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Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves


The Public Facilities, Art and Celebrations Committee held a public meeting on 
October 16, 2002, beginning at 4:40 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber in order to receive an update on the library construction project.    


Present at the hearing were Councillor Brian Murphy, Chair of the Committee, Mayor Michael A. Sullivan, Vice-Mayor Henrietta Davis, and Elaine McGrath, City Clerk’s Office.  Also present were Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Susan Flannery, Director of the Cambridge Library, Bertha A. Chandler, Cambridge Public Library, Lisa Peterson, Commissioner, Department of Public Works, and Charles Sullivan, Executive Director, Historical Commission.  Also in attendance were Alan Burne, Library Project Director, Philip Gray of William Rawn Associates, Nicole Groleau and Pamela Hawkes of Ann Beha Associates, Doane Perry, Mid-Cambridge Neighborhood Association, and Karen Carmean, Cambridge Tree Project.  


Councillor Murphy convened the hearing and asked for an update on the status of the library project.

Mr. Rossi explained that the city has provided a lot of information in different formats on the library construction project, including information on the city’s web site, public meetings, weekly design meetings between the city and the architects, and the appointment of an 18-member Design Advisory Committee (DAC) to give feedback on the project.  Mr. Rossi stated that the city had chosen the design team through a designer selection process, and negotiated a contract that included provisions for public information and input throughout the process. He introduced Alan Burne, who directs the library project, and asked him to provide an overview.

Mr. Burne stated that he has worked on a number of public projects, including Cambridge Hospital, and is familiar with the requirements of public construction projects including the need to inform the public and get their input.  Mr. Burne explained that this meeting was not to introduce new material, but to review the process so far.  He stated that there have been various outreach efforts, including a website for information; information about the process has also gone to 300 abuttors.  In addition, Ms. Flannery noted that information about meetings has been sent to 100 community agencies and organizations.

Mr. Burne reviewed the chronology for the project (Attachment A).  Throughout the process, Mr. Burne has worked with the DAC to identify their goals and objectives for the project.  Once these were identified, the architects created four schemes to locate the new library on the site.  Among other considerations, the design team in particular believed that the old design for the site was important, and tried to factor it into their designs.  Historically, the site had more buildings on it.

Using posterboards, Mr. Burne then described four conceptual schemes for placing buildings in the space around the library; these are “massing” diagrams, which configure the buildings and open space in different ways.  The first scheme, the “West” Scheme, connected the library to Rindge and Latin School in a way that created a “canyon” between them, a design that was criticized by the DAC.  For this reason, the West Scheme dropped to a lower priority.  A second, “straddling” scheme would link library buildings with light wells.  This would preserve the historic characteristics of the buildings but raised questions about operations.  A similar design in other libraries, such as the Malden Library, results in closed areas of the expanded library because there is not enough staff to supervise the new and old wings.  The third, “East” Scheme, required building up to four stories in order to achieve the goal of 95,000 square feet of space for the library.  The DAC’s opinion is that this would overshadow the current library and is too high a scale for the space.  A fourth, “Far East” Scheme, received the most favorable comment from the DAC.  In this scheme, there would be a two-story building close to the library, with two-and three-story buildings nearby.  Construction would extend into the tennis courts, which would be rebuilt, along with parking, at a lower level.  The DAC and the architects agreed that this model had the greatest benefit to the library program.  At the same time, there was lots of negative comment from neighbors, who felt that the plan would take too much of the current park space.  Responding to the concerns of abuttors, Mr. Rossi noted that, according to the landscape architects, the neighbors, especially on Ellery Street, would gain a lot from the design in Scheme Four, which would make major improvements in the Ellery Street landscape.  Mr. Burne is reviewing all of the schemes and after the upcoming DAC committee, will present two additional schemes, including a possible combination of Schemes Three and Four.  

Mr. Rossi reviewed the projected schedule for the project.  He expects that by the end of November or December 2002, the team will settle on a conceptual approach for the design process, with schematics developed and approved by March 2003.  The city is scheduled to review and approve design development by September 2003 and to review and approve construction documents by March of 2004.  The schedule provides for the bid award to occur by mid-May 2004.  Construction is scheduled to begin in June of 2004, with completion in September of 2006 and occupation in September-December 2006.   Mr. Burne indicated that depending on the comments received from the public regarding the various diagrams, something may change in the design and this could add a couple of weeks to the schedule.  Mr. Rossi noted that each scheme, as well as any subsequent modifications, has to go before the DAC.           

Vice-Mayor Davis raised a number of questions about the proposed designs.  She asked about side views and Mr. Burne offered a photo interpretation of what these would be.  Ms. Davis also asked about the relocation of the tot lot; her opinion was that it was important to keep the tot lot close to the children’s room.  Mr. Burne responded that the architects were not at that part of the design yet; they were looking at where volumes would go on the site.  This is the conceptual part of the design, with schematics, including placement of the tot lot, to be addressed in a later phase.   Mr. Rossi also noted that there was disagreement in the DAC about where the tot lot should go.  From a programmatic standpoint for the library, Ms. Flannery expressed her concern that it would be difficult to have direct access to the tot lot from the library if people can leave the library with books.  According to Mr. Rossi, the tot lot location will be discussed in upcoming meetings.  

Vice-Mayor Davis also inquired about how the design would relate the library to the high school, and specifically, if there had been outreach to the school in the design process.  Mr. Rossi responded that there were ongoing discussions with Mr. Maloney, John Silva, the principal, and Caroline Hunter.  Vice-Mayor Davis is particularly concerned that the architects observe how students actually use the space.  Mr. Burne indicated that he observes the students at the site from his office and also consults with library staff on this issue.  Ms. Davis emphasized that from a parent’s point of view, it was important to observe how students use the site, especially at busy times like 2:30 P.M., in determining how to place buildings and paths.  Mr. Rossi noted, however, that the design was not open-ended; the information from students and other users of the site, while valuable, might lead to a design that was otherwise unacceptable, for example, for reasons of cost.  According to Mr. Rossi, there are not a lot of options for the design.  Vice-Mayor Davis emphasized that her concern was that the decision process include all the stakeholders and that they receive and are able to contribute to basic information before a decision is made.  She asked Mr. Burne to make sure the architectural team interviews students before deciding on a design.  Mr. Rossi assured her that this is being done in the library design process.

Councillor Murphy commented that the one attractive aspect of the “Far East” design was that it breaks down the walls between the school and the library, and asked what the thinking was behind that.  According to Mr. Gray, historically there was no wall between the school and the library.  It was built to protect the library.  What the architects have in mind for the new design is a form of public common.  Vice-Mayor Davis asked what the team plans to do about the views of the backs of buildings.  Mr. Gray stated that this issue requires a lot of attention, in order to avoid dead-end corridors and to allow people to move through the site.  Mr. Rossi has asked the design team to look at spaces used by the public in Greater Boston to create an attractive public space at the library.  As an example of a space that needs improvement, Vice-Mayor Davis pointed to the field house, where graduation exercises are held now; it has two ways of access through an unattractive passage.  The DAC has also raised issues of access in the redesign.  

Councillor Murphy asked if there was any public comment.  There was no response.

Vice-Mayor Davis asked how the team plans to keep the council involved and informed.  Mr. Rossi responded that there is a design book that will be updated periodically and distributed to the Council, containing information on meetings and topics in the process.  He suggested that perhaps the committee should ask the Council what kind of information, and in what form, would be useful to update Councillors.  In addition, Mr. Burne is available day to day for any questions.  There is also a page on the city website for the library department that provides all information to date on the project.  Vice-Mayor Davis expressed concern that there is too much paper and too little time for the Council to digest everything; at the same time, the design team needs to get Council input as soon as possible, since the school issue is critical.  Mr. Rossi summarized the efforts at outreach so far: meetings with school staff and the city to address site, building and safety concerns, the DAC meetings with the architectural team, and public meetings to inform the community.  One possibility to get more input from the school would be to appoint a second school committee member to the DAC.  

Ms. Flannery is currently setting up a Teen Advisory Committee for the library and is in contact with the high school librarian; she will ask the School Committee to form a committee of kids to get ideas about the library design.  

Mr. Rossi plans to talk to Mr. Bates about the plans for the tennis courts.  According to Vice-Mayor Davis, Human Services runs the tennis program; the overlay of users at this location requires coordination.  Regarding the green space issue, Vice-Mayor Davis commented that not all green spaces are the same or can function as parks.  Depending on the division of space, the public would use the site in different ways.  She defers to the architects on how to design spaces that people can use, and asked Mr. Gray to address this issue.             

Mr. Gray stated that the team has a skilled landscape architect to design the space.  Currently, there are several different uses including an area that functions like a “private room”, and a wooded area near the high school.  The design team wants to preserve open and private areas by locating parking under the park, if possible, similar to the design of Post Office Square in Boston.  The architects do not want to create a lawn that is subservient to the buildings.  The team is trying to improve on the park and fix problems, while preserving what works.  Mr. Rossi indicated that the city is not trying to change Lorenz Park.  

Vice-Mayor Davis then asked about several design features at the site.  She inquired if there will be a problem with planting in shallow ground because the MBTA Red Line runs underneath.  Mr. Rossi responded that the city has solved other difficult situations like this, for example, in Danehy Park, by adding fill to a surface.  Vice-Mayor Davis also remarked that mechanicals such as the headhouse, vents and ramps, must be designed to address neighborhood concerns.  Mr. Rossi indicated that abuttors’ concerns would be taken into account in the design.  While placement of mechanicals is a tough construction problem, Mr. Rossi asserted that the city has the right team to think through it and solve it; Mr. Burne has been working to include these in the building, rather than on roofs or in shrubbery.  In response to Vice-Mayor Davis’s question about whether the shuttle bus route and bike racks were included in the design, Mr. Rossi stated that they were.  Ms. Flannery also noted the need for parking for baby carriages.  On the issue of whether the renovated library building would be an energy-efficient “green” building, Mr. Rossi stated that it would meet the highest “green” standard achievable within cost constraints, given the challenges of retrofitting an old building.  As a general matter, Mr. Rossi pointed out that there were many more stops on the way to a final design, and that specific concerns would be addressed in the process.  

Mayor Sullivan noted that there will be a joint School Committee/City Council presentation on the status of the library project on October 22, 2002.  

Mr. Rossi then addressed construction issues.  He noted that Mr. Burne has experience in several huge state building projects, and that the city also has experience in building projects in residential neighborhoods where local concerns have to be accommodated.  The greatest disruption will occur in the early stages of construction; ideally, the construction will coincide with the end of the school year.  Mr. Burne stated that there will be demolition.  In response to questions from Vice-Mayor Davis, Mr. Rossi said that the architects will be coordinating with Harvard University in the Cambridge Street part of the project, as required by their contract with the city, and that Lorenz Park may have to be used for staging, given the space constraints, although it is too soon to tell now. 

Mr. Perry from the Mid-Cambridge Neighborhood Association offered a suggestion for the project’s web site.  He noted that the current web site lists each of the proposed schemes with a list of pros and cons from the DAC.  He feels it would be useful if other people could also comment on the schemes on the web, which would allow them to offer input and information that could improve the design.  Mr. Burne said that every letter or e-mail that is received is forwarded to the architectural team, but he doesn’t know if they appear in the matrix for the DAC.  Mr. Rossi commented that the members of the DAC were selected to represent the community’s interests and that this is the procedure for comment; all other public comments are brought to the attention of the architects.  

Ms. Carmean of the Cambridge Tree Project asked why the plan did not keep the existing curving angle of the driveway to the library entrance, which would save three big trees and keep the tot lot in its current location.  Mr. Burne responded that the landscapers took into account the site’s original plan, its history, and the discussion about a continuation of Trowbridge Street straight to the library, and factored these into the general scheme.  However, this is not the final design phase; the schemes are just ways to understand what makes sense as ways of putting volumes in space.  Mr. Rossi pointed out that, in fact, none of the schemes would remove trees.  According to Ms. Flannery, another consideration in changing the driveway was to create a clear vista to the library entrance; by changing the layout of Trowbridge Street, the street will end with the library as the destination.  Currently, there is a lack of visibility and presence for the library from the street, with the library obscured by buildings and greenery.  It is important to the library staff and trustees to celebrate the library as an important presence on the site.

Councillor Murphy thanked those present for their participation.  


The meeting was adjourned at 5:35 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor Brian Murphy, Chair
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The Housing Committee held a public hearing on November 6, 2002 beginning at 5:15 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber for the purpose of continuing to discuss the future of federal subsidies at 2 Mount Auburn Street and methods to address the housing needs of families with incomes of 80% to 120% of median income, including inclusionary zoning and the new moderate-income homeownership program.


Present at the hearing were Councillor Anthony D. Galluccio, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor E. Denise Simmons and D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Darcy Jameson, Housing Director, Community Development Department (CDD), Chris Cotter, Housing Division, CDD, Cassie Arnot, Housing Division, CDD, Robert Vining, Housing Division, CDD, and Dan Wuenschel, Executive Director of the Cambridge Housing Authority (CHA).  Present for Harvard University were Mary Power, Senior Director of Community and Government Affairs, Jim Barrow, Office of Community and Government Affairs, Susan Keller, Director of Residential Real Estate, Harvard Planning and Real Estate, Alexandra Driley, Assistant Director of Residential Real Estate, Harvard Planning and Real Estate and Justin Deri.  The following members of the public attended the meeting:  Hedwig E. Pocius, 2 Mt. Auburn Street, Kathleen Williams, 2 Mt. Auburn Street, Selma O’Brien, 2 Mt. Auburn Street, Steve O’Neill, 2 Dodge Street and Mary Reed, Eviction Free Zone.


Councillor Galluccio convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He began with the issue of 2 Mount Auburn Street and invited Ms. Jameson to initiate the discussion.  Ms. Jameson introduced the members of her staff present and then requested that Mr. Weunschel provide an update on the status of the subsidies at 2 Mount Auburn Street.


Mr. Weunschel explained that 2 Mount Auburn Street, a ninety-four-unit complex for low income elderly/disabled persons owned by Harvard University, was built in the early 1970’s under a federal subsidy program known as the “10C” program.  The “10C” program no longer exists.  Last year HUD informed the CHA that since the program no longer exists, there is no longer a “10C” budget for these subsidies and the program funds are running out.  The CHA and HUD have been looking for a source of funds.  At this time the issue rests almost entirely with HUD.   The federal bureaucracy moves slowly, but CHA staff contact HUD about this issue on a regular basis.  Mr. Weunschel said that most likely the new subsidies would be Section 8 subsidies.  He explained that there exist legislation and regulations that allow the use of Section 8 funds for building under other expiring use programs, but the 10 C program is not included in the list of programs for which such use is authorized.


Ms. Jameson said that CDD staff have been working with a very knowledgeable housing consultant to research possible avenues of funding that HUD could use for this building.  


Councillor Galluccio questioned the likelihood of HUD resolving this problem much before the expiration date of the use restriction and said that if HUD is not going to find a solution soon, then he would hope that Harvard would provide written assurance of the intention to keep the building as affordable housing as long as subsidies are available and of the intention to actively seek such subsidies.  He invited the representatives of Harvard University to comment.


Ms Powers said that Harvard is interested in engaging in a collaborative and cooperative discussion on the many issues that touch on Harvard-owned residential property and the responsibility of the university to house more of its own community, as has been requested by the City Council.  Harvard wants to explore maintaining affordability at 2 Mt. Auburn Street past 2012, but Harvard also needs to explore how to use its property to address university needs and city needs as well.  They would like to have a thoughtful discussion of how this building could fit into an overall discussion of how Harvard can best use its property to the benefit of the city and the university.  Additionally, Harvard supports the principles of inclusionary zoning and would like to utilize these principles in its development of housing both for its community and in furtherance of the city’s goal of inclusion.


Councillor Galluccio cautioned that it is not in the best interests of Harvard, the tenants of 2 Mt. Auburn or the city to have this building used as a bargaining chip in a neighborhood negotiation.  Councillor Galluccio said that he is hearing two contradictory messages from Ms. Power.  On the one hand, Harvard wants to keep the building affordable.  However, if the city government shuts down Harvard’s attempts to meet its own housing needs in other ways, Harvard may need to use this property to meet its own needs.


Ms Power agreed that this might be a factor.  She said that Harvard can provide part of the assurance that Councillor Galluccio is looking for. Harvard can commit to working towards finding the funding to keep this building affordable during the use restriction, but cannot make a commitment to maintain the building as affordable housing past 2012.


Councillor Murphy said that he certainly understands the concern that a subsidy source must be found if Harvard is to keep the building affordable past the date that the use restriction expires.  However, the City has a very strong policy to make every possible effort to keep expiring use buildings affordable after the use restriction expires, and has applied this policy in every expiring use building in Cambridge, regardless of who owns the building.   Clearly, the City will expect Harvard to commit to maintaining affordability if a source of funding to maintain affordability can be found, just as it would   expect such a commitment from any other owner of an expiring use building.  


Councillor Galluccio requested that Harvard inform the City Council in writing of what commitments it can and cannot make.  If Harvard cannot commit at this time to keeping the building affordable past the date of the expiring use, even if subsidies to maintain the affordability are available, the City Council should know that now, not 10 years from now.  However, in light of the inevitably painful, even catastrophic effect on the relationship of the university with the city government and the citizens that putting this building to another use would have, he would suggest that Harvard make such a commitment now and get credit for being a good neighbor.


Councillor Simmons agreed that such a commitment would be a win-win event for the City, Harvard and the tenants.  It would be better not to have this conversation for the next ten years.


In response to a question from Councillor Galluccio, Ms. Powers said that Harvard would provide written response within a month.    


Councillor Murphy asked if the Massachusetts Congressional delegation has been helpful, and whether they have been approached yet.  Mr. Weunschel said that they have not yet sought assistance from the legislators because he believes that it is still too soon to involve them.  The CHA wants to work with the federal administrators first, but is certainly not averse to involving the federal legislators if it becomes necessary.


Councillor Galluccio then invited public comment.


Hedwig Pocius, 2 Mt. Auburn Street, said that she hopes that the CHA is looking for project-based subsidies, to make sure that in addition to protecting the current tenants, the affordability remains in the city of Cambridge.  There is no funding to cover the replacement of 94 affordable units in Cambridge.   Ms. Pocius emphasized that Harvard must understand that the residents of 2 Mt. Auburn Street are not students.  They are adults and permanent residents and do not want to be treated like students.  Ms. Pocius also said that the tenants are requesting an ombudsperson, someone who is not part of the building management, to speak to the tenants. 


Ms. Jameson informed Ms. Power that Just-A-Start has a tenant/landlord mediation program that could perhaps be useful in this respect.


Kathleen Williams, 2 Mt. Auburn Street, stated that she is a 14-year resident of the building.  She does not know a lot about the expiring use issue.  She is not yet a senior citizen, but she is 55 years old and disabled.  It is very frightening to her to think that she may be turned out of her home in ten years.  She had expected to live there for the rest of her life.


Selma O’Brien, 2 Mt. Auburn Street, stated that she is a new tenant and commended the committee for strong support of the tenants and of keeping the building affordable.  She said that she was troubled by Harvard’s approach, which seemed unnecessarily confrontational.


Councillor Galluccio then moved to the issue of housing assistance for residents with incomes above 80% of median income.  He noted the Council’s interest in adjusting the income eligibility units for the residents of the affordable units that residential developers are required to provide under the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and requested an update from the CDD.  Ms. Jameson said that in response to City Council concern, CDD has been looking at how to address the housing needs of middle-income residents being priced out of Cambridge.  One way that CDD has responded is through the new moderate-income homeownership program.  However, the CDD staff recommends keeping the income limits for the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance at 80% of moderate income.  When staff members analyze what is affordable in Cambridge, especially in view of recent decreases in rent, the needs of lower income residents are much more insurmountable.  People earning between 100% and 120% of median income really do have some options in the city.  There are a good number of units available.   


Councillor Galluccio asked about the current income eligibility for inclusionary units.  Ms. Jameson responded that incomes must be no greater than 80% and are targeted at incomes of 65% of median income.  The average income of occupants falls between 50 and 80%.


Councillor Galluccio asked what Boston’s income limits and average incomes are for its inclusionary zoning program.  Mr. Cotter said that for the rental units, eligibility for half of the units is 50% of median income or less and for the other half, the limit is 80% of median income.  For homeownership, half the units eligibility is capped at 80% and half at 120%, with an overall target of 80%.  


Councillor Galluccio said that he believes the income eligibility limit for rental units has increased, and requested that CDD check the current figure.  He added that he continues to be concerned that CDD does not track the requests for assistance.  It is very important for the City Council to know the demographics of the residents seeking housing.  Members of the City Council believe that they know the community and who is leaving because of housing costs and are convinced that especially over the last five years, moderate-middle income residents are being priced out.  He would not have a problem with CDD’s recommendation if CDD had data about the requests and market data, but he is not comfortable with setting income limits based on philosophy.  He wants to see data about the market demand in Cambridge, and he does not want Cambridge residents to lose the inclusionary zoning opportunities presented by the residential development that will take place in North Point.  He is not suggesting that the 15% requirement be changed, nor is he suggesting that all of the affordable units be made available to higher income residents.  Perhaps the City should look at trying to target some units to residents with incomes of 80% to 100% of median income.  These decisions should be made in the context of actual information about what income residents are being forced to leave Cambridge because of housing costs.


Councillor Decker said that she is not sure how she feels about increasing the income limits.   However, she agrees with Councillor Galluccio about the need for real information on which such a decision must be based.  She would also like information and statistics about who is at the shelters, who goes to the Multi Service Center.  Councillor Decker stated that she would like the following information as well:

· What is the average salary for employees of the City of Cambridge, not department heads, but paraprofessionals, support staff, etc., and what housing assistance they qualify for?

· What would a family with two adults, two kids and a household income of $60,000 be able to afford, and what assistance would they qualify for?

· How is the new Census data being used to shape housing policy?

Councillor Decker also requested information about the possibilities of affordable housing at 238 Broadway.  She said that she wants to know that the City’s affordable housing staff is at least looking at the issue.


Ms. Jameson said that CDD does look at the market data on a regular basis.  She would be happy to provide a summary of that information for the committee.  With regard to using the new Census data, she informed the committee that one of the challenges of working with the data is that the income data is not tied to data bout household size.  In response to the issue of collecting data about the income of those contacting CDD about affordable housing, while it would be difficult to get information about past telephone calls, it would be possible to analyze applications that have been submitted and to track the interest in the new middle-income homeownership program.


Councillor Galluccio said that he feels that it is essential that every person who calls to inquire about affordable housing be sent an application with a return envelope or encouraged to come in and fill out an application.


Councillor Simmons asked about outreach and suggested that CDD put the name of a contact person on its information sheets about affordable housing programs.  Ms Jameson described the outreach for the new program, which included sending information to all the nonprofits, to all the schools for the kids to take home to parents, to the libraries, CDD’s data base of applicants, ads in newspapers, the cable channel and the website. 


 Councillors Decker and Simmons suggested sending 10 copies to each City Councillor.


Councillor Galluccio suggested working with the School Department on outreach.  It is through the schools that the families who really want to stay in Cambridge can be found.  Developing relationships with principals and after school programs.


Councillor Simmons asked who decides what housing gets built, for example, the size of the units, whether the housing is rental or homeownership; all of these decisions end up being decisions about who will live in Cambridge.  Ms. Jameson said that the goal is to serve a variety of housing needs.  Particular units and buildings are often determined by market opportunities.  The issue of rental versus homeownership often depends on the site.


Councillor Murphy asked that the information requested by the committee on demographics, market demand, the Boston eligibility limits, and any other requested information which may pertain to amending the inclusionary zoning income eligibility limits be provided by early December in light of the time constraints for Council action on the pending petition to amend the ordinance.


Mary Reed, Eviction Free Zone, suggested more limited equity co-ops and condominiums and using Section 8 funds for homeownership.  She added that the committee should look at the waiting list for public housing as a part of the information about the demographics of housing need in Cambridge.


Councillor Galluccio thanked all those present for their participation.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:02 p.m. on motion of Councillor Murphy.


   




For the Committee,







Councillor Anthony D. Galluccio, Chair

PAGE  
3

