could get a common understanding across programs, and how the surveys would be funded.  Ms. DeRosa envisions a low-tech survey, of perhaps five to eight questions for parents and kids, maybe supplemented with parent focus groups.  The questions would concentrate on kids’ summer plans, and how they work out.  Ms. DeRosa pointed out that programs do evaluations all the time.  Her proposed survey would just enhance those efforts.  Even though the survey would not be scientific, it would have the advantage of getting information from parents through providers who have an ongoing relationship with families; this information could supplement more formal efforts.  Ms. Shoy endorsed the idea of a parent survey by providers.

Ms. Walser noted that every piece of data can add to the picture.  She believes that the committee really needs to do a “scorch the earth” professional-quality survey in order to get an accurate picture of city OST resources.  The city can build anything, but the question is whether people will come.  

Ms. Neel raised another possible source of less formal information: the Action Plan team recommended asking elementary school kids what they planned to do in the summer.  The Physical Education department could conduct the survey, since they see all the kids.  How reliable this information is can depend on the age of the child, since some children may answer with their fantasy vacation plans.

Ms. Walser asked why the group wanted to know what children were doing vs. what families need.  Ms. Neel stated that the questions should get to the issue of the use of resources: is what we offer what people need? Are services used to capacity?  If not, why not?

Ms. Richards Scott then described two current projects to collect data on OST needs and resources.  First, the survey of parents recommended by the city’s Action Plan on OST is in the final stages of development.  The survey identifies what kids are doing after school, and where.  It is meant to establish a baseline of where the 5000 or so schoolkids are after school, by sampling the population in kindergarten to eighth grade.  The survey will determine such numbers as the percentage of kids at home after school, those in day care, parents with full day care coverage, those who have to piece together babysitting, and the numbers of children who are providing day care for their younger siblings.  It will be sent to parents in the fall, probably in October, with analysis of results in November.  Councillor Simmons emphasized that she wants to avoid a disconnect between this needs assessment survey and the committee’s work.

The second initiative is the database DHSP is compiling, which will inventory current resources.  Ms. Herold is working on ways of collecting information as well as providing it in ongoing updates.  Letters will be sent to providers this summer, including health and human service offices in Cambridge and Somerville.  The goal is to provide information on resources for families, which they can access by specific service or program.  An inventory of resources done in 1999 of licenses and program slots will be updated as part of this database.  

Ms. Simmons raised the concern that the questions posed in the surveys do not get to the issue of what parents need or want for services.  Although parents and children are asked what they do for day care, or what barriers exist to using services, they must be asked directly what they need or want.  This question pertains to both the existence of programs and their substance.  If the committee agrees that this is the question, how do we get this information?  Ms. Herold restated this concern as a question, not about what is, but what could be, and what parents’ ideal OST programs would be.  One way to get this information is to ask parents what they want ideally.  The survey should not set up expectations of what is possible, but provide multiple choices.

Ms. Walser stated that her experience was that parents do not want specific programs but rather neighborhood activity, and a feeling of community, where children stay at school after classes, go to the playground and play until the parents pick them up.  She observed that kids’ lives are often so highly structured that they cannot direct their own activities, when left on their own.  Ms. Shoy noted that she has received the same request for unstructured community activity in Cambridgeport.  However, this “model” has run into trouble with details such as who has responsibility for organizing and controlling activities, with major disagreements about how to run such a program.  Ms. Bibbins remarked that the type of experience described by Ms. Walser would not be captured by current surveys.  The challenge is how to formulate questions in such a way that you can tabulate results.

Councillor Simmons also suggested that programs and agencies coordinate their information gathering.  Ms. Shoy stated that any coordinated survey should leave room for organizations to ask specific questions to get information useful to them.  Ms. Richards Scott, speaking from a parent’s perspective, emphasized that parents will want to know how information is going to be used, and especially that it will be used to improve a program.  A school survey can be intimidating, and make parents wonder what’s going on, or raise expectations. 

Ms. Keegan noted that the community schools are conducting a survey of parents of the 900 or so children enrolled in summer camp, which will identify gaps in services in summer programs.  Ms. Herold asked if this survey could be coordinated with other camps.  The committee needs to be able to compare information from diverse surveys.  Ms. Richards Scott also referred to the group of eight community organizations that are sponsoring summer camps and running parents’ focus groups as part of the Agenda for Children’s community outreach effort, and as an ideal group to survey.

Ms. Simmons then summarized the ongoing work and the next steps for the committee.  The following actions were agreed upon:

· Councillor Simmons asked the group to organize a subcommittee to survey summer programs, develop a simple, basic set of key questions, identify who should participate in the survey, and create a questionnaire for dissemination.  Essentially, the subcommittee will decide what to ask, who, and when.  The subcommittee will also try to use the eight organizations sponsoring summer camps as a focus group to determine what parents want, outside of specific questions.  Mss. DeRosa, Eirich, Herold, Keegan, and Richards Scott are the members of this subcommittee.  

· Ms. Richards Scott will continue to work with Mary Ellen Colton, a consultant with the Child Care Resource Center, on the survey of current OST arrangements for schoolchildren.

· Group members will e-mail suggestions for basic questions to discover what parents really want for OST (not just what they presently have) to Ms. Richards Scott to see if they can be incorporated into the fall survey of current OST arrangements.

· City Clerk Drury will generate a list of e-mails for participants.

· Ms. Walser will provide information from out-of-state OST programs she intends to look at over the summer.

· In September, the committee will reconvene to review the results of the summer surveys and to check on the status of the fall survey.  The committee will decide then if it needs more information about what parents and kids want, how to get this information, who will get it, when, and how to synthesize it for the committee.  One possibility raised by Ms. Walser is that the committee could commission its own survey if it decides that other surveys do not capture the information it wants.

· Any OST reports provided to the City Clerk by the members will be kept on file in five notebooks in the clerk’s office.  

On a more general note, Councillor Simmons emphasized that it is important to talk to the people who work in the programs, and that this information should be brought to the committee’s September meeting.  Ms. Richards Scott noted current efforts to bridge gaps between school and OST links and to create more systemic ways of networking for providers.  There are lots of doors opening in this field, with greater resource-sharing.  Cambridge can support these efforts through this committee’s work.  She would like to report on this link to the Committee in the fall.  In a related issue, Councillor Simmons stated that the committee needs to use a common language and develop a glossary in describing programs. 

Ms. Simmons scheduled the next meeting of the committee for Tuesday, September 17, 2002, at 9:30 A.M. in the Ackermann Room.  Councillor Simmons thanked all those present for their participation.  The meeting was adjourned at 1:20 P.M.







For the Committee,







Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Chair

Committee Report #2

NEIGHBORHOOD AND LONG TERM PLANNING

In City Council 
July 29, 2002
COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Chair

Councillor Marjorie C. Decker

Councillor E. Denise Simmons


The Neighborhood and Long Term Planning Committee held a public hearing on June 18, 2002, beginning at 3:15 P.M. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of discussing neighborhood planning issues, neighborhood study updates and urban planning that emphasizes green spaces and forest-like areas near dense development.


Present at the hearing were Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Chair of the Committee, Councillor E. Denise Simmons and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Beth Rubenstein, Assistant City Manager for Community Development, Susan Glazer, Deputy Director of the Community Development Department (CDD) and Stuart Dash, Director of Neighborhood and Community Planning.


Councillor Reeves convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He began with a discussion of the work of the committee and issues of overlapping jurisdiction with the University Relations Committee.  He suggested that the committee might want to spend some time considering what is a neighborhood in the 21st Century, with some consideration of the “new urbanism.”


Ms. Rubenstein said that the new urbanism movement reflects a renewed appreciation of urban quality of life.  The movement is really aimed at making improvements in places that are more suburban.  There has been a great deal of interest in a “fun” place to live, ability to walk to destinations, a focus on streets rather than backyards, little stores to walk to, short blocks.  Cambridge has a lot of what the new urbanism seeks to replicate, not to the same degree in all neighborhoods.  The concept will be very important in the development of North Point.


Mr. Dash said that in the neighborhood studies the neighborhood participants are interested in the “best of Cambridge” which is very consistent with the new urbanism goals.


Councillor Reeves said that the City spends a lot of money on the neighborhood studies.  He would like to know what information those studies are yielding with regard to shaping the future of the City.  He said that he finds the sociological aspects of neighborhoods to be most important.  He continues to be amazed at the extent to which people in Cambridge do not know each other.  Mid-Cambridge is sort of a textbook example of the new Cambridge residents who are not connected to Cambridge.  


Councillor Reeves asked whether the staff had information about places with vibrant and well-functioning neighborhoods.  Mr. Dash said there have been studies on “neighboring” and what promotes “neighboring.”  Social networks are the key ingredients for good neighborhoods.  Social networks organize around schools, churches and other civic organizations.  

Councillor Reeves noted that schools in Cambridge are not neighborhood schools and speculated that perhaps they should be.

Mr. Dash informed the committee that the physical environment is also a factor.  Changes such as calming traffic and supporting the pedestrian environment have made significant improvements in the quality of neighborhood life in many cities.  Ms. Glazer added that parks and open space can provide opportunities for social networks among neighbors.

Mr. Dash said that planners must also think about the physical barriers. For example, busy streets are often dividers of neighborhoods.  Broadway in mid-Cambridge acts as a neighborhood divider; Massachusetts Avenue has a similar effect on many parts of Cambridge.



Councillor Simmons said that at the National League of Cities (NLC) Conference, she and Councillor Davis learned of an interesting program in San Jose, California.  The program focused on the fragile neighborhoods, and gave the neighborhood some control over funds to make the improvements that they wanted.


Councillor Reeves recalled the example of Minneapolis, where each neighborhood has funds to spend on what they want.  It did move democracy closer to the people. 


Councillor Reeves raised the example of Neighborhood Four.  The neighborhood contains two schools, many churches, a youth center, mom and pop stores that are well patronized, several day care centers.  He asked if Area Four is a good neighborhood.


Councillor Simmons said that it is a great neighborhood; it just has some elements that are not desirable, such as the recent shootings and violence.  The neighborhood still has a fairly decent mix of long term residents and newcomers.  There are little subgroupings within the neighborhood.


Councillor Reeves asked about the Neighborhood Four study.  Mr. Dash replied that CDD staff is finishing up the update.  They have had three neighborhood meetings.  There will be a fourth in July, which will focus on the overall picture.


Councillor Reeves requested copies of all of the neighborhood studies.  Mr. Dash suggested also looking at some other reports such as the Gibbs Report, the Committee to Enhance Central Square Now Report.


Councillor Simmons said that many times the City does a lot for neighborhoods that neighborhood residents do not see.  She would be interested to know more about how the City decides what it can do.  She added that very little of the neighborhood studies make their way into the work of the City Council.


Councillor Reeves said that he is interested in building a city with dynamic, good neighborhoods, with more emphasis on the human interaction part.  He is worried that Cambridge is becoming increasingly rich and increasingly disconnected.


Councillor Reeves said that he expects to have more frequent meetings in the summer.  He mentioned the Citiscape program, a three-year study by students at RSTA – starting with infrastructure and building and including residents and sociology.


Councillor Reeves said that he would like more information about various movements, discussions and studies of what makes a good neighborhood, what are the “good cities” according to the experts and what are the criteria used to evaluate them.


Councillor Reeves invited public comment; although, he said that in his experience this is not a defined part of committee meetings.


John Moot, 44 Coolidge Hill Road, stated that he worked in the anti-poverty movement.  The neighborhood organizers were one of the most valuable parts of that program.  He suggested that the committee focus on the more urban, “true” neighborhoods in Cambridge, rather than places like his neighborhood, Neighborhood Ten.  His neighborhood does have activities, for example they set up tables on the street for a street-long dinner, but other neighborhoods have more of the elements that make Cambridge the special place it is.


He said that his other question is what has happened to neighborhoods since the end of rent control, and how CDD can adapt its studies to take these changes into account?  


Steve Kaiser, Hamilton Street, said his concern is whether the neighborhood studies are as good as we want them to be.  The word “planning” has been removed from the name of the CDD.


Mr. Moot added that the thirteen neighborhoods were defined in 1950 by Mark Flood.  Perhaps they should be changed to reflect changes in the city and the population.


Stash Horowitz, Vice President, Association of Cambridge Neighborhoods, Co-Chair of Cambridge Neighborhood Initiative (CNI), said that even though each neighborhood has its own character, all have some common problems.  The problems come from our richness.  There is a great gap between the haves and the have-nots.  There has been over-development of the commercial sector and too much expansion of the universities.  The Neighborhood Planning Studies contain inaccuracies; the studies done with the zoning moratorium were very good studies.  Cambridge needs to build more housing, not more commercial development.  He said that if we know what the problems are, and we do, then we need actions more than studies.  He stated that Portland, Oregon is an example of a livable city, with good public transportation and amenities.


Councillor Reeves thanked those present for their comments and participation.


The meeting was adjourned at 4:23 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Chair

Committee Report #3

HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT




In City Council July 29, 2002
Councillor Henrietta Davis, Chair

Councillor Anthony Galluccio

Councillor Brian Murphy

The Health and Environment Committee conducted a public meeting on Tuesday, June 18, 2002 at 5:05 p.m. in the Sullivan Chamber.

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the implementation of a plan for the establishment of permanent public toilet facilities.

Present at the meeting were Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor David Maher, Lisa Peterson, Public Works Commissioner, Harold Cox, Chief Health Officer, Suzy Feinberg, Communications Specialist, Cambridge Public Health Department, Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk, and Elaine McGrath, City Clerk’s office. 

Also present were the following members of the public: Elie Yarden, 143 Pleasant St., Cambridge, member of the Association of Cambridge Neighborhoods and Cambridgeport Neighborhood Initiative, Stash Horowitz, 12 Florence St., Cambridge, and John Moot, 44 Coolidge Hill Rd., Cambridge.

Councillor Davis opened the meeting and stated the purpose.  She noted that the committee held a meeting last year and received a report from Mr. Cox.  She wanted to use this meeting to make progress on two issues: 1) creating adequate signage for toilets, and 2) investigating the possibility of public/private agreements to increase the number of facilities, including a Request for Proposals.  Vice-Mayor Davis referred to the model of the public toilets in Newburyport, which operate under a contract with that city.

Mr. Cox distributed a report on the issue of public toilet facilities (Attachment A), which summarized prior work on three issues: Automatic Public Toilets (APTs), responses to Council questions about public access to current facilities, and options for public/private partnerships for maintaining and sponsoring public toilets in Cambridge.  The report also offered three options:

· Advertise locations of public restrooms in city buildings

· Develop agreements to post signage and expand restroom hours of existing bathroom facilities in malls and arcades

· Broker a public/private sponsorship agreement to install and maintain permanent public restroom facilities in Cambridge

Regarding APTs, Mr. Cox noted that work on this issue has been backburnered by public security issues, such as anthrax, that arose after the September 11, 2001 World Trade Center attack.  Mr. Cox raised the following issues about the three options.  Advertising current public toilets will increase use and may burden the capacity of the facilities; in addition, not all facilities may be appropriate for signs.  Mr. Cox’s department needs to contact city agencies and other places in order to clarify any issues they have about increased signage.  The second option, advertising and expanding hours in private businesses that allow public access, also raises issues of overcapacity and hardships for businesses and their customers.  Several businesses in Harvard and Porter Squares stated that they might be willing to enter agreements with the city to post signage and increase accessibility if the city contributes financially to maintenance.  This option also needs more investigation and development.  The third option of public/private partnerships for toilets is not fully developed and Mr. Cox suggested that the Newburyport model would be useful to consider.

According to Vice-Mayor Davis, the Newburyport facility houses an art gallery and coffee shop and is operated under a partnership between the city and a theatre company.  Ms. Feinberg described two models that Newburyport has used for public toilets.  The Arts Center/Firehouse site was the product of a collaboration between the city and the Chamber of Commerce (COC) and Arts Council; the president of the COC was also the chair of the Arts Council, and the council itself was a spin-off of the COC.  The city held the lease on the property and when the site was renovated five years ago, the city took the chance to create a public bathroom.  The Arts Council runs the site and uses income raised there to operate the bathroom.  The city hosts approximately 350,000 tourists in the summer.  In response to the long lines at the Arts Center, the city developed a second model: first, a trailer, which didn’t work, and then a modular building.  The city officials are considering a more permanent building, although they’re unsure of what will work.  Because temporary structures tend to get vandalized, it requires some strategy to avoid this, such as attendants.

Vice-Mayor Davis added a fourth option to the list at Councillor Galluccio’s suggestion: portapotties, in sites such as public ballfields.  

Vice-Mayor Davis opened the hearing to public comment.  Mr. Elie Yarden, 143 Pleasant St., Cambridge, urged the committee to consider how to enhance the public realm in Cambridge on this issue, and described a facility in Salisbury, England as a possible model.  He offered copies of two pictures (Attachment B) of the Salisbury facilities, which he described as a centrally located, pleasant, civilized amenity in a city of 25,000 which accommodates numerous tourists.  The facility is staffed and charges 10-15 cents.  Mr. Yarden stated that there is no reason why Cambridge cannot devote part of its wealth to the public realm, especially when some of the most visited areas of the city, such as Harvard Square, do not have adequate facilities.  The city should be spending ten times what it does on public amenities such as toilets.  This would allow not just tourists, but also residents, to enjoy the city.  Central Square, the second most heavily touristed area in the city and the city center, is a good place to start.  The riverfront also needs facilities.  There are public buildings which could be used for restrooms, but that are shut down or used for storage; these need to be identified and opened to the public.  According to Mr. Yarden, thinking of toilet facilities as a public amenity is the best approach to the problem.  Interim steps such as increased signage are also valuable.  Vice-Mayor Davis will give Mr. Yarden a list of publicly accessible sites for his specific comment.

Mr. Moot, 44 Coolidge Hill Rd., Cambridge emphasized that it is important to make facilities handicapped-accessible.  This adds to the expense, but otherwise such facilities are meaningless for the handicapped.  The city of Boston and various organizations are looking at this issue and the options.

Councillor Murphy stated that he saw a dramatic need for more facilities, especially in areas like Harvard Square.  Referring to Mr. Yarden’s comments, he said that it requires a more European mindset to do this.  He specifically asked what are good locations for APTs.  

Vice-Mayor Davis and Councillor Murphy then asked the Chief Health Officer to provide this Committee with the following additional information:

· Investigate existing public toilet facilities and identify appropriate locations for additional signage, and options for signage

· Recommend follow-up actions on options for increased access to private toilet facilities, especially in Harvard Square.

· Report on the effectiveness of APTs in operation in other urban settings, such as Boston.

Ms. Feinberg remarked that a New Zealand company that manufactures APTs is offering them at discounts, such as a two-for-one price, in order to break into the American market.

Mr. Cox commented that, while his department has done a lot of investigation on creation and development of public toilet facilities, some aspects of the issue should be decided in consultation with Lisa Peterson, the Commissioner of Public Works.  

On the option of public/private partnerships for more facilities, Vice-Mayor Davis raised the possibility of the city renting storefront space in a private building, and installing a toilet, with the private owner of the building operating the facility, and collecting small fees to cover expenses.  As part of Mr. Cox’s report on the options, Vice-Mayor Davis requested  a comparison of costs, including capital costs, maintenance, and intangibles, such as security and lost opportunity costs, and a proposed budget for the city to develop public toilets.  She suggested looking at the costs of the Provincetown public toilets, which are open and staffed year-round.  Vice-Mayor Davis also asked Mr. Cox to contact coaches and city staff to identify issues with the use of portapotties in public spaces, such as ballfields. 

Ms. Peterson noted that the discussion covered two aspects: the pros and cons of the options, and the costs.  Ms. Peterson pointed out some fundamental differences between APTs and other options.  APTs have the advantage of being self-cleaning.  Security is an issue across the board; on this point, staffed facilities seem more secure.  Financially, both staffed sites and APTs can charge fees to raise money for operations and maintenance. The question is what makes sense in Cambridge.  Wherever the site, increasing access is probably more feasible in an existing facility.

Councillor Murphy recommended asking non-profits to the next meeting in order to identify their concerns with increased access.  On this point, Ms. Feinberg stated that, in her discussions with Harvard Square business owners, they raised concerns about overcapacity, vandalism and disturbances to their customers.  Councillor Maher remarked that when he was the store manager of the Harvard Coop, heavy use and abuse of the toilet facilities sometimes required their closing; he also suggested that increased university access was another option.  Vice-Mayor Davis and Ms. Peterson noted that the problems cited were generally problems of urban centers, and factors to consider in evaluating all options.  Increasing the number of facilities would spread the burden and possibly improve these conditions.

Vice-Mayor Davis indicated that she wanted to move forward on the increased signage option as soon as possible, and asked Mr. Cox to focus on this as a priority in his reports.  She asked the DPH to provide the requested information for the next meeting of the Committee.  

Vice-Mayor Davis thanked all who attended the meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 5:58 p.m.







For the Committee,







Councillor Henrietta Davis, Chair

Committee Report #4

PUBLIC SAFETY



In City Council July 29, 2002
COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair

Councillor David P Maher

Councillor Timothy J. Toomey


The Public Safety Committee held a public meeting on Tuesday, June 18, 2002 at six o'clock and two minutes p. m. in the Sullivan Chamber.


The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the regulation of motorized scooters.  


Present at the meeting was Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Davis Maher, Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Nancy Glowa, First Assistant City Solicitor, Arthur Goldberg, Supervising Legal Counsel, Law Department, Ronnie Watson, Police Commissioner, Chris Beamud, Legal Advisor, Police Department, Sue Clippinger, Director of Traffic, Parking and Transportation, George Fosque, Director of Emergency Communications and Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk.


Also present at this meeting was John Van Saun and Nicholas Churchill.


Vice Mayor Davis opened the meeting and stated the purpose.  This issue came to the committee due to a complaint filed by Mr. Churchill.  He asked what the committee could do to address the use of motorized scooters.


Ms. Clippinger, Director of Traffic, Parking and Transportation, distributed the Motorized Scooter Regulations (ATTACHMENT A).  The regulations, she said, mirror the bicycles on sidewalk regulations.  The regulations were implemented on 

September 30, 2001.  


Vice Mayor Davis stated that noise and speed complaints were received.  Ms. Clippinger stated that pedestrians have the right of way on sidewalks as outlined in Section 22.2 (ATTACHMENT B).  Scooters are banned in the two business districts, Central and Harvard Squares.  Schedule 4B lists the streets on which no scooters are allowed (ATTACHMENT C).  

In response to a question by Councillor Maher, Ms. Clippinger stated that it is permissible to use scooters in bicycle lanes.  Councillor Maher asked if other communities have developed regulations outside of noise regulations on scooters.  Ms. Clippinger responded that other communities want to know what the City of Cambridge has done.


Vice Mayor Davis asked if a "segway" would fit into this category.  Ms. Clippinger stated that additional vehicles could be defined.


Commissioner Watson informed the committee that the post office will be using segways and, if banned, post office employees will be unable to deliver the mail.  The Police Department has been asked to test the segways for police use.  He asked how will this vehicle be addressed.  Ms. Clippinger responded that segways is not defined and as new vehicles are used the vehicles can be defined.  Mr. Rossi stated that if conflicts arise research is needed to develop appropriate rules.  


Vice Mayor Davis opened the meeting to the public.


Mr. John VanSaun, 770 Mass. Ave., stated that he was the originator of this issue. The scooter is a unique vehicle and it does not fit into the regulations.  The scooter is like the child-kick-and- ride scooter that has been adapted to have a lawn motor engine on the back.  He stated concerns with use, pedestrian and vehicular safety and engineering considerations.  He also had concerns with operator control.  These vehicles are unable to provide operator control.  These vehicles are dangerous and should be banned.  Segways, used by the post office, would be used based on federal safety standards and would be used by an adult, not a child.


Mr. Nicholas Churchill, 29 Essex Street, stated that children use the scooters and he has witnessed near accidents.  He is concerned with the noise.  Scooters sound like chain saws.  The police claim there is nothing they can do about the noise from these vehicles.


Councillor Maher made the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to direct the Director of Traffic, Parking and Transportation to provide copies of the regulations on scooters from Malibu, CA and New York City, NY and the Federal Department of Transportation technical definition of "operator control."


The motion carried on a voice vote.


Councillor Maher asked Mr. Fosque if he had information about the response to scooter accidents.  Mr. Fosque stated he would provide this information.


Vice Mayor Davis moved the issue of scooter noise to the noise hearing.  She thanked all attendees.


The meeting adjourned at six o'clock and twenty-seven minutes p.m.







For the Committee,







Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair
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The Health and Environment and the Public Safety Committees held a joint public meeting on Tuesday, June 18, 2002 at six o'clock and thirty minutes p.m. in the Sullivan Chamber.


The purpose of this meeting was to discuss noise related to boom-cars, leaf blowers, mechanical devices on buildings and any other nuisance noise.


Present at the meeting were: Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair of the Committee, Councillor David Maher, Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Jr., Councillor Brian Murphy, Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Nancy Glowa, First Assistant City Solicitor, Arthur Goldberg, Supervising Legal Counsel, Law Department, Benjamin Barnes, License Commissioner, Robert Bersani, Inspectional Services Commissioner, George Fosque, Director of Emergency Communications and Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk.


Vice Mayor Davis opened the meeting and stated the purpose.


Mr. Rossi outlined to the committee how the city responds to noise complaints.


Vice Mayor Davis opened the meeting to the public.


Joanne Solet, 15 Berkeley Street, stated that she is a member of the Historical Commission and a member of the Public Health Alliance.  Noise is damaging the quality of life.  The World Health Organization has related noise to violence, circulatory problems and the ability to read.  Noise can also interfere with sleep.  Frequency of noise, noise source and time of noise are also problematic.  Leaf blowers, paper and mulch shredders, vacuum trucks and air conditioning units are the newest objects that create noise, she said.  Isn't serenity as important as clean air, she asked.


Lloyd Aiello, 2 1/2 Berkeley Street, spoke about the legality and measurement of noise.  He was concerned with the frequency of noise.  Deaf people, he said, can become tense due to the level of noise.  He explained the impact of the frequency of hertz, which is the cycles per second of noise.


Sue Robinson, 20 Lilac Court, told the committee of leaf blowers used within a closed space of a loading dock.  The debris is blown into the street.  She is concerned with what is in the dust caused by this action.  She also expressed her concern with noise caused by alarms in buildings.  The Fire Department has responded to various false alarms.  It is useful to know how many times the Fire Department has responded to these false alarms.


Dr. Hermes C. Grillo, 20 Lilac Court, complained about foul water being pumped into the storm drain from a delivery dock on Cardinal Medeiros Avenue.  The trucks begin every morning between 3:30-4:00 a.m.  His statement is attached as ATTACHMENT A.

Megan Brook, 103 Inman Street, read a prepared statement ATTACHMENT B.
She complained about the lack of a noise reading being taken.  The owners of 100 Inman Street have been given years to comply with the ordinance and have never been fined by the License Commission.  She urged the License Commission to fine violators to the highest extent covered by the noise ordinance.


John Garrity, 36 Linnaean Street, stated that he did not understand why something could not be done about leaf blower noise.


Lenora Schloming, 102-104 Inman Street, complained about the noise caused by air conditioners at 100 Inman Street.  She expressed a complaint with the License Commission about the measurement taken at the window of the house.  The decible level measures 75 at the lot line, higher than the measurement taken by the License Commission.  A sketch outlining her concern is attached ATTACHMENT C.  Skip Schloming stated that the lot line is the right standard to measure.  He requested that the noise ordinance be enforced as it is written.


Alice Crane Kovler, 18 Centre Street, complained that the leaf blower and other gas powered equipment used by the Cambridge Landscaping Company is very loud.  It is so loud that she cannot make a telephone call in her home.  The noise inhibits her from performing her profession of writing.  The equipment she stated is antiquated.  Hearing unwanted noise is the issue, she said.  She distributed two documents on noise ATTACHMENT D & E.


Peter Bruckner, 3 William Street, stated that now commercial areas contain housing and this creates issues with mechanical devices.  He suggested that the commercial residents be notified to change their equipment because it is old or noisy.  There are also visual and acoustical issues.  Acoustical experts will outline what is reasonable and feasible.


Pat Curran, 7 Broadway Terrace, stated that she lives in a noise torture zone.  She lives across from the Longfellow School.  The acoustics are such that she can hear people plainly and clearly in Longfellow Court.  A noise measurement was taken from her porch when the ordinance states that noise should be measured from the lot line.  The decible level does not tell you the destruction caused by the noise, she said.  Unnecessary noises are unnecessary and can be dealt with through design and enforcement.  


Ed Abrams, 80 Wendell Street, stated that it is not just noise but the frustration caused by noise.  Leaf blowers, idling trucks, unmuffled motorcycles, car alarms, house alarms and air conditioner noise cause negative emotions.  Immediate action is needed, he said.  He urged enforcement of the noise ordinance and banning leaf blowers.


Elizabeth H. Bohlen, 111 Chestnut Street, added helicopters, blimps, advertising and tourist planes and firecrackers to the list of objects creating noise.  She would like a clear separation over nuisance noise and noise related to work.  Medflight is the worst offender and should be regulated.  The new airport runway will affect Cambridge directly, she said.  Vibration from large trucks and the helicopters she feels is bad for the general public.


Chris Young, 56 Concord Avenue, stated that the helicopter noise at night is mind-boggling.  New England Helicopter and Vice Mayor Davis have worked hard on this issue, however, there are an average of 4-5 flights each night.  Flight path agreements must be enforced.  There is a hugh amount of background noise and noise from ventilation systems.  The ventilation system at St. Peter's has a low rumble, he said.


Carol Bellew, 257 Charles Street, stated that she served on the roof top mechanical committee.  Measurement, she said, is done in the wrong place.  The residential and industrial areas are rubbing up against each other.  If the city does not keep enforcement clear and make every effort to keep the noise level down noise will get worse.  She urged compliance and noise measurements and steps that the violators can take to become compliant.  Accountability is vital, she said.


Peter Vitros, 905 Main Street, stated that snowblowers wake up about fifty people in his apartment at 5:00-6:00 a.m.  If an economic analysis is done it is not an economic win.  Noise can be reduced at an economic loss.  Enforcement can be covered in the cost and produce revenue for the city.  Noise interferes with MIT students studying, he said.


Skip Schloming spoke on remedies.  The noise ordinance states that if violation is found the owner is to correct the violation.  Solutions should be made available to violators.


Vice Mayor Davis stated that motorized scooters and boom-car complaints have been received by the committee.


Councillor Toomey agreed with the noise caused by leaf blowers.  People are concerned with noise in the city.  He informed the public that he had filed a City Council Order to ban leaf blowers.


Councillor Maher stated that the City Council is pledging to work with the city staff to resolve this issue.


Councillor Murphy stated that the noise ordinance needs to be reviewed to see if it needs updating.  He suggested reviewing the noise regulations of other communities.


At the conclusion of the meeting Vice Mayor Davis made the following motions:

ORDERED:
That the meeting on noise be continued to hear from the city staff on this issue.

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to instruct the appropriate departments to secure copies of regulations concerning noise from other communities.


Both motions carried on a voice vote.


Vice Mayor Davis thanked all attendees.


On motion of Councillor Toomey the meeting adjourned at eight o'clock and five minutes p.m.







For the Committee,







Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis,








Chair
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The University Relations Committee held a public meeting/hearing on June 19, 2002, 
beginning at 12:55 p.m. in the Ackermann Room.  The meeting was held for the purpose of planning 
the June 26,2002 facilitated meeting at the Water Treatment Facility.


Present at the meeting were Councillor David P. Maher, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Vice Chair of the Committee, Councillor Marjorie C. Decker, Councillor Brian Murphy, City Clerk D. Margaret Drury, Elaine McGrath, City Clerk’s Office, and Roberta Miller, trainer and facilitator.

Councillor Maher called the meeting to order at 12:55 p.m. and requested that Ms. Miller begin the discussion.  Ms. Miller distributed material entitled “Discussion Documents from University/Cambridge Summit of 5/28/02” and reviewed the outcomes from that meeting.  Ms. Miller then moved to the question of how the committee wants to address the priorities that emerged from the summit.

There was a discussion of the structure of the committee or entity that would oversee ongoing relations and future work.  Councillor Decker said that she is interested in a committee that would be appointed by the City Manager and would include appointed representatives of the university, the City Council, the City Administration, the community, the schools, all of the major stakeholders, like the Kid’s Council.  Such a committee would have a continuity that a Council committee, which changes every two years, could not have.

Councillor Maher said that he thinks his vision is fairly similar.  He too believes there should be appointed committees or task forces that include the stakeholders, but those people will be different for each of the substantive areas identified –finance and tax issues, housing, education and land use and planning.  He favors working task forces with broad representation of the stakeholders for each substantive area.  Councillor Maher said that he sees the need for the City Council to keep a central role in looking at the underlying principles and the congruence of the work with the goals of the City through the University Relations Committee.

Vice Mayor Davis said that she could see a structure that includes some aspects of each of the structures described by Councillor Decker and Councillor Maher.  Whatever structure is established should remain closely tied to the Council, through this committee.


Councillor Murphy said that the Council should consider making this committee a committee of the whole.  He also said that a structure combining the suggestions of Councillor Maher and Councillor Decker seems workable, but the City Manager must negotiate the taxation issue.  The City Council must make it absolutely clear that this its highest priority.


Ms. Miller pointed out that the opportunities for improvement of relations developed at the summit comprise an enormous amount of work.  Establishment of priorities is essential.


Vice Mayor Davis noted the outstanding structural issue of how to address ongoing development problems.

Councillor Maher voiced a concern that in the area of these ongoing problems, a task force approach will not meet the public’s often-expressed criticism that the City Council has not become involved.  In the other substantive areas, where the stakeholders are different in each area, would like the Council to consider appointed task forces with city, university and council representation, and an overarching executive committee that meets once a month.


Ms. Miller pointed out that a full discussion of this structure with the City Council at the next committee meeting will require consideration, for each substantive area of the following questions:

· Who should be involved?

· When should the tasks be done?

· What should be done?

· What are the city interests that must be protected.

· What is the mechanism for reporting back to the Council via the committee?


It was agreed without objection that the structure discussed in this meeting and the outstanding questions would be presented at the June 26th meeting of the committee at which all members of the City Council are expected.  The discussion will hopefully result in some guidelines that can come back to the committee for further development.


Councillor Maher then invited public comment.


Stash Horowitz, 12 Pleasant Street, said that perhaps the upcoming Riverside petition should be refiled.  The Council vote on this petition will send a clear message. Council approval will give the neighborhood confidence in the process this committee is developing and will make the universities more willing to work with the neighborhood.


John Moot, 44 Coolidge Hill Road, stated that he believes that a City Council committee is the right structure for work on city/university relations.  Mr. Moot also said that the committee should consider splitting the long-term and immediate development issues, perhaps even having different task forces to look at these issues

Councillor Maher thanked those in attendance for their participation.  The meeting was adjourned at 2:30 p.m.

For the Committee,

Councillor David P. Maher, Chair.
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The Economic Development, Training and Employment Committee conducted a public meeting on Thursday, June 20, 2002 at eleven o’clock and five minutes a.m. in the Ackermann Room.


The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the youth summit, the business directories, the Buy Cambridge Initiative (BCI) and any other business that comes before the committee.


Present at the meeting were Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Chair of the committee, Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Ellen Semonoff, Deputy Director, Human Services Department, Sue Walsh, Director, Workforce Development, Susan Glaser, Deputy Director, Community Development Department, Estella Johnson, Economic Development Director, Community Development Department, Duane Brown, Affirmative Action Officer, Cynthia Griffin, Purchasing Agent, Joan Dillon, Assistant Purchasing Agent, Nancy McLeod, Construction Procurement Manager, Purchasing Department, James Monagle, City Auditor and Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk.


Also present at the meeting was Nicola Williams, a business owner.

Councillor Simmons opened the meeting and stated the topics of discussion will be the following:

· Update on the youth summit; 

· Update on the business directories;

· Buy Cambridge Initiative and

· Procurement process that impedes women, people of color and small businesses from doing business with the city.

Councillor Simmons asked Ms. Walsh to give an updated on the youth summit.  Ms. Walsh stated that the youth summit name is misleading.  This was a vehicle to get youth service agencies together to collaborate.  Representatives from the Housing Authority, Community Development, Office of Workforce Development, RSTA Director Steve Spofford and the Disabilities Commission met and discussed ways how to work more closely.  Mr. Spofford wanted to have the school more involved.  Two meetings were held. The second meeting was more focused on professional development, the development of a mission statement and ways to enhance collaboration with the business community.  The committee will continue to meet and develop a plan to have a Cambridge compact to enlist the business community to buy into employing the youth of the City.


Estella Johnson stated this effort is a way to marshal resources in Cambridge to let the youth know what is out in the job market and to let the businesses learn about the programs in the school.  Councillor Simmons asked if there is interest in the business community to hire students.  Ms. Walsh informed the committee that business pledges are down thirty percent for jobs because of the economy.  The business community is concerned about the skills of the future workforce.  Councillor Simmons asked what is the end result.  Ms. Walsh responded to create a number of ways for the businesses to connect.  Ms. Johnson stated that the City wants Cambridge businesses to employ Cambridge residents and to look toward the school to develop good relationships, such as providing a tuition program for the youth to go on to higher education.

Councillor Simmons turned to the next topic, the business directories.  She asked for a progress report.  Ms. Johnson stated that the Women and Minorities Owned Business Directory will be ready before the fall.  There are over 200 women and minority owned businesses in the directory.  It is one book including both women and minority owned businesses.  She anticipates bringing the directory to be printed within a month.  Additional resource information, such as loan information and the state certification process will be included in the directory.  The directory will also be on the Web.

Councillor Simmons asked if the bid process could be explained in the directory to help the BCI.  She suggested the following could be provided:

· Small business information provided by Ms. Johnson

· Bid and purchase order information provided by Ms. Griffin

· Bill payment process information provided by Mr. Monagle.

This information will be very helpful to small businesses, she said.  She also wanted the directory to be reversed to let businesses know that the city wants to do business with them.  This information should let businesses know how to interface with the city and with whom to interface.


Ms. Williams suggested to Ms. Johnson that the business surveys should be distributed electronically.


Vice Mayor Davis asked if the directory on the Web would have a search feature.  She suggested the use of a high tech company.  Ms. Johnson stated that the work would be done internally.  She will check on the search feature.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that she would like a model.  Ms. Williams stated that WIBC Connection has a new directory on the Web.  Mr. Brown stated that the State Office of Minorities and Women Business Association (SOMWBA) has a search feature, however printing the report is time consuming.  He suggested that the SOMWBA Web site be reviewed to learn what you do not want on the site.  He also provided the committee with the SOMWBA list as requested at the previous meeting.  The SOMWBA list will be on file in the City Clerk’s Office.  Ms. Johnson stated that the information would be polled by the standard industrial codes.


Vice Mayor Davis asked if environmentally friendly vendors would be listed.  Ms. Johnson replied that this information will not be included, but it can be noted in the directory that Cambridge is interested in environmentally friendly vendors.  Ms. Griffin provided a copy of the State Environmentally Preferable Products Procurement Program ATTACHMENT A.


Ms. Glaser stated that Cambridge is involved in the Cities for Climate Protection Plan (CCP).  She distributed information on the CCP ATTACHMENT B.  She also distributed a draft of Strategy 3: Environmentally Preferable Purchasing ATTACHMENT C.  Vice Mayor Davis suggested a menu of all purchasing strategy recommendations beyond paper and diesel fuel be requested from the Community Development Department.  She further suggested that John Bolduc, author of the CCP, be invited to a meeting of this committee.


Councillor Simmons asked Ms. Johnson how was the Business Industrial District (BID) progressing.  Ms. Johnson responded that the business community would present a plan to the City Council at the end of the summer or in the early fall.  A certain percentage of businesses need to become BID members.  Businesses in Central Square have been encouraged to join the BID.  Councillor Simmons asked if the businesses are interested in the BID.  Very interested, but there are a lot of volunteers working on the BID who are retirement age.  Is there someone to contact regarding the BID asked Councillor Simmons.  Mr. George Metzger and Arnold Goldstein replied Ms. Johnson.


The committee next discussed the Buy Cambridge Initiative (BCI).  Councillor Simmons stated that she would like to have a BCI Expo in mid October.  A viable package to distribute is needed for the BCI Expo.  The directory should be ready to distribute.  A reverse directory is needed.  She used this example to explain the reverse directory: if a vendor sells paint who can the vendor contact in the city to sell the paint.

Ms. Griffin informed the committed that there is information on the Web that encourages Cambridge vendors to add their business to the state contract list.  Councillor Simmons stated that Cambridge small businesses do not know that they can do business with the City.  Ms. Williams stated that some small businesses do not want to do business with the city because it takes too long to be paid.  Councillor Simmons wanted to know how can this lengthy bill payable process be change.  She further asked if the city has a mechanism to respond to businesses that want to do business with the city.  Ms. Griffin distributed a list of products the city purchases ATTACHMENT D and the buyers in her office and the department for which they purchase goods ATTACHMENT E.


Councillor Simmons asked how could the bills payable process be made better.  Prompt payment is critical for small businesses.  How should the process work.  Ms. Griffin explained by example.  If a concert is performed a check can be cut and given to the vendor after the performance.  People Soft, the city’s new financial computer program, caused a delay.  That delay has been worked out.  Councillor Simmons asked how can the administration instill in the city departments that it is crucial to pay bills in a timely fashion.  Mr. Monagle informed the committee that if a purchase order was issued the money for the goods or services is encumbered.  This bill can be paid in one week.  Councillor Simmons stated that she wanted a small committee of members of the Purchasing Department, Community Development Department and the Auditing Department to list the steps how a small business does business with the city, who to contact, how to be added to the state contract list, how to secure payment from the city, who to contact if there is a problem or delay in getting the bill paid.  Mr. Monagle stated that a Bills Payable Schedule would need to be prepared by the department that purchased the product before a check is cut.  He suggested retraining of all city department heads and the fiscal personnel in the departments to ensure the fact that these key individuals understand the importance of paying a bill promptly.


Councillor Simmons added that the City of Cambridge needs to build a good reputation regarding prompt payment of bills.  If a vendor experiences a problem there should be one person only that the vendor contacts to rectify the situation.  Ms. Johnson asked if there is an internal auditing process so see how long it takes to get bills paid.  Mr. Monagle responded that all bills that enter his office are time stamped.  Ms. Johnson asked if there is a uniform standard throughout the city on the payment of bills.  Councillor Simmons stated that paying bills should not vary by department.


Vice Mayor Davis suggested that the city needs to do the following:

· Improve the reputation on  bills payable;

· Information on purchasing and payment process should be put on the Web; and

· Publicity done about information, directory and steps taken to improve payment process.

Councillor Simmons strongly suggested fixing the process before any publicity is done.


Ms. Griffin stated that departments need to be educated about the hardship caused for the small business by bills being paid late and the harm caused to the reputation of the city by this payment delay.

Ms. Williams informed the committee that small businesses do not operate on purchase orders.  Small businesses, she said, also need to be educated.  Councillor Simmons suggested that a purchase order form be developed for the use of small businesses.  Ms. Williams stated language must be clear and to list the procedure. 


Councillor Simmons asked for a copy of the Accounting Policy for the city.  Mr. Monagle would provide the policy.


Ms. Williams also suggested that the city educate department heads to use local businesses.


At the conclusion of the meeting it was decided that the BCI Expo would occur October 17th and 18th.


Councillor Simmons made the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to instruct the Purchasing Agent, the Auditor, the Economic Development Director to meet and prepare a written information packet to be included with the Fall, 2002 Women and Minority Business Directory and on the Web outlining the following:

· Process to do business with the city;

· Process for vendor to be added to state contract;

· Purchase order process listing contact person;

· Bills payable process listing contact person;

· Process where product vendor can sell product to the city departments and who to contact; and be it further

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to inform all city departments and in particular fiscal personnel in each department the importance of bills owed by the city to be paid in a timely manner.


The motion carried on a voice vote.


Councillor Simmons thanked all attendees.  She stated that the topic for the next meeting would be the Gibbs Report and outreach for the BCI Expo.


The meeting adjourned at twelve o’clock and twenty minutes p. m.







For the Committee,







Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Chair
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The Health and Environment and the Public Safety Committees held a joint public meeting on Friday, June 21, 2002 at noon in the Sullivan Chamber


The purpose of the meeting was to conduct a joint meeting to discuss a municipal light company, maintenance, local conservation programs and the use of renewable energy.


Present at the meeting were: Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor David Maher, James Maloney, Assistant City Manager for Fiscal Affairs, George Fernandes, City Electrician, Catherine Preston, Environmental and Transportation Planning, Community Development Department, Abby Dewolfe, Environmental Intern, Community Development Department, Garrett Simonson, Assistant to the Mayor and Vice Mayor, Julia Bowdoin, Assistant to the City Manager and Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk.  


Also present at the meeting were the following representatives from: William Zamparelli, Community Relations, Robert Masci, Somerville Operations Manager, Richard A. Moran, Residential Program Manager Energy Efficiency Services, Amin R. Jessa, Lead Engineer System Engineering and Nelson P. Medeiros, Program Manager of New Construction Energy Efficiency Services 


Vice Mayor Davis opened the meeting and stated the purpose.  She requested all attendees to introduce themselves and requested the representatives to outline their function.


Robert Masci informed the committee that he is the Somerville Operations Manager and is responsible for the City of Cambridge.  He is responsible for lights, power and maintenance and has been responsible for this area since February 15, 2002.  His district includes nine cities and town including Cambridge, Arlington, East Boston, Charlestown, Chelsea, Somerville, Winchester, Stoneham and Woburn.  He informed the committee that he is the person to call if there is a problem in Cambridge.  He gave the committee his telephone number (617) 369-5431.  The general public should call 

1-800-592-2000.


Amin R. Jessa stated that he is the Lead Engineer for the City of Cambridge and other communities.  Vice Mayor Davis asked him what is job.  Mr. Jessa responded that he works on all capital improvement plans, new construction, new investments and new assets and the maintenance plan.  He handles nineteen communities and two service centers, Somerville and Waltham.  


William Zamparelli is the Community Relations Representative.


Nelson P. Medeiros, Program Manager, works in the commercial and industrial sectors.  He manages the new construction program and the energy efficiency program for the gas program.


Richard A. Moran, Program Manager, whose focus is on energy efficiency in the residential sector for all cities and towns.


Vice Mayor Davis stated that she called the meeting to discuss four topics:

· Outage and service of electric systems;

· Municipal lighting program and outages;

· Energy efficiency program options; and

· Renewable energy and green power.

Vice Mayor Davis asked what role does NSTAR play as the power provider.  Mr. Zamparelli responded that under the 1998 deregulation NSTAR is a distributor and transmission company.  NSTAR provides transmission of power to a grid.

The meeting now focused on power, maintenance and outages.  

Councillor Murphy stated that it is frustrating for the general public to adapt.  Formerly there was one entity responsible for service in Cambridge.  The perception is that maintenance has not received the attention it should.

A discussion ensued about energy shortage.  Mr. Fernandes stated that there is no shortage of available power for Cambridge.  Mr. Jessa stated that there is a surplus capacity.

In responding to concerns about maintenance, Mr. Fernandes informed the committee that NSTAR has agreed to work on a number of circuits.  There is a system switch on poles in Cambridge and these need to be changed.  There are 270-280 switches that need to be changed.  Faulty equipment caused the outages in Central and Harvard Squares last year, he said.  He informed the committee that outages and reoccurrence were due to the installation of new switchgears.


Vice Mayor Davis informed the representatives from that Cambridge is used to consistent power.  The general public is not aware that there is planned maintenance.  Mr. Fernandes stated that the public does get notified when there is planned maintenance.  Vice Mayor Davis suggested that this information could be put on the Web.  Mr. Zamparelli stated that placing this information on the Web could be a security issue.  Mail or flyers transmit this information.  Mr. Jessa distributed an action plan (ATTACHMENT A).

Councillor Murphy asked how long does it take to replace a switch.  Mr. Masci stated that it depends if the pole needs to be replaced, but it could take a day or two.  He further stated that safety is number one concern with service and reliability as number two.  Circuits need to be de-energized for protection of employees.

Mr. Jessa stated that there are 140-145 circuits in Cambridge.  Mr. Fernandes stated that this is the reason why he has requested special service due to the number of circuits.  Mr. Masci informed the committee that he wants a good working relationship with Cambridge and he will ensure that NSTAR will do better in the future.  Mr. Fernandes stated that there has been an improvement in the last few months.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that she wants consistent power and communication.

Mr. Fernandes outlined that an improvement in circuits in Cambridgeport was due to an upgrade.  Harvard and Central Squares will have an upgrade and transformers.  Kendall Square, he said, needs an upgrade because of development in this area.  Mr. Jessa stated that a new substation at a cost of $32 million is being reviewed.  Mr. Masci stated that the Cambridge distribution system is old.  NSTAR is working aggressively; outages should be expected.  NSTAR has spent $1.5 million on infrastructure upgrade.

Councillor Murphy asked if there was a reduction in the money spent on maintenance.  Mr. Masci responded that NSTAR's maintenance was brought back up.  One employee does walk-downs, (an inspection of poles on streets).  Infrared inspections are being done on 24 circuits.  Mr. Jessa stated that high voltage testing was done on 8 circuits.  There may be an offset because money is spent on capital.  

Councillor Murphy asked how much will be spent on service maintenance.  Mr. Masci stated that maintenance comes out of the Mass. Avenue complex.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that she would like the maintenance figures for three years.  She wanted two years of actual figures and one year of projected maintenance costs.  Mr. Masci stated that the $1.5 million spent was on maintenance and capital.  A figure for the total amount spent for capital for Cambridge can be given.  Vice Mayor Davis stated she wanted the figure broken apart.  Councillor Murphy stated that he was concerned with the quality of service and the money invested.

Councillor Maher informed the NSTAR representatives that a fence was broken and there was trash on the property at theWestern Avenue, Memorial Drive, Putnam Avenue site.  Mr. Zamparelli stated that he would check into this situation.  Vice Mayor Davis wanted to know who owned the substation property on Putnam Avenue and Pleasant Street.  Mr. Zamparelli responded NSTAR owns the property.  Mr. Fernandes stated that the property on Blackstone Street is deteriorating.  NSTAR, he said, did a good job with the park in Kendall Square.

Vice Mayor Davis made the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to secure a report from NSTAR on the exact and projected amount expended on maintenance for the last three years.


On a voice vote the motion - 


Carried.


Vice Mayor Davis now turned to the subject of municipal lighting.  She stated that there are 300 municipal lights out in the city and residents are frustrated because the lights are not replaced.  Mr. Fernandes stated that in the past 4 months an employee has been assigned to replace the lights and his figure for the lights that are out is 700.  He has provided NSTAR with a list, but this list has not been worked on.  These lights need to be replaced and then patrol can be done.  Mr. Zamparelli stated that Mr. Masci is responsible for the lighting.  Mr. Masci informed the committee that Robert Clark would handle the street light report for the NSTAR territory.  One Lamp Ranger, out of three positions, has been assigned to Cambridge.


Councillor Murphy asked how many lights are there in Cambridge.  Mr. Fernandes responded 5300 light are NSTAR's and 800 are Cambridge lights.


Councillor Murphy asked how long do lights last.  Mr. Masci responded mercury lights last 3 years; sodium lights 4-5 years.  Mr. Masci stated that 254 lights were repaired in one month.  Mr. Maloney asked if NSTAR had no interest in this part of the business.  Mr. Masci stated that it is an advantage to cities to buy their infrastructure and to do the maintenance.  Mr. Maloney asked if NSTAR sets up maintenance for hire.  Mr. Masci responded in the negative.  NSTAR wants to improve its system, he said.


Councillor Maher asked if when the Lamp Ranger checks outages is there any priority area.  Mr. Fernandes stated that he would like to rotate patrol for the 13 neighborhoods in the city.  Councillor Maher asked if lights are out in crime areas could these areas be given priority for light replacement.  Mr. Masci replied certainly.  Mr. Fernandes provides NSTAR with a list, he said.  Mr. Fernandes informed the committee that the mercury vapor lights go dim when they need to be replaced.  Sodium lights go on and off.  A patrol may not report the need for replacement of these lights.


Vice Mayor Davis asked if the City Council would get a report on the cost if the city purchases the lights.  Mr. Maloney stated cost estimates would be secured.  This is a financial advantage, except for the maintenance.  Mr. Masci stated that the city will own the utility from the manhole out and it is purchased "as is".  Mr. Maloney stated that the city needs to know that NSTAR is interested in the service development aspect.  There is an interest to restore confidence and to keep Cambridge as a customer.  This is good information that Cambridge needs to know.


Vice Mayor Davis asked what is happening with energy efficiency.  Mr. Medeiros

informed the committee that the most efficient bulb is high-pressure sodium (HPS).  Mr. Fernandes stated that in 1990 Cambridge went from mercury lights to sodium; 95% of the lights are sodium.  Mr. Masci informed the committee that bulbs and ballast are hazardous waste.  Cambridge recycles stated Mr. Fernandes.


Mr. Nelson stated that he manages the new construction program.  The information on this program is on the Web site.  The Web address is www.NSTARonline.com.  Incentives are used to encourage high efficiency products.  There are three programs:

· New construction


ATTACHMENT B
· Retrofit program


ATTACHMENT C
· Retrofit for small business 

ATTACHMENT D.

Councillor Murphy asked if there is any sector of the economy in Cambridge to reach out to.  Mr. Medeiros suggested including energy efficient replacement equipment in the "Request for Proposals" (RFP).  Councillor Murphy asked if a presentation has been made to the Chamber of Commerce.  Mr. Medeiros responded in the affirmative.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that Cambridge would like to development a partnership with NSTAR.  Mr. Medeiros stated that he would provide information on the programs and training.


The committee heard from Mr. Moran, the Residential Energy Efficiency Program Manager for NSTAR.  He outlined the Residential Conservation Service Program (RCP) ATTACHMENT E.  A customer must enroll in the program.  A home assessment is done.  Incentives are given up to $1,000 or 50% of cost.  Services can include weatherization.  Target customers for this program are electric heat customers.  Ms. Preston asked if renters could use this program.  Mr. Moran responded in the affirmative.  The landlord approval may be required.  Councillor Maher asked who does the work.  Mr. Moran responded that subcontractors do the work under NSTAR guidelines.  The number to call for this program is 866-527-7283.


Vice Mayor Davis asked about the halogen turn in program.  Mr. Moran stated that effective July 2002 all electric companies have a partnership with Aubuchon Hardware stores to turn in halogen torchiere lamps at a cost of $4.99 and receive a high efficiency torchiere lamp.  Vice Mayor Davis asked about having this program in Cambridge.  Mr. Moran responded that he would take this request back to his manager.  He will follow up and get back to Cambridge with an answer on this program.  


A discussion ensued about a rebate for energy star label products.  The new construction program offers incentives for energy star appliances and lighting.  Mr. Fernandes asked if there is a renovation program.  Mr. Moran believed there is such a program for adding on to a home.  Mr. Moran stated that there is a low-income program for energy efficient service provided at no cost to the occupant.


Vice Mayor Davis stated that she would postpone the renewable energy program discussion for another time.


Vice Mayor Davis stated that better communication is needed.  These meetings, she said, are a way to develop awareness at this level.  There is a will to create a municipal utility partnership.  Mr. Fernandes asked if NSTAR would look into whether there was computer software that would enable all computers run by the city department to be shut down to save energy.  Mr. Moran stated computers go into low power mode.  There would be more wear and tear on the computer by turning the computer on and off. 


Vice Mayor Davis thanked all attendees.  She stated that the issues of partnership with NSTAR and the renewable energy will be discussions to be continued at the next meeting.


The meeting adjourned at two o'clock and ten minutes p. m.







For the Committee,







Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis,








Chair

Committee Report #9

PUBLIC SAFETY



In City Council July 29, 2002
COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair

Councillor David P Maher

Councillor Timothy J. Toomey


The Public Safety Committee held a public meeting on Tuesday, June 25, 2002 at 6:35 p. m. in the Sullivan Chamber.


The purpose of the meeting was to discuss video monitoring of enforcement of stopping at red lights.  


Present at the meeting were Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Brian Murphy, Ronnie Watson, Police Commissioner, Superintendent David Degou, Cambridge Police Department, Sgt. John Jones, Cambridge Police Department, Sue Clippinger, Director of Traffic, Parking & Transportation, and Elaine McGrath, City Clerk’s office.

Also present were the following residents of Cambridge:  Ted Hamann, 106 Holworthy St, Fran Chaikin, 172 Auburn St., Robin Bledsoe, 2130 Massachusetts Ave., Ann K. Lambert, 130 Mt. Auburn St., Rona Gregory, 14 Locke St., Brian Culver, 385 Concord Ave., Bette Davis, 395 Broadway, Rozann Kraus, 91 Chilton St., Michael Halle, 2 Westacott Ct., David Loutzenheiser, 230 Lexington Ave., Bruce Sylvester, 453 Franklin St., and Garfield Morrison (no address given). 


Vice Mayor Davis opened the meeting and stated the purpose.  She then asked for an explanation of the bill that is pending before the state legislature on video enforcement of traffic stops.  

Mr. Hamman identified the bill as House Bill No. 4912 (Attachment A) and stated that it modified earlier bills that had been sponsored by Councillor and State Representative Timothy Toomey and others.  The legislation would allow Boston and Cambridge to install cameras at intersections to take pictures of the rear license plates of cars that run red lights.  Other cities in Europe and the U.S. such as San Francisco and Baltimore use these cameras, with success.  According to Mr. Hamann, the deterrent effect is almost overwhelming.  The Massachusetts legislation would create a pilot program running through July 2005 to test the cameras.  Mr. Hamann acknowledged and addressed the concerns of people who are leery about video enforcement as an invasion of privacy.  The bill allows photos only if a vehicle runs a red light and then only of the license plate.  The violation is treated like a parking ticket violation, rather than a moving violation.  There are no penalties against insurance and the maximum fine is $100.  Mr. Hamann describes the penalty as the equivalent of a meter maid ticket.  Records are kept for one year.  If there are multiple violations, the vehicle can be impounded.  Enforcement is not primarily through police, but through ticketing.  While private companies provide and maintain the cameras, their compensation is not based on the numbers of pictures taken.

Ms. Clippinger noted that police have to review violations to ensure they are legitimate and that this oversight was critical to Boston’s approval of the proposal.

Police Commissioner Watson noted that several years ago, he and Ms. Clippinger were approached with a proposal for this kind of video monitoring.  They agreed there was a serious problem with red light running and that such a system was needed.  At that time, the video company proposed to manage the administrative functions.  Commissioner Watson stated that he has questions about how the police would verify these violations.  The video company should not make independent decisions but the police role needs to be clarified.  According to Commissioner Watson, video monitoring has worked well in other cities.  One important aspect is to conceal the locations of cameras so that drivers cannot anticipate and avoid them, and so that they achieve maximum deterrence.  Commissioner Watson pointed out that in 2001, there were 3838 citations for running red lights; in 2002, there have been 1644 so far.

Mr. Hamann stated that the best possible enforcement would be to locate cameras at every corner where there was a problem.  However, it is expensive to run the cameras 24 hours a day; it can also be dangerous if police chase violators.

Ms. Chaikin noted that bicyclists also violate red lights.  Commissioner Watson pointed out that this bill only covers cars.  Cambridge is the only local city that cites bike violations.  This summer, the city will target enforcement of bike violations at 14 locations.

Ms. Lambert spoke as a resident and a member of the American Civil Liberties Union.  She commended the city for rejecting this proposal in City Council in April 2002, while continuing the discussion and consideration of the underlying issues.  She is concerned about the city increasing surveillance of residents, and raised issues of invasion of privacy and “mission creep”.  She noted that in the United Kingdom, for example, there are over 2 million cameras in use; citizens, on average, are photographed about 300 times a day.  Although this proposal may not be illegal or unconstitutional, it is part of a disturbing trend of increasing surveillance.   She is also concerned about what locations may be targeted for enforcement, and about the city’s financial and administrative ability to do quality control of the process.  She asks the Council to stand by their earlier decision and to consider other, less intrusive ways of solving traffic problems.

Ms. Gregory, a member of the Pedestrian Committee, spoke about her concern as a parent with the risks of getting her children across the streets safely. She believes there is no way to do adequate police enforcement.  She shares the concerns about increased surveillance, but believes there are safeguards and that the risks to civil liberties must be balanced with concerns for public safety.  Only cars running red lights trigger the camera.  Ms. Gregory is comfortable with the bill’s safeguards and the track record from other cities, and strongly supports the proposal.

Mr. Culver, a member of the Pedestrian Committee, supported video enforcement as an important tool.  The Pedestrian Committee has used cameras to capture information on driver violations.  There are simply not enough police to do traffic enforcement.  The more drivers see other cars violating the rules of the road, the more they are encouraged to do the same.  This can create “road rage”on the streets.

Ms. Davis spoke as a 30-year resident and a former journalist who wrote an article on the need for video monitoring in 1998 (Attachment B).  She read the article, highlighting the dangers that pedestrians face from increasingly heavy traffic, traffic violations, inadequate pedestrian lights, and the limits of police enforcement.  She continues to recommend photo enforcement.  It has been used successfully in Europe for 20 years.  The American experience has been that there are even higher numbers of violations than expected.  Any privacy concerns are limited, since only law breakers are subject to surveillance, and then only their licenses are photographed.  According to Ms. Davis, focusing on civil rights and privacy issues in this context only protects the guilty and endangers the innocent.

Ms. Kraus, a member of the Pedestrian Committee, agreed that it was worth considering video enforcement if it would save lives, but urged the council to reserve it as a last resort.  She stated that the larger context of traffic safety has three elements: education, engineering and enforcement.  Video enforcement is one aspect of enforcement, and only captures one group of violators-- in cars, not those on bikes or on foot.  She stated that the problem was people’s feeling of entitlement to travel through the city any way they please, and that other solutions are available.  According to Ms. Kraus, selective use of cameras will only teach people to take other routes and won’t make them travel responsibly.  She is working on a proposal that would use police and meter maids to educate the public to be more responsible in traffic, and feature enhanced police enforcement.  She believes that Cambridge is not like other cities, and that it should try to solve the problem by changing people’s attitudes and behavior in traffic.  

Mr. Halle agreed with Ms. Kraus that the goal was to make Cambridge a better place.  However, he notes that people often obey the law not because they care, but because of enforcement.  If there is a police presence, people’s behavior improves.  This legislation would give Cambridge a choice of tools to improve pedestrian safety.  With the trial period, the city can tailor surveillance, and address concerns such as privacy.  He stated that it is important to support the idea since video monitoring can change behavior.

Mr. Loutzenheiser of the Pedestrian Committee emphasized that the issue is safety in the street from injury and death.  The city needs a multifaceted approach that includes education, engineering and enforcement.  Cameras are a very effective part of this.

Mr. Sylvester stated that even if people know the locations of the cameras, and only improve their behavior there, that would be an improvement.  As for civil liberties concerns, the fact that illegal behavior triggers the surveillance is an important safeguard.  At worst, the use of cameras might mean less police enforcement against other violations.  

Commissioner Watson noted that with the new focus on safety after September 11, 2001, there are fewer resources for traffic enforcement.  For example, state police are responsible for many of the major routes through Cambridge, but they do not do enforcement.  He agreed that video enforcement would be another useful tool.  Without police back-up, there can still be a problem.  As it is, only a small number of violations are written up.  Education is critical, but proposals may be difficult to implement.  The city needs to make technology work for us.

Councillor Murphy stated that he understands and shares the concerns about running red lights.  While he knows it is discouraging to some, he continues to oppose the proposal because of issues about increased surveillance in society.  He encouraged Ms. Kraus to develop her proposal for increased education and police enforcement, and possibly an action by pedestrians with police to catch scofflaws.  He will continue to work for more police and financial resources to improve traffic enforcement, and noted that this could pay for itself in fines.

Vice-Mayor Davis read and entered into the record two letters: a May 2, 2002 letter in support of traffic video monitoring from WalkBoston (Attachment C), and a June 25, 2002 supporting letter from the Cambridge Community Development Department to City Manager Healy (Attachment D).  

Ms. Gregory stated her support for the range of measures to ensure safety, but expressed concern with the limits of local education efforts, since many drivers are not Cambridge residents, and many drivers know the law but break it anyway.

Mr. Hamann addressed the costs of the system briefly.  There would be a one-time capital cost for installation.  Any maintenance costs should be compared to the costs of enforcement. 


Ms. Davis stated that it was naïve to count on education to change motorists’ behavior, and that it will take enforcement to do that.  One aspect of the problem is the number of out-of-town drivers.  For example, the Harvard Square Design Committee discovered that 80 percent of the drivers in the Square were from outside Cambridge.

Ms. Kraus suggested that people will respond to the rules of the local culture, and that the committee should focus on the larger problem of civility, and not make video enforcement a priority tool.

Commissioner Watson noted that education is part of any new enforcement effort, which would start with warnings.

Vice-Mayor Davis reviewed the City Council vote of April 8, 2002 which rejected a resolution in favor of video enforcement on a vote of four in favor, four opposed, and one absent.  She stated her support for the state legislation, which is pending, and noted that Cambridge cannot do anything until the legislature acts.  However, Cambridge’s position can affect the success of the bill.  She will continue to work to improve pedestrian safety.  She urged the council and citizens to keep an eye on the issue, and encouraged residents to attend the July 29, 2002 City Council meeting, where these minutes will be entered.

Vice-Mayor Davis thanked everyone for attending.

The meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m.







For the Committee,







Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair
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David P. Maher, Chair

Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Vice Chair

Councillor Brian Murphy

Councillor E. Denise Simmons

Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Jr.


The University Relations Committee held a facilitated public meeting on June 26, 2002, beginning at 9:20 a.m. in the conference room of the Water Treatment Facility at 250 Fresh Pond Parkway.  The meeting was held to discuss the next steps in the process of working toward a better relationship with the universities.


Present at the meeting were Councillor David Maher, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Vice Chair of the Committee, Councillor Marjorie C. Decker, Councillor Anthony G. Galluccio, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Councillor Timothy J. Toomey Jr.  Council staff present were City Clerk D. Margaret Drury, Deputy Clerk Donna P. Lopez, Elaine McGrath, City Clerk’s Office, Sandra Albano, Assistant to the City Council, Garrett Simonson, Assistant to the Mayor and Vice Mayor.

The following administrative staff were present: Robert W. Healy, City Manager, Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Beth Rubenstein, Assistant City Manager for Community Development, Jill Herold, Assistant City Manager for Human Services, James Maloney, Assistant City Manager for Fiscal Affairs, and Julia Bowden, Assistant to the City Manager.  Roberta Miller, facilitator and trainer for collaborative processes was also present.


Councillor Maher called the meeting to order and requested that Ms. Miller begin the discussion.  Ms. Miller distributed material entitled “Discussion Documents from University/Cambridge Summit of 5/28/02” and reviewed the outcomes from that meeting (See Attachment A).  She noted that the prioritization process identified the following high priority cluster of work:

· Financial stability for the city and in-lieu-of-tax payments 

· Public education initiatives

· Housing

· Long term planning

· Coping with immediate issues

· Developing, maintaining and updating the principles, responsibilities, goals and bench marks of the relationships between the city and the institutions

Before moving to the workplan for the current meeting, Ms. Miller invited brief comments on the May 28, 2002 summit meeting with university attendance.  Ms. Miller then moved to the workplan for this meeting, which she described as answering the following questions:

1. What work should the Committee propose?

2. What city interests must be protected?

3. What structure will best achieve the goals?

Vice Mayor Davis said that the financial stability issue must be settled as soon as possible.  On the city side, the work there will continue to be done by the City Manager and his staff.  There should probably be a somewhat tighter connection to the Council, not much tighter, but a little tighter.  For her the confusing part is the long term planning and its tie to the immediate conflicts and hotspots that arise from the universities’ steps to implement their long-term plans.  The other areas could be addressed with the type of appointed and representative task forces that Councillor Decker has recommended.

Councillor Murphy suggested that the Council consider, with respect to long term planning, whether the current town/gown process, involving reports from the universities to the Planning Board, a Planning Board hearing and discussion and a report to the City Council, should happen more often than once a year.  Ms. Rubenstein agreed and added that the meetings should happen more than once a year as long as they become more than exercises in public relations presentations.  There must be real information and meaningful exchanges.  She also suggested that not all the meetings be held by the Planning Board; if there are four meetings per year, two could be with the Planning Board and two with the City Council.


Councillor Maher stated that he sees that suggestion as an example of something that could be recommended by a task force charged with looking at the issue of university/city long term planning and development.


Councillor Galluccio emphasized the need for separation of “good neighbor” and development issues.  The universities should not see their good neighbor activities as a quid pro quo for getting their desired results in the various permitting processes required for their development projects.


Mr. Rossi noted the need for more information from the universities and an end to the surprise developments such as the purchase of Tech Square by MIT.  Some surprise is inevitable in a competitive real estate market.  However, the universities must consider how the community as a whole is ever going to feel more comfortable with the institutions’ plans and projects when there continue to be surprises like Harvard’s Polaroid site purchase and MIT’s Tech Square purchase.

Vice Mayor Davis said that she would suggest research on model agreements between cities and universities with the view toward protection for the city even where there is not full disclosure.


Councillor Decker said that it is important to maintain a realistic view of the role of the universities as landowners and developers and the City Council’s role as an advocate for and protector of residents and neighbors.  There are times when the City Council will want to stop the university from development activities that it sees as harmful to the neighborhoods, and so the universities will never be comfortable divulging all of their land use plans.  A permanent committee with representatives of the neighborhood, the Council, the City Manager and the universities, all appointed by the City Manager, would tend to de-politicize the long-term focus.


Mr. Rossi said that the successful negotiation of a plan to protect the city’s financial stability and an agreement about physical boundaries for university expansion would go far towards reducing the adversarial content of the relationships.


Councillor Maher said that he agrees with Mr. Rossi that satisfactory financial protection and physical boundary agreements would result in major improvements in the relationships, but he noted that the City cannot reach these agreements through legislation by treating the universities differently from other entities, the agreements must be negotiated.


A discussion of the possibilities of a legislative solution to the financial and boundary issues ensued.  Councillor Maher pointed out that the City does not have the legal power to prohibit the universities from acquiring more property.  Councillor Simmons noted that the fact that the universities are different from all other landowners supports different legal treatment.  Councillor Decker said that the laws could be changed.  Mr. Rossi said that the likelihood of success in that endeavor is slight.  Councillor Maher added that previous attempts to limit the applicability of the property tax exemption have gone nowhere.  

Vice Mayor Davis said that the City can certainly continue to explore legal solutions.  At the same time the Council has to look at what can be achieved through this process, to clarify the Council vision of where universities can grow, and to look at improving the town/gown process.


Ms. Rubenstein stated that the Growth Policy Document developed by the Planning Board and approved by the City Council does address many of these issues (See Attachment B).


Mr. Maloney said that the consideration of growth agreements with the universities would require the City Council to have a clear vision of what it can live with.  MIT has made its intent to grow very clear.  The question is “how?” not “whether.”  He noted that Mayor Sullivan had previously said that if there were an agreement that acquisition by MIT would not affect the tax status of the property regardless of future educational use, he would actually prefer to have local ownership of Cambridge commercial property.  What if Harvard had come to the City four years ago when Spaulding and Slye was planning office buildings for the Polaroid site and offered its present plan for faculty housing?


Mr. Rossi said that in such a case, the City could have negotiated for more affordable units than the number required under the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance.


Councillor Decker said that Harvard’s acquisition of the site for faculty condominiums right after the neighborhood won a hard fought fight for housing for the benefit of the neighborhood instead of offices shocked and outraged the entire neighborhood.  An even bigger issue is that residents do not want to live in a city that is owned by Harvard.  She, like her fellow citizens, wants a diverse city with real neighborhoods. 


Councillor Simmons added that if the universities own too much of the city, they will have a bigger stake in the whole city’s agenda than is healthy and appropriate.


Mr. Maloney said that Councillor Decker’s views and Mr. Rossi’s views could both be accommodated if Harvard had acquired the site and a third-party developer had built the extra affordable units for the city.  



Vice Mayor Davis said that she believes that Northeastern University has a development of that type.  She would like to see research on model agreements between universities and municipalities. 


Ms. Miller suggested that in the short time left in this meeting, the members of the Council provide some guidelines in the high priority work areas for the committee to use in preparing recommendations to bring back to the full Council. 


In the area of education, the following comments were noted:

· Lesley University must be at the table (City Manager Healy).

· The School Committee and School Administration must play a large role, Cambridge College should be involved, and Longy School of Music could help with providing much needed expansion of music opportunities for Cambridge students (Councillor Reeves).

· Work on education should be tied to the Agenda for Children and its priority goal of literacy (Vice Mayor Davis).

· To negotiate the kind of university involvement that will have a real impact on the school system, the City Council and the City Manager must remain deeply involved in the negotiations (Councillor Maher).

· Task force members will need to have the benefit of research and information about best practices and university/public school collaborations in other cities (Councillor Reeves). 

Housing

· Cambridge needs more housing for families.  The creation of living/working space for artists should also be considered (Councillor Reeves).

· The task force should foster joint university/city housing in which the university acquires the land and the city/nonprofit housing agency pays for units in the housing the university develops (Mr. Rossi). 

Long Term Planning

· Ms. Miller noted that the Council has already expressed interest in building on the existing town/gown process with more regular meetings and more involvement of the City Council.

· Long term planning work should include looking at how there can be better protections for residents and neighborhoods.  The group that looks at long term planning issues should include representatives from the City Council, the City Manager, Community Development, the universities and residents from the affected neighborhoods (Councillor Maher).

Councillor Reeves noted that he sees unresolved questions about the structure of the groups that will be making decisions in the priority areas.  To get real commitments from the universities, the presidents must be involved in the discussions, and the City must be talking to the presidents.  The group that speaks for the city must include the City Manager and the Mayor.  These people make the agreement.  The task forces implement the agreements.

Ms Miller moved to the area of financial stability/taxes/ payments in lieu of taxes:

· This area involves the greatest consensus among members of the Council and the least amount of Council work because it is largely in the capable hands of the City Manager.  The Council can emphasize its consensus and support for the City Manager’s efforts with a Council policy resolution to that effect (Councillor Murphy).

Ongoing immediate development issues:

· There are often difficult timing issues involved in these matters.  For example, in the Agassiz area, Harvard is seeking a building permit.  In Riverside, residents are planning to file a zoning petition, which will have statutory time limits for Council action (Beth Rubenstein).

· The ongoing immediate issues usually come to the attention of the City Council through cries for help from neighborhood residents in the face of university expansion (Vice Mayor Davis).

Ms. Miller then invited public comment.


Elie Yarden, 143 Pleasant Street, expressed concern about apparent lack of information on the part of members of the Council.  He stated that citizens want to know that their government has the will to protect civil society.  That requires the Council to have a vision of the city that supercedes all other visions.  Building a neighborhood is not easy.  Harvard’s plan to use the housing that the neighborhood fought for in Cambridgeport as faculty condominiums which must be resold to Harvard when the faculty leaves Harvard will not build neighborhood and community.  The building will in effect be a barracks for Harvard teachers, whose stake is not in the neighborhood but rather in the institution.


The meeting was adjourned at 11:25 a.m.







For the committee, 







Councillor David P. Maher, Chair
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The Health and Environment and the Public Safety Committees conducted a joint public meeting on Wednesday, June 26, 2002 at two o'clock and ten minutes p. m. in the Ackermann Room.


The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the issue of domestic violence.


Present at the meeting were Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair of the Health and Environment and the Public Safety Committees, Councillor David Maher, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Jr., Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Jill Herold, Assistant City Manager for Human Services, Susan Pacheco, Council on Aging, Nancy Ryan, Director, Women's Commission, Harold Cox, Chief Public Health Officer, Lynn Schoeff, Director of Community Health, Health Department, Susan Marine, Violence Prevent Coordinator, Health Department, Sergeant Joseph McSweeney, Domestic Violence Unit, Police Department, Pauline Carter-Wells, Domestic Violence Unit, Police Department, Thomas O'Connor, Detective, Police Department, Jenny Venturo, Police Department and Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk.


Also present were representatives from other agencies: Antonia Chronis, Department of Social Services, Metro Regional Office, Linda McMaster, Transition House, Janet Yassen, Victims of Violence Program, Cambridge Health Alliance, Ilana Amrani-Cohen, Children with Voices, the Guidance Center, Loleta Collins, DTA, Domestic Violence Unit, Attorney Patricia Telles-Warren and Yvette Goulet, Cambridge/Somerville Legal Service (CASLS), Erin O'Hearn, The Family Center, Susan Cayouette, Clinical Director, EMERGE, Jacey Buel and Tanya Daniel, Dating Violence Intervention Project (DVIP).


Vice Mayor Davis called the meeting to order and stated the purpose.  She stated that this community was touched by the violence that recently occurred in the city.  She turned the meeting over to Nancy Ryan, Women's Commission, Harold Cox, Chief Public Health Officer and Susan Marine, Domestic Violence Unit, Health Department and to the agencies that provide service to the community.


Ms. Ryan informed the committee that there is a need to develop a dialogue about what services are needed.  In 1995 the Domestic Violence Free Zone (DVFZ) was established by City Council order.  The entity that deals most with domestic violence is the Police Department.  Ms. Ryan introduced Detective Thomas O'Connor who distributed a chart on Criminal Incidents of Domestic Violence for a three year period, 1999-2001 (ATTACHMENT A) and a chart outlining Domestic Violence Crime from January l, 2002 to June 23, 2002 (ATTACHMENT B).  He informed the committee that aggravated assault deals with using a weapon; simple assault deals with using a slap or a punch.  


Councillor Murphy asked how are the incidents broken down.  Detective O'Connor responded that as a general rule twenty percent of offenders commit eighty percent of the crimes.  Recidivist crime is not tracked.  Ms. Ryan stated that it is a good idea to track repeat offenders and put support in place for the victims.  Detective O'Connor stated that repeat calls are in the computer and the dispatchers are put on notice.  The results of these cases are not tracked.  The cases can take one year to be adjudicated.  Detective Carter-Wells informed the committee that recurrent crime does not mean that it is the same victim.  Attorney Tellis-Warren asked if perpetrators are tracked.  Detective O'Connor stated that the tracking is an address based system.  


The committee heard from Susan Marine, the Domestic Violence Coordinator, Cambridge Health Department, who stated that the Domestic Violence Free Zone has eleven project areas established by collaboration with departments in the city to prevent and eliminate domestic violence ATTACHMENT C.  Ms. Schoeff, Director of Community Health, stated that the core group of the DVFZ was established in l997 and representatives were appointed by the City Manager from city departments.  City employees have received information on domestic violence through the Employee Assistance Program, EAP.  Training has been given to the Housing Authority, School, Police, Human Services Department and the Health Alliance.  Specialized training was given to sixty School department employees to be Domestic Violence Resource Persons in the School Department.  A group was convened for children who have witnessed domestic violence.  


Ms. Marine informed the committee that domestic violence activity starts with teen dating.  An evaluation has been done on the domestic violence program of the last five years and a preliminary report will be prepared by the end of the summer.  Recommendations are being developed to consider a domestic violence policy for city employees.  Assessment of services is being done to see if there is a gap in services.  Services were discussed next.


Ms. Ryan stated that the Cambridge Domestic Violence Program is seen as a model throughout the country.  Services need to be expanded.  A list of services was distributed ATTACHMENT D.  Children who witness violence is a new program.  There are programs for men, but this is a challenge.


Councillor Murphy asked what are the entry places for services and do people who need help receive it.  Ms. Marine stated that less orthodox means are being used to contact people who need services.  More creative methods are needed.  Ms. Ryan stated that people enter the circle of domestic violence services through a multiplicity of organizations ATTACHMENT E.  There is no one-entry place and there is no tracking mechanism.


Councillor Reeves stated that the group he is familiar with is not aware of the hot line, (617) 665-2992.  The national hot line is l-800-799-7233.  Councillor Reeves stated that it is not clear where people go who are in pain.  He asked where is the door to enter in to receive services for domestic violence; he does not know whom to call.  The community is in crisis.  Where is the Crisis Response Team and what has this team done.  Ms. Ryan responded that the crisis intervention team does not talk to the community unless invited in by the community. 


The committee heard from some of the service providers.


Ms. Janet Yassen, Victims of Violence, stated that there are many services, but the services are no good if unknown to the people who need them or there is no access to the services.  People receive services in different ways such as primary care providers; victims and their families use clergy and friends.  The crisis team does not handle the individual.  One to one counseling is provided.  Councillor Reeves stated that in the midst of this crisis the team needs to be involved, but there has been no involvement.  He stated that with the murder/suicide incident that occurred in the city the public does not know that they can go to the Windsor Street Health Clinic for services.  Mr. Cox stated that the Crisis Response Team (CRT) was actively involved with the Cambridge Housing Authority to think through what was needed in the community meeting.  Information on CRT, Victim Advocacy Support Team and Victims of Violence Program was distributed, ATTACHMENT F.

Ms. Ilana Amrani-Cohen, Children with Voices, stated that she was called by the School Department to do counseling to the school on Tuesday morning.  All teachers were met and the children who witnessed the violence were identified.  Four first grade children witnessed the violence.  The children talk to teachers.  Services, she said are provided for children and parents of domestic violence.  Her agency is spread thin, she said.  She would like to have a program for offending fathers.  Her agency serves 165 children and 113 families.  She distributed information about the Guidance Center ATTACHMENT G.

In response to a question by Councillor Reeves, Ms. Ryan stated that she would get Richard Harding involved in this matter.  Vice Mayor Davis asked if there are mental health services for men.  Ms. Schoeff stated that there are many services offered to men through community based services.  EMERGE offers services to men who batter and strive to prevent the battering.  Ms. Susan Cayouette, Clinical Director of EMERGE, stated that EMERGE is a court ordered volunteer program which enrolls offenders.  Wives or girlfriends voluntarily refer offenders.  No one can be forced to participate in the program without a court order.  Councillor Reeves stated that EMERGE has a fatal flaw -- that being it will only talk to men.  Ms. Cayouette responded that people in this program have crossed the line, they are not just in controlling relationships they include physical violence.


Attorney Telles-Warren suggested to Councillor Reeves that he refer his inquiries to legal services.  An advocate will work on the issue.  It is better to filter victims to the right people.  Word of mouth is the best way to get the word out, especially for non-English speaking people, she said.  Passing the information inter-agency is the best way to gain access.  Councillor Reeves asked about eligibility for legal services. Attorney Telles-Warren responded in theory all persons are to be helped.


Ms. Ryan asked Mr. Buel to give information on the Dating Violence Intervention Project (DVIP).  Mr. Buel stated that the focus is to get men early to prevent them being an EMERGE participant.  He works at the high school.  An after school program is run at the Kennedy Middle School.  This project must be made as attractive as possible to get participation.  EMERGE does the training so that the counselors can be certified.  A teen hot line is run by teens with adult supervision each day from 3-7 p.m. 


The discussion now focused on the gaps in services.  Ms. Marine outlined the gaps ATTACHMENT H.  The problem is to get to people who do not have access to services.  People who do not have children in the public schools are being missed.  There are hidden victims.  The hidden victims are being missed because they do not exhibit that they are victims.  She further stated that the Domestic Violence Officer position at the Cambridge Housing Authority is vacant.  People who do not use medical care are being skipped.  People who do not use WIC, MAPS or Concilio Hispano are being missed.  Outreach needs to be done at area businesses, churches, community and youth centers and public facilities.


Vice Mayor Davis asked of the 707 incidents in 2001 how many had contact with the system.  Detective O'Connor responded that 33-36% of domestic violence calls result in arrests after the incident, rather than at the scene.  Ms. Jenny Venturo, Police Department, does follow up with the calls, he said.  

Vice Mayor Davis stated that she would like to have a goal where perpetrators were known ahead of the incident.  Ms. Marian Ryan, Domestic Violence Unit, Middlesex District Attorney's Office, stated that it is a success if a victim of domestic violence reports the incident.  There is an 80% success with intervention.


Vice Mayor Davis asked if there was an analysis done to determine if the service is effective.  Ms. Ryan stated that there is no consistent data.  Cambridge restraining orders have increased.  Attorney Telles-Warren informed the committee that some clients have never had any police incidences.  Batterers file several motions and CASLS has to respond.  Ms. Marine stated that an effort would be made to talk to the survivors of domestic violence.  Tracking batterers is cumbersome and dangerous, she said.

Attorney Ryan stated that the number one thing that makes a difference in domestic violence is the first person of contact with the victim.  The personal piece makes all the difference, she said.

Councillor Reeves stated that there does not exist an outreach network for mental health and therapy.  Numerous incidents have occurred in the area of the Windsor Street Health Clinic with little outreach made from the Health Clinic to the victims and their families.  Mental health and depression for men of color is at dangerous proportions, he said.

Vice Mayor Davis asked what are the gaps with the services.  Ms. Yassen stated that proper outreach cannot be done because there are two part-time advocates to see 100 people; the resources are just not there.  Ms. Schoeff stated that she wanted to identify the needs and to work to meet the needs and to ensure that services are known and utilized.  Councillor Murphy stated that there is a desire by the City Council to provide resources for outreach.  Additional services may be needed if existing services are insufficient.  Councillor Murphy requested a list of contacts at the various agencies for the City Council and School Committee.

Vice Mayor Davis thanked all attendees.  She applauded all the service providers.

The meeting adjourned at three o'clock and fifty-five minutes p.m.






For the Committee,






Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis







Chair
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The Ordinance Committee held a public meeting on June 26, 2002, beginning at 4:15 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber for the purpose of considering proposed amendments to the Zoning Ordinance to modify regulations related to theater parking.


Present at the hearing were Councillor David P. Maher and Councillor Brian Murphy, Co-Chairs of the Committee, Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Lester Barber, Director of Land Use and Zoning, Community Development Department and Elaine McGrath, City Clerk’s Office.


Councillor Maher convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He invited Mr. Barber to describe the proposed change.


Mr. Barber explained that the Planning Board is proposing to the City Council for its consideration an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance affecting how parking for theaters is regulated in the City.  Currently theaters, which are categorized as retail uses in the Zoning Ordinance, are treated differently than all other retail and non-residential uses.  All other non-residential uses may provide the required accessory parking on the lot upon which the use is located, or on a lot within three hundred feet of that location; theaters must provide the accessory parking only on the lot upon which the theater is situated.


This particular provision of the accessory parking regulations has come to light because it prevents the placement of the accessory parking intended to serve the proposed theaters at the Cambridge Research Park development in East Cambridge in the pooled garage.  The use of the pooled parking garage would be prohibited because it is on a different lot than the theaters.  The theaters and the pooled parking are literally across the street from each other within the development.  Under the Planned Unit Development approved by the Planning Board, the pooled parking is meant to serve all uses in the development.  The existing parking provision in the Zoning Ordinance affecting theaters is contrary to the intent of the PUD plan as it has been approved and acts as a disincentive to provide for a theater in this multi-use project.


Rather than try to address this anomalous circumstance only within the PUD-3 district, it is the Planning Board’s view that a city-wide solution is most appropriate so that theaters, like all other non-residential uses, can take advantage of pooled parking (within 300 feet) where such parking and theaters are proposed in any future project.


Mr. Barber said that the current differential treatment began twenty-five years ago.  Staff have been unable to discover the reason for treating theaters differently from other commercial uses and have concluded that the provision resulted from some particular issue at that time.  Mr. Barber added that the Traffic, Parking and Transportation Department has no problem with the proposed amendment.


Councillors Maher and Murphy thanked Mr. Barber for his presentation.


There was no public testimony because no members of the public were present to testify.


Vice Mayor Davis made a motion that the proposed amendment be forwarded to the full City Council with a favorable recommendation.  The motion passed on a voice vote without objection.


The meeting was adjourned at 4:25 p.m.






For the Committee,




Councillor David P. Maher, Co-Chair






Councillor Brian Murphy, Co-Chair

FIRST PUBLICATION NUMBER 2961

City of Cambridge

In the Year Two Thousand and Two

AN ORDINANCE

In amendment to the Ordinance entitled “Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge”

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambridge as follows:

Delete paragraph C of Section 6.22.1 and thereby altering the regulation of parking for theaters in the City.


Currently theaters, which are categorized as retail uses in the Zoning Ordinance, are treated differently from all other retail and non-residential uses.  All other non-residential uses are required to provide accessory parking on the lot upon which the use is located, or on a lot within three hundred feet of that location, but theaters are required to provide accessory parking only on the lot upon which the theater is situated.  


The amendment would treat theaters like all other non-residential uses by deleting the paragraph that treats theaters as a special case.

Passed to a second reading at the City Council meeting held on July 29, 2002 and on or after August 12, 2002 the question comes on passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:-

                                        D. Margaret Drury
                                                 City Clerk
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The Ordinance Committee held a public meeting on June 26, 2002, beginning at 4:20 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber/Ackermann for the purpose of considering proposed amendments to the Responsible Employer Ordinance to include public works such as services and roads (Attachment A).


Present at the hearing were Councillor David P. Maher and Councillor Brian Murphy, Co-Chairs of the Committee, Councillor Timothy J Toomey, City Clerk D. Margaret Drury and Elaine McGrath, Clerk’s Office.  Also present were Robert W. Healy, City Manager, and Donald Drisdell, Deputy City Manager.


Councillor Murphy convened the hearing and explained the purpose. 


Councillor Maher noted that in the last Council term, the Ordinance Committee held a hearing on this proposal, but the proposal had remained in committee without further action in that term.  


Councillor Murphy then invited the proponents to make a presentation.


David Borrus, 126 Harvey Street, Pile Drivers Local Union Number 56, stated that Cambridge was the first city in the Commonwealth to enact the Responsible Employer Ordinance and that is an accomplishment to be proud of.  However, it only applies to “vertical” construction.  The proposed amendment would include the work covered in Ch. 30 § 49M, all construction work on all public works contracts, including “flat” work roads and sewers, etc.


Councillor Maher asked for a brief explanation of the difference between the proposed amendment and the current ordinance.  Mr. Borrus explained that the present ordinance requires that in public construction of buildings with City funds the contractors must provide benefits, workers compensation, apprentice training, and must have Cambridge residents as twenty-five percent of the workers.  He added that this amendment will extend these benefits to all of the construction workers on city-funded public work projects in all of the categories of work enumerated in M.G.L. Ch. 30, § 49M, which means that road work and sewer work will be covered.  This work represents much less in cost and volume than the work already covered in the Cambridge Responsible Employer’s Ordinance.


Joe Bonfiglio, Business Agent for Local Workers 151, stated that the Responsible Employers Ordinance provides a framework for judging the qualifications and responsibilities of the contractors bidding on the job.


Councillor Maher asked how many cities and towns in Massachusetts have a responsible employer ordinance.  Mr. Bonfiglio replied that approximately thirteen communities have ordinances that cover building work and that he knows of two municipalities, Springfield and Pittsfield, that have ordinances that cover flat work.


Councillor Maher asked Mr. Healy to comment on the proposal.  Mr. Healy said that this legislation will not help the City’s financial position.  There are some parts he does not understand.  For example, there is a provision in the proposed ordinance that requires bidders to be in compliance with the ordinance at the time of the bid.  He does not believe that Cambridge is likely to find any bidders in compliance with a provision to have twenty-five percent Cambridge employees at the time the bid is submitted.


Mr. Healy continued that when the original Responsible Employer Ordinance was proposed, he objected.  The ordinance that was finally adopted included some compromises that dealt with some of his objections.  One important compromise was that it applied to projects of over $100,000 and filed sub-bids of $25,000 or more.  That limitation does not appear in the proposal.  Public construction in Massachusetts is already difficult and the costs reflect these difficulties.  Furthermore, Cambridge faces $20 million annually of sewer work for the next several years.  This work was deliberately excluded in the original ordinance as a compromise.


Mr. Healy said that the ordinance will limit the number of bidders.  According to the 2000 Census only 2.1% of the Cambridge workforce are in the industrial construction field.  That means that many companies cannot meet the requirement of 25% Cambridge residents.


At this time, it was discovered that the proponents had a newer version (Attachment B) of the proposed amendment than the City Clerk.  Mr. Borrus said that some of Mr. Healy’s objections had been addressed in the newer version.


Councillor Maher made a motion of a referral to the full City Council.  He also requested that prior to the City Council meeting of July 29, 2002, the City Manager meet with local labor leaders to discuss some of the objections.


The motion to refer passed on a voice vote without objection.


Councillor Maher thanked all those present for their participation.


A letter from Councillor Galluccio was made part of the record.  (Attachment C).


On motion of Councillor Toomey the meeting was adjourned at .5:05 p.m.






For the Committee,






Councillor David P. Maher, Co-Chair





Councillor Brian Murphy, Co-Chair

FIRST PUBLICATION NUMBER 2962

City of Cambridge

In the Year Two Thousand and Two

AN ORDINANCE

In amendment to the Ordinance entitled “Municipal Code of the City of Cambridge”

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambridge as follows:

That Title 2 of the Municipal Code entitled “Administration and Personnel” be amended in Chapter 2.66 entitled “Cambridge Employment Plan” by striking out Section 2.66.080 entitled “Contractor qualifications and sanctions” and substituting in place thereof the following new section.


Section 2.66.080
Contractor qualifications and sanctions.


A.  All bidders and all subcontractors under the bidder for projects subject to G.L. c. 149, §44A(2) and G.L. c 30 §39M shall, as a condition for bidding, agree in writing that they shall comply with the following obligations:


1.  The bidder and all subcontractors under the bidder shall comply with the Cambridge Employment Plan as it currently exists and as it may, from time to time, be amended, and specifically shall comply with the worker hours requirements of Section 2.66.060(A).


2.  The bidder and all subcontractors under the bidder must comply with the obligations established under G.L. c. 149 and G.L. c 30 §39M to pay the appropriate lawful prevailing wage rates to their employees.


3.  The bidder and all subcontractors under the bidder must maintain or participate in a bona fide apprentice training program as defined by c. 23, §§11H and 11I for each apprenticeable trade or occupation represented in their workforce that is approved by the Division of Apprentice Training of the Department of Labor and Industries and must abide by the apprentice to journeymen ratio for each trade prescribed therein in the performance of the contract.


4.  The bidder and all subcontractors under the bidder must furnish, at their expense, hospitalization and medical benefits for all their employees employed on the project and/or coverage at least comparable in value to the hospitalization and medical benefits provided by the health and welfare plans in the applicable craft recognized by G.L. c. 149, §26 and G.L. c 30 §39M in establishing minimum wage rates.


5.  The bidder and all subcontractors under the bidder must maintain appropriate industrial accident insurance coverage for all the employees employed on the project in accordance with G.L. c. 152.


6.  The bidder and all subcontractors under the bidder must properly classify employees as employees rather than independent contractors and treat them accordingly for purposes of workers' compensation insurance coverage, unemployment taxes, social security taxes and income tax withholding in accordance with G.L. c. 149, §148B and G.L. c 30 §39M.


B.  All bidders and subcontractors under the bidder who are awarded or who otherwise obtain contracts on projects subject to G.L. c. 149, §44A(2) and G.L. c 30 §39M shall comply with the obligations numbered 1 through 6 as set forth in subsection A of this section for the entire duration of their work on the project, and an officer of each such bidder or subcontractor under the bidder shall certify under oath and in writing on a weekly basis that they are in compliance with such obligations.


C.  Any bidder or subcontractor under the bidder who fails to comply with any one of obligations 1 through 6 as set forth in subsection A of this section for any period of time shall be, at the sole discretion of the City Manager, subject to one or more of the following sanctions: (1) cessation of work on the project until compliance is obtained; (2) withholding of payment due under any contract or subcontract until compliance is obtained; (3) permanent removal from any further work on the project; (4) liquidated damages payable to the City in the amount of five percent of the dollar value of the contract.


D.  In addition to the sanctions outlined in subsection C of this section, a general bidder or contractor shall be equally liable for the violations of its subcontractor with the exception of violations arising from work performed pursuant to subcontracts that are subject to G.L. c. 149, §44F and G.L. c 30 §39M. Any contractor or subcontractor who has been determined to have violated any of the obligations set forth in subsections A and B of this section shall be barred from performing any work on any future projects for six months for a first violation, for three years for a second violation, and permanently for a third violation.


E.  The provisions of this section shall not apply to construction projects for which the low general bid was less than one hundred thousand dollars or to work performed pursuant to subcontracts that are subject to G.L. c. 149, §44F and G.L. c 30 §9M and that were bid for less than twenty-five thousand dollars, or to re-bids for construction projects for which the City receives fewer than three qualified general contract bidders in the original bid. (Ord. 1162, 1995)

Passed to a second reading at the City Council meeting held on July 29, 2002 and on or after August 12, 2002 the question comes on passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:-

                                        D. Margaret Drury
                                                 City Clerk
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The Health and Environment and the Public Safety Committees conducted a joint public meeting on Thursday, June 27, 2002 at eleven o'clock and forty minutes a.m. in the Ackermann Room.


The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the comments made by the general public on nuisance noise with the administration and city departments.


Present at the meeting were Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Chair of the Health and Environment and the Public Safety Committees, Councillor Brian Murphy, Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Julia Bowdoin, Assistant to the City Manager, Benjamin Barnes, License Commissioner, Richard Scali, Executive Director, License Commission, Nancy Glowa, First Assistant City Solicitor, Robert Bersani, Inspectional Services Commissioner, Dave Degou, Superintendent of Police, Garrett Simonsen, Assistant to the Mayor and Vice Mayor, Iram Farooq, Zoning and Land Use Project Planner, Community Development Department and Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk.


Vice Mayor Davis opened the meeting and stated that this meeting is an opportunity to allow city staff to respond to comments made by the general public at the meeting held on June 18, 2002.  She had a summary of key points of the June 18, 2002 meeting that she would discuss ATTACHMENT A.  


Councillor Murphy stated that he was impressed with the attendance at the June 18th meeting.  He felt the need to review regulations from other communities.  He wanted to know if there was a way to mitigate noise caused by leaf blowers.


Mr. Rossi cautioned that leaf blowers and lawn mowers need to be considered very carefully.  A lot of people use and/or hire companies that use this equipment.  These companies need to be brought to these meetings.  He suggested that maybe a time range could be used.  Equipment age is also a consideration.  The equipment may need to be updated.  Many elderly residents hire lawn care companies.


Vice Mayor Davis stated that she wanted a plan to consider key points on the summary list.


Mr. Rossi stated that there are more problems with air conditioners.  Mr. Barnes stated that the License Commission mitigates and mediates the noise complaints on the HVAC units.  He does not want a complete overhaul of the system that is now working.  The License Commission, he said, tries to remove the personal aspect of the complaints.  HVAC units are a problem.  The License Commission has not used cherry pickers and does not hang out of windows in an effort to measure noise because the ordinance states that measurement must be taken 100 feet from the lot line.  The License Commission tries to get rid of the problem.  Creative measures are taken to solve problems.  


Vice Mayor Davis asked what is the Roof Top Mechanical Committee doing about noise.  Ms. Farooq stated that the Roof Top Mechanical Committee made recommendations.  The biotech industry felt the recommendations were unrealistic.  More study and more work is being done with the biotech industry.  The task force meets monthly and visual and acoustical issues are being discussed.  The committee, however, does not have the expertise needed on acoustical issues.  An acoustical expert will be hired.  Nighttime noise caused by mechanicals that run all night is a concern.  Ambient noise is above the threshold.  Enforcement issues have surfaced.  The Roof Top Mechanical Committee is working on more strategy for best practices such as screening, placement of equipment on rooftops, type of equipment and technology, rather than enforcement to reduce the problem.  A scope is being prepared for a consultant on mechanicals.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that it sounds as if the task force will address installation in new buildings.  Enforcement and existing equipment is not their charge.


Mr. Barnes stated that the License Commission has a conundrum.  He felt that there should be a review of the ordinance to reassess the measuring.  It is an issue of safety.  The biotech industry wants the License Commission to measure noise from HVAC from up in the air.  Vice Mayor Davis asked if a consultant could be hired to measure "up in the air" noise complaints.  Mr. Rossi responded in the affirmative.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that this is a solution to short-term hard-to-measure situations.  Mr. Schloming stated that the measurement should not be the same measurement from the window and the lot line.


Vice Mayor Davis discussed long-term solutions.  The Roof Top Mechanical Task Force does not have long-term standards.  She asked if the task force should look at the issue of enforcement.  Mr. Bersani stated that if the city cannot measure noise by the standards in the ordinance how can the city expect a consultant to do the measurement.  The city can ask developers to comply with the Noise Ordinance, but he is skeptical about enforcement.  He wanted to be comfortable about the Noise Ordinance and then he will enforce.  Mr. Rossi stated that sound experts are needed.  The Roof Top Mechanical Task Force cannot make this any better.  The Agassiz and Fitzgerald Schools and the Water Treatment Plan were designed by the standard of the Noise Ordinance, stated Mr. Rossi.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that the issues are complicated.  Mr. Barnes stated that mechanicals are the only equipment that is measured in the Noise Ordinance.


Vice Mayor Davis informed the committee of a situation where $100,000 was allocated to study a disturbing rumble in Kokomo, Indiana.  Mr. Rossi stated that technical assistance is needed to get sound pressure readings.


Vice Mayor Davis inquired about enforcement on roof top mechanicals.  Mr. Rossi stated that the city needs to talk to experts and see what the experts recommend.  He cautioned about causing problems on the other side of the issue.  If the solution is too rigid it will fail and there are fines to consider.  The License Commission uses compromise and most problems are solved.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that she wants clarity of the problem, enforcement of the ordinance and clarity as to where the noise measurement should be taken.  The city needs an ordinance that it can use and enforce.  She suggested contacting the Rutgers Noise Center to help write an ordinance.  She gave the pertinent information to Mr. Rossi.  Ms. Lenora Schloming stated that technology does exist to solve the problem.  This problem will get worse if the city does not solve the issues of measurement and enforcement.


Vice Mayor Davis asked if the city has noise sensitive zones.  Mr. Scali stated that the city does have a map that outlines noise sensitive zones for dumpsters.  Mr. Bersani stated that there is a definition of a noise sensitive zone.


Mr. Barnes stated that the issue is enforcement versus agreement.  The License Commission has been proactive in solving problems.  In a city 6.2 square miles issues are solved everyday.  The remaining complaints are only one percent.  Mr. Rossi stated that trash companies would challenge the city.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that noise sensitive zone powers lie with the License Commission.  She felt there is a need to educate the community.  Other communities have a web site listing who the public calls with a noise complaint.  Vice Mayor Davis submitted the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to take necessary steps to have information added to the web site that lists the names and telephone numbers of city personnel who the public should call with a noise complaint.


The motion carried.


The committee now focused on med flight and aviation noise.  Mr. Rossi stated that he spoke to the owner of the company who was defensive.  He was told that in an emergency situation the company would get to the scene the best way it could.


Vice Mayor Davis told of complaints she has received about boom cars.  Complaints have been received when cars are stopped at red lights and the sound systems in the cars are loud.  Pearl and Brookline Streets are complaint areas.  Vice Mayor Davis submitted the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to refer the subject of boom cars to the Police Department for comments and to conduct a public awareness campaign that the Noise Ordinance will be enforced as it relates to boom cars.


The motion carried.


Mr. Rossi stated that if the City Council amends the ordinance it might be easily enforced.  Ms. Glowa added that language exists that allows the city to enforce the ordinance without an amendment.  Mr. Rossi suggested public education on enforcement of the Noise Ordinance regarding boom cars.  There will be problems if the city suddenly enforces the ordinance and issues citations for boom car noise.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that problem areas should be declared as noise sensitive zones and radios should be turned down in the noise sensitive areas.  The Police Department will be instructed to give non-criminal disposition warning tickets for boom cars in intersections.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that there is a campaign by Sony to encourage uncivilized behavior.  Superintendent Degou stated that it is difficult to enforce the ordinance if a car window is down and music is loud.


The committee now discussed the issue of scooter noise.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that scooter noise is similar to leaf blower noise.  Sound needs to be measured on gas powered engines such as scooters and leaf blowers.  Mr. Rossi stated that he believes complaints about leaf blowers may be caused by lawn mowers; it is the same noise.  Vice Mayor Davis wants to know who can measure this noise.  Mr. Scali stated non-measured noise, such as leaf blowers, is covered by the ordinance.  Mr. Barnes stated that the Noise Ordinance should be reviewed.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that the city needs standards that includes the type of equipment used, zones and times.  Mr. Rossi stated that if leaf blowers are banned lawn mowers and hedge trimmers will make the same amount of noise.  Vice Mayor Davis stated that if the issue is gas motorized tools then these tools need to be regulated.  Mr. Rossi stated that he wants to discuss this issue with landscapers.


Vice Mayor Davis asked who enforces university noise, such as trash removal, landscaping and snowblowing, the city or the university.  Mr. Barnes stated that if the public call 911 the call is referred to the License Commission and his department strives to resolve the complaint.  Vice Mayor Davis submitted the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to instruct the appropriate city department that when complaints are received about noise issues on university property that the complaint be referred from 911 to the License Commission to enforce the Noise Ordinance; and be it further

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to report on the type of noise complaint, the protocol and criteria used; and be it further

ORDERED:
That the noise ordinance be reviewed comprehensively to see that it
covers the technical points related to nuisance noise and to assure that enforcement of the ordinance is practical.


The motion carried.


Mr. Barnes informed the committee that enforcement is the fine.  The city does not have the authority to make the universities stop the noise, but the city can go to court to resolve the matter.


In conclusion Mr. Rossi stated that Cambridge does more than most other communities.


Vice Mayor Davis thanked all attendees.


The meeting adjourned at one o'clock and five minutes p. m.







For the Committee,







Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis








Chair
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